
Lucas Tung f11)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R 3

Aff: 16 Fang
Neg: 8 Chillappagari
Varsity L-D Debate

Speaker Code #:

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

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂

N E G :
pts_2̂ l_ Speaker Code #:

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

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

Judging Criteria /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or ̂ ggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoy(d material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal ̂eeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) j
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opt̂ sition and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R V / C O U R T E S Y : 7
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was plepant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

A f fi r m a t i v e : Negative
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Lucas Tung (*11)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a n n R 3
Aff: 8 Sathiya
Neg; 16 Lee
Varsity L-D Debate

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

Judge's School Affiliation:

A F F :
Speaker Code #: ^ ptŝ ^ Speaker Code #:

N E G :

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

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

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r :
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : X
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? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches? /
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her sî  and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition ̂d rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, ̂ ily understandable, and civil?

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

A f fi r m a t i v e : /
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L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name: )Cf»v

Judge's School Affiliation:_ 0 WC ̂  ̂

Speaker Code #: \1'? n dpts 1 Speaker Code #: O . 2 i
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy Goojr
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimiifation rounds)

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offtr compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
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vDatta Makkapatt (*8)
Round 1B 9:00am R4 .
Aff: 11 Kona , I
Neg: 2 Jones-Solari,
Varsity L-D Debate

A F F :
Speaker Code #: \ \

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

Judge's School Affiliation:

N E G :
pts<;L. ( 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) y
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriat̂ ehavior

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliî nts and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
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(AFF or NEG)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N , J L
- t i p i r u

/ v V ^

< 4 r c W j 6 j \ , r v c R " t v t w r l ) ^ f ^ o p U .

on the nf>- wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)



Claudia Ault ^23)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m S 2

Aff: 1 Rothblatt-Kenney
Neg: 16 Yu
Varsity L-D Debate

A F F ;
Speaker Code #: [_

LINCOLN DOU^AS Debate
Judge's Name: C ■ / ̂ 7̂

Judge's School Affiliation: S R.U

% N E G :
pts ^ Speaker Code #: lj£

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer commiments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : . • . - X l ^ / - ? / 9

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

r j
2 . I ' i l /
3 , ( L s u C A A y ^ / /

/) (3 (U-Xt'iyuM
h — < / & n UL r \ ^ f i t O t S t ^ 2 £ j L 7 I

Negative

• f - K a / I o - r \ .

X J . ^
At? 556 1̂

t V C i t c U t / t f - / U / ^ t ^ - ^
- t o

U A J L - ^ < 2 t d o 4 Ĵ^truy^
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Claudia Ault r23)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m S 2

A f f : 11 G r e w a l

Neg; 16 Nielsen
Varsity L-D Debate

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

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂

A F F :
Speaker Code #: //

N E G :
pts Speaker Code #: / ^ 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 quality for elimination rounds) /
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate/oehavior

M - v M - J u d & i n g C r i t e r i a\ f < r A y > a V ^ t - ^ J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
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? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches? /
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her sideydnd how well was tliat value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition an<̂build his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easibf understandable, and civil? /̂  ̂

Using the above criteria, please offer complim̂ ts and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
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LINCOLN̂ DOUGLAS DebateJudge's Name: Ktniv llt Ct/tl (

Judge's School Affiliation: PUH

I I ' P I S ?Speaker Code #: i Co P( W pts Oo Speaker Code #: Ml

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 roiuras)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapfw-opriate behavior

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

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

A f fi r m a t i v e :

(St
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LINCOLN DOUGL̂  Debate
Judge's Name: 1 fO c/,v<

A F F :

Speaker Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation: pVH

N E G :
ptsrrCo Speaker Code #: \(-^ pts95.

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
e a c h d e b a t e r ;
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S :

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

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

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

A f fi r m a t i v e : , l / N e g a t i v e
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(AFF or NEG)
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Andrew Schwartz (*18)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R 7
A f f : 11 G o d u c o

Neg: 2 Wilson
Varsity L-D Debate

Speaker Code #

LINCOLN DpUGLi^ Debate
Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation;

N E G :
Speaker Code #:

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer /ompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
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R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N r - O N f \ \ ' v V

A / < ^ y 0 / K a C ' ^ C £

on the Iv ^ wins this debate.
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Andrew Schwartz (*18)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R 7

A f f ; 1 6 P a r k

Neg: 9 Sterling
Varsity L-D Debate

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

Judge 's Schoo l A ffi l ia t ion : /v ^

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

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

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

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

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

A f f i r m a t i v e : / N e g a t i v e » - f /
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SPEAKER CODE #: v ̂  on the ̂ wins this debate. ̂  ̂
REASON FOR DECISION ̂ "TT̂  \\ \

