Lucas Tung (*11) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1A 9:00am R3 Judge’s Name:_LWeas — Tungy
Aff. 16 Fang . J
\r\/l:?éit?; EPSI%%%Z%:N Judge’s School Affiliation: {,a WA Loao_\h
AFF: NEG: /
Speaker Code #: \b pts 29 Speaker Code #: B pts_ 271
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Ggod
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eli
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rade 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 (quot¢d 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 side?

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

Using the above criteria, please offer conipliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: '
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Lucas Tung (*11) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1B 9:00am R3 Judge’s Name:_Lucas  Tuwsg
Aff: 8 Sathiya J
Neg: 16 Lee e
: Judge’s School Affiliation: <o Logan
Varsity L-D Debate g Jam 9
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: ] pts 29 Speaker Code #: e pts 30

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

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

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contepiporary 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 sigé. and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:

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

Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, e4sily understandable, and civil?

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

Round 1A 9:00am R4 Judge’s Name: K. ~ Schatide
Aff: 16 Huang

Neg: 20 L , -
VglgsityOL-lgoDebate Judge’s School Affiliation: , 0wl | '

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: \ 5 pts E ! Speaker Code #: %\ o / pts‘z&

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 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 (gfioted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evideng€?

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

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

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

ggestions for improvement for

ed 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:
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Round 1B 9:00am P\&z . Judge’s Name: \C¢ nt do ~
Aff:11Kona,/~r-~lLe L
Neg: 2 Jones-Solari , -t~ , S
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: | \~X \ \
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: \ | pts 24 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 qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriat

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 (quoted material, cont
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her sid¢, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition ai
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, e

provement for

porary or historical examples)

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
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LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Claudia Ault (*23) O Jol

Round 1A 9:00am S2

Aff. 1 Rothblatt-Kenney
Neg: 16 Yu

Varsity L-D Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation:_ SR V (1 S (z 3‘)

2% NEG:

AFF:
pts & Speaker Code #: /e

Speaker Code #: /

pts 29

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 inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

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

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposiffon and rebuild hisher own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasa

for improvement for

, contemporary or historical examples)

er side. and how well was that value measured?

easily understandable, and civil?

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

each debater:
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Claudia Ault (*23) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1B 9:00am S2 Judge’s Name: C. 471
Aff: 11 Grewal
Neg: 16 Nielsen s S 3
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: 2
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: // pts 29 Speaker Code #: /& pts ZLI

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 Hehavior
: & ah Lt 3 a ’\0-41
Thia was « very clote dobakt 7 ﬁ(:lgibng giteria dd o % d%
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 (quoted material, conte
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 febuild his’her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY: v
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil? /€<

orary or historical examples)
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Danielle Kelly (*19)
Round 1A 9:00am S3

Aff: 16 Hanif

Neg: 11 Gray

Varsity L-D Debate

AFF:

Speaker Code #: ‘ (o ',, any ﬁ pts 9 8 Speaker Code #:___ ]\ GV‘aq

TR

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Judge’s Name: V"\m)-“:g Kp“ |

Judge’s School Affiliation: p V H g

NEG:

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggesti

each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:

s for improvement for

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

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted materjél. 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?

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

(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:

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

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasa

Using the above criteria, please offer com
each debater:
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Danielle Kelly (*19) LINCOLN\DOU LA Debate

Round 1B 9:00am $3 Judge’s Name: amredl |
Aff. 8 Pandey

Neg: 16 Yao
Varsity L-D Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation: P VH N

AFF NEG:
Speaker Code #: panol\a,j ptsaé_ Speaker Code #: | 6 Yc, [6) pts ’3?’

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 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 higforical 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 histher side, and how #ell was that value measured?
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuil
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, casily undgsstandable, and civil?

is/her own side?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments dnd/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Andrew Schwartz (*18)
Round 1A 9:00am R7

Aff: 11 Goduco

Neg: 2 Wilson

Varsity L-D Debate

LINCOL UGLAg
Judge’s Name: n ( Lou)

Judge’s School Affiliation: N Qr 3"{\\7% {_Q
pts ch

NEG:
pts ?,’J? Speaker Code #: /Z/

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

Speaker Code #:_¢

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or syggestions 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 (quoged 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 supporteg/ 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
each debater:
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Andrew Schwartz (*18) LIN COL& valﬁmé ebate

Round 1B 9:00am R7 Judge’s Name: £ Wy
Aff: 16 Park
Neg: 9 Sterling

5 iation: N Y4 r)’k\z 'S’C
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ] <

AFF: , NEG:
Speaker Code #: ( C pts7 T Speaker Code #: Cf pts ‘Lg

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)
26-2S = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropria

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

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

provement for

Using the above criteria, please offer com

iments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Sineesh Keshav (*22) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1A 9:00am R6 Judge’s Name: SINEESH fEsSHWHAV
Aff: 16 Bronshteyn
Neg: 10 Qadeer Judge’s School Affiliation: SAN RAMON VALLEY

Varsity L-D Debate

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: lb pts Speaker Code #: , (0 pts Q 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 Mistorical 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/Avell was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild Misther own side?

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments gfid/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Sineesh Keshav (*22) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1B 9:00am R6 Judge'sName;_ S INEEsH  KespihV
Aff; 16 Massey

Neg: 8 Tall i .
V:rgsity L-aDaB:E:?eI Judge’s School Affiliation: SAN R AMon) VA—LLG Lo
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: \ b pts Qg Speaker Code #: 8 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 round
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapprgpriate behavior

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

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material. gontemporary 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 oppositio
¢ DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, ¢4

nd rebuild his/her own side?

sily understandable, and civil?

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

each debater:
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Katherine Jubelirer (*12)
Round 1A 9:00am R1

Aff. 8 Vogety

Neg: 16 Patel

Varsity L-D Debate

Debate

D

LINCOLN DOUGL
Judge’s Name: ﬂ . .J W

Judge’s School Afﬁliation:xJﬂM W /-/7% W

AFF: 4§ NEG: /
Speaker Code #: UW ptsi% Speaker Code #: {@ (P ﬂ/ﬁ/ pts Zﬂl
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 r
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ingPpropriate 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 materfal. 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?

® VALUE CLASH:

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

® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oppositifn and rebuild histher own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

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

s for improvement for

r side, and how well was that value measured?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Katherine Jubelirer (*12) LINCOLT/’DO)EJ l'\%\Ifﬁ?flle/bate

Round 1B 9:00am R1 Judge’s Name: *

Aff: 11 Gerardo oy W
Neg: 8 Yu Judge’s School Affiliation: /U)o‘/w" Sttt Hwﬁ

Varsity L-D Debate

AFF: '
Speaker Code #: l \ i %U/M ’{-Opts % Speaker Code #:

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

NEG: @

I 24