< 9 fi A 5 K J $ . / C y W C k \ \ ^ o f / 4
^ ^ A . C 6 « c A c v l . - J ^

kv<a.\^ i (V1 Iy I



Sineesh Keshav (*22)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R 6

Aff: 16 Bronshteyn
Neg: 10 Qadeer
Varsity L-D Debate

A F F :
Speaker Code #: Ife

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

I n d p e ' s S c h n n l A f n i i a t i n n - R M v / A r U L f e ^Judge's School Affiliation:

N E G ;
pts Speaker Code #: IO

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

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

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

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

A f fi r m a t i v e : C J N e g a t i v e ' ^
_ / - - ' W ! ^

J t o d v o - f c i / « C « < j £ J U \ C ^5 ® ^ . Q a ( / t ^
— o ^ ^ C ^ v a - » T S o . o « -

G . / 1 A f t 0

: X « x > c m

SPEAKER CODE #: IV on the _t
( A F F

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

/ e x

/ - 0 j J r . O .(s fVOTX e«-.-.^v«^Vov.K«TwJL
s € ^ r < v o L K > > j c > w ^ , * ^
X - o r r w u e l i i

U a A O S - I r o f W < ^

o n t h e b J w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . c ^ - w L e A . y
(AFF or NEG)

^ ^
- 9 M , U r t A / w A < r * v '



Sineesh Keshav (*22)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R 6
Aff: 16 Massey
Neg: 8 Tallapeneni
Varsity L-D Debate

L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name: ^ ^ ^ H tC.FSHrK\/

Judge's School Affiliation:: V / f V U L G V
A F F : N E G :

Speaker Code #: Speaker Code #:

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

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

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

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

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

-o ^tuyvN ©-UrVvJBA

- 4 > W e K ^ r J U b u A ' / T v - e - t i

' : :

- J '

on the AFP" wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

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

(Lxr \d lsur - 'Ce, J i&XXc\
C
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Katherine Jubelirer (*12)
R o u n d 1 A g ; 0 0 a m R 1
Aff: 8 Vogety
Neg; 16 Patel
Varsity L-D Debate

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

Judge's School Affiliation:;

Speaker Code #:
AFF: % (/, N E G :

Speaker Code #:

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

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

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

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

^ < i y y ( n \ A w ( . ' / z ^ f . . J l J - i

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

^ ^ / - g i ^
- ^ 7 ^

3 / ' ^ ^
w i n s t h i s d e b a t e ./ S P E A K E R C O D E # : o n t h e y r w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

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



Katherine Jubelirer (*12)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R 1

Aff: 11 Gerardo
Neg: 8 Yu
Varsity L-D Debate

LINCOmDOUGLAS D^ate
Judge's Name: C. .

Judge's School Affiliation:

A F F :
Speaker Code #:

11 N E G :
Speaker Code #:

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

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

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

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

A ffi rmat ive : ^ , / ( i ^ i Negat ive

f fl w /
. h / t l S I i . . a / i t .

cC ik]
S P E A K E R C O D E # : / f ^ o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .^ ( A F F o r N E G ) l /
R E A S ^ F ^ D E ^ i ™ ^ ^ ^



Mohammed Asif Qadeer (*10)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R 8

A f f : 8 R e d k a r

Neg: 11 Monasterial
Varsity L-D Debate

L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name: ̂
Judge's School Affiliation: ̂ t \ rl\A n Xtym

AFF:f
S p e a k e r C o d e # : p t s 2 . 2 S p e a k e r C o d e # : | ) p t s

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very 0ood

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

Judging Criteria /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments 2inAloT suggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (̂oted material, contemporary or historical examples)should be used to support arguments. How effective was the eviden̂?
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuUlal speeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being suppor̂d by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) / V
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of tly? opposition and rebuild his/her own side? 1• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : / / ( / v ^ / l \
Did each debater speak in communicative style that wa/pleasant, easily understandable, and civil? / MDid each debater speak in communicative style that wa/pleasant, easily understandable, and civil? | / M ̂

Using the above criteria, please offer̂ompliments and/or suggestions for ihiprovemMt
e a c h d e b a t e r : / A

A f fi r m a t i v e :

x j

c r / 1
^ \ f f \X^CL. f • j )

^ — -

\ o x ^ t Y " ^ ' $ ^
I,

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

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

- ^ o . i j i / U M Z H ^ ' ^ o - \ A . , 0 ^ 1

N e g a t i v e .

^ / / / —
flXA-OÂĴfy

>nthe IsiE^^ wins this debater--^^^^-^;y
(AFF or NEG)
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r
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Mohammed Asif Qadeer (*10)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R 8

Af f : 16 Su

Neg: 11 Turner
Varsity L-D Debate

L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
J u d g e ' s N a m e : ( V / l h / A

Judge's School Affiliation:

A F F :
Speaker Code #: pts 2̂̂  Speaker Code #: N E G :

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
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
e a c h d e b a t e r :
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary ̂ listorical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches? /
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and h(̂well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute tlie arguments of the opposition and rebuil̂ is/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily und̂tandable, and civil?

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

A f fi r m a t i v e : ^ .

C \ ^

SPEAKER CODE #: 16 on the J
(AFF

REASON FOR DECISIONAJSJU

0 - o U ~ C ^

h o ^ f r / • , f t V v v - ' & ^ r j - C A e * - ^
l A ^ / ~ y > V l c V t /
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(AFF
mj- wins this debate,
or NEG)
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Oleg Tiktinslei (*20)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R 5

A f f : 1 6 S o h i

Neg: 10 Bali
Varsity L-D Debate

L INCOLN DOUGLAS Deba te
Judge's Name: 0)^^ .
Judge's School Affiliation: Lâ yUL

A F F :
Speaker Code #:

N E G :
pts^A Speaker Code #:

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

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

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

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

A f fi r m a t i v e :

I +0 if
a (hlV
' S v j ^

Negative

n U \ '| k ^ ^ ^ ^ y

, 4 ^

.vvV

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

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

C c i \

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

\



Oleg Tiktinslei (*20)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R 5

Aff: 11 Cooper
Neg: 1 Mallah
Varsity L-D Debate

LINCOLN DOyCLAS DebateJudge's Name: 0\-&̂  \ ylX'\\V\
Judge's School Affiliation:

A F F :
Speaker Code #: pts_2̂  Speaker Code #:

N E G :

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

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

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

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

A f fi r m a t i v e :

^ P f t

c A ( 9 V v
\ /

Negative

a

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

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

■" ^ < b ( D « A e . .

_wins this debate. / .
-F or NEG)

J U i f o ^ l \ -



LINCOLN QOWLAS Debate
Judge's Name: —\

Judge's School Affiliation

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

: ^ c J i d o l

^«ni f nts
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 inappropHate behavior

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

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

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

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

t ̂docf
1,-1 -■ a l/ I ^ crc,a.A.ic<.i^ <sfV K j o ' c - e 0 " ^ , r n 7

- + C U o A U

sAoaJ ac/uyL
/ ' p . 1 - , - c ^ r t fl c c - f e r t j O u , r x ( sSPEAKER CODE #: Hfldt ̂  on the ̂  ̂  wins this debate.

ŝ ul-€.

t h e ' / C w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . ~ , ± / r
(AFF or N̂ )
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Tricia Maxson ('*'2)
Round 2A11 :COam S3
Aff: 9 Sterling
Neg: 16 Massey
Varsity L-D Debate

Speaker Code #:_

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

Judge's School Affiliation: L̂ O

N E G
Speaker Code #:_ 1 Ml J J

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

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

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

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

Affirmative: \)oiA ̂

^ ( i i t P

N e g a t i v e ,
j M l l / h J h o f f c A x O ^ /

(/h'cSÛJ,
/ 0 ! / )

i T ' I t fl  ^ C ^ ' - M Q H L < 5 A > / k ^U ^ a , t r e k d < U M mSPEAKER CODE#: g) on the _̂ gIXs this debate. ̂  ̂
REASON FOR DECISION ^ ^
SPEAKER CODE#: I Of I on the /

(AFF c
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r^Au/^ (rtad (/c?
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L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
J u d g e ' s N a m e : £ u r \

Judge's School Affiliation:

A F F :
Speaker Code #: (0 pts 2 J Speaker Code #: N E G :

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

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

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

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

A f fi r m a t i v e :

Sĵ esu/ a*\p( '
Negative

v c u l . ^

c<AA ^ A iMt
h u n r t •

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

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

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

(AFF or NEG)

/ r h s y Q ^ C ' 0 ~ 4 - ^ t ^ .



A F F :
Speaker Code #: 2,

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

Judge's School Affiliation: i/nM^

N E G ;
pts W- ^ Speaker Code #: IA F

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 inapm;dpriate behavior

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

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

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

^ , \ r i i L y ^ .
S i s y r d j j ^ ^ •

SPEAKER CODE #:

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

o n t h e

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

t / u .

4 FOR DECISION

S M j l d t A { A f t i / i O h ' A f f -



Roopali Bali f 10)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m S 2
A f f : 1 6 L e e

Neg; 11 Gerardo
Varsity L-D Debate

Speaker Code U:_

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

Judge's School Affiliation:

A F F : N E G :
pts ^ ' Speaker Code #: 2 ^

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

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

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

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

, A f fi r m a t i v e : . ^
X / c ^ r r 5, "^"3 Pn»f -(hr C4_ p,

C i - nc i xm jx ju f
OAjaJohy

Cz- Wfy provuie m(ye. har̂

C^-^cyihji-' yOcuS •hoonomi^
'b\a.c^(Y>ar\u)' dvcoJohdMy ^

^ Of ac^
S P E A K E R C O D E # : 1 V ? o n t l u w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

tF̂ orNEG)
c i -

) \}C
/), aood CAM- of WfttA? 'Mor^ mkicMoî  (T> macfYww caSJabdd^



Roopali Bali (MO)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m S 2

Aff: 8 Chillappagari
Neg:16 Huang
Varsity L-D Debate

Speaker Code #:

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

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

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

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

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

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

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or hî rical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? y
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches? /
• V A L U E C L A S H :

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and hoy/well was that value measured?
(Criterion)
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebmra his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : y /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

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

C L C t U M J I ^ v i D K f ) d i
- Q j > r h o f ^^ t - i O D O c L t d ■ / ,

C . 2 - - S o J x J u P . ^ /

O

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

= O M a . V / .

b l i Z , ^ ' I
( O o n t h e ^ ^ 5 _ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .on the '

(AFFotM^REASON FOR racisioN I g, vv/o?, 0. vm.| -4t)uj?h cHiLUsiî o dibohr̂
c k d a ( O b o f p r m n k M ^

o l p t i d j U ^ c w ' a J s oinc^AdXci CA ILALAI .



LINCOm DOUi^AS Debate
Judge's Name: k w

Judge's School Affiliation: LoOvClii

A F F :
Speaker Code #: Pts^^

N E G :
Speaker Code #:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

( A F F o r N E G )

V ^ l■> o ^ A • ( w y e ® . •



Judge 1 Logan (*11)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m R 6

A f f ; 2 W i l s o n

Neg: 16 Sohi
Varsity L-D Debate

LINCOJ-N D(
Judge's Name:

[LAS Debate

Judge's School Affiliation:

A F F :
Speaker Code #: ptŝ3_ Speaker Code #:

N E G :

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

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

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

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

A f fi r m a t i v e :

Oco-oA OSL c'irVcx\\-vv\<̂ _ /

jgative

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

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N , ^ ,
wcvV OvKU(a5W«. wf'

C : U ( \ . 1 J ) A , r w \ A < V 3 .

on the r\v \ wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)



L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name: Ou-2->-€ .^1-^

Judge's School Affiliation:

A F F :
Speaker Code #: Dts*^Q Speaker Code #: ^

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

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

Judging Critê a
Using the above criteria, please offer compliment̂ nd/or suggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolyiion?
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, eyfdence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was tW evidence?
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive/nd rebuttal speeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value beiî  supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the argum/nts 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?

Using the above criteria, pleaŝ offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : , . / n m • ' . , r " T - . J ) i \

A f f i r m a t i v e : C r V ^ • \ < y \ N e g a t i v e ^ ^
, , J X / L F ^ v A - v v s U / ) ^ ^ J
/ , / / . - I / . . a . / , . . w . v ^ t f I

C r - S f h u J c - < z . V . ^

d " - J . J S t , t -
/ a r r - c U ^ S t - Z ^/ S r i L A t s J i ! k ' o n t h e A t = ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t ^ \ j i o l a h x

(AFF^NEG).
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N ^ / >

' " i K - x i

w , v . - ^ 1 ' J ' - " - '
J (?rvA>

V < L r b ^
REASON FOR DECIS IOT



, 1 | ( \ , u + A f f r - n r l i t l

AFF- uJ
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Suzie Kito (*9)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m R 4

A f f ; 11 T u r n e r

Neg; 16 Park
Varsity L-D Debate

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

Judge's School Affiliationiation: C) CsLCr,'

A F F :
Speaker Code #: \ \ pts 3.̂  Speaker Code #:

N E G :

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

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

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

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

I Z-Jl^ f > r c 4 ^ -
^ ' 3 ' „ \ a v a R 3 r . D , j i

^jPEAKERCODE^^1^6. Wl APF wins this debat^ X J i/fokyi'̂
( A F F o r N E G ) j

REAS^^rFDR^E6fSlQliL.-~>^ — J a-lrecjxj ^
i v , ^ J n

^ / p a o f a . C - . . V u - ' ' - ' 7 -

U"; n:

s.r.,/ V
£ 3 , ^

'VeĴ3ê  e/c>\A,̂&>A|vô  NHAM
» 0 5"

Speaker code^^
A Vxt^rv*^

o n t h e

culy ».
'1^

W i n s t h i s d e b a t e

(AFF or NEG)
R E A S O N

I w T A .,v4°J2 - S c _ o



(iCcJ- -K^-1 ^Cr\^ ir ^-T l^'V^J l)^0 f- U ^
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i ^ e . c u c t w > / ^ - n

#

/ - \ J U - s ^

143^ vA«^re. yv-^v^
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fsJpGj ^ toV^ Va3C>V>V^(C) ^0"
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paEBEQ (*16)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m R 7
A f f : 11 M o n a s t e r i a l

Neg: 8 Pandey
Varsity L-D Debate

A F F :
Speaker Code #: \ \

L I N C O L N D O I
Judge's Name: -" l̂—^

Judge's School Affiliation:

pts Speaker Code #:
N E G :

p t s ^

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

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

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

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

A f fi r m a t i v e :

- s , , k

C l ^ v ^ o ( V « -

A- ^ ^ 3

- c v v v ^ V

Negative
_ v . .

r i . " . s ; a V o p .
- (0 <- "o v-"^j
- c . o v j - « . < < 1 f ^

> - V o V - - V * « » . ^

f f \ " S I V ^ V v j t

J-V.5 p OA ̂  \ c>

S P E A K E R C O D E # : the N Cn w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

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

- V < : U o > A l ^ \ r
0 , V 5 0 J V \ ; U ^ \ , U . O S 4 K

T , " V V o - v - t - A p



X r ^

R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m R 7

A f f : 10 Ba l i

Neg; 11 Goduco
Varsity L-D Debate

A F F :
Speaker Code #:

LINCOLN DOTGl̂ S Debate
J u d g e ' s N a m e : — '

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂

N E G :
pts ̂  Speaker Code #:

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

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

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

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

A f fi r m a t i v e :
— G e c , ^

- P o c i < - C Y

^ V j - e _ < u 2 , \ ^ c > C s M S . A O

V^ovJ't e'^V- <JvA. cV". vy^ ^ vj
( ' I I-*— Vv«. l-O^ k/-

- C a v c t j V v < - v i - ^

^ V«=^v W J- V . ̂

N e g a t i v e ,
- o ^ y c r ^ - H V

w j - ^ f r < E >

v j

- O-^jfo iay.v, ^ O ^ C M^ t n V > P*
v<,kAc<v

SPEAKER CODE #: L

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

on the A, ff- wins this debate.
(A©)rNEG)

/ v r : r \ o

f SvJ -f



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

Judge's School Affiliation:

A F F :
Speaker Code #: (_ pts_^

N E G :
Speaker Code #:_ pts 2^

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

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

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

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

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

^ ^ C e ' X k i J t k x \ u ^^ p A | P ' ^ I 4 -
SPEAKER CODE #; 08^ ' on the wins this debate.

( A F F o r N E G ) ^ / - / / nR E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N . ^



L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
J u d g e ' s N a m e : _ / t r t 4 i e F . 7

Judge's School Affiliation:

A F F :

Speaker Code #: p t s S p e a k e r C o d e
N E G :

p ts ^3"

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 improvem t̂ for
e a c h d e b a t e r :
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S :

How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? X
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary oî istorical examples)should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? y/
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches? /
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and \\q̂well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild4iis/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily und̂ standable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer complimentŝ d/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : ^ /
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30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Qooa

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

Judging Criteria /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
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? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttâpeeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supporteîy his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the Opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was feasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer mmpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : . . / i A v .
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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 quality for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary orjdstorical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : y /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H :

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and hdw well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rehifild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easilŷderstandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer complim̂ s and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : , . /
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A F F :
Speaker Code #:

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

Judge's School AfTiiiation:

N E G : /
p t s S p e a k e r C o d e # : / F

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

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

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

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

A f fi r m a t i v e :
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LINCOLN POUGLAS Debate
Judge's Name: ^l-V^^ L

Judge's School Affiliation:

A F F :
Speaker Code #: C -̂e^

N E G
p ts Speaker Code # : - K^ -g 'p ts

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
3 0 = P e r f e c t 2 9 = O u t s t a n d i n g 2 8 = Ve r y G o o d /

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

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a X
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
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? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches? /
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her ŝ, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition md rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, ̂ ily understandable, and civil?

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

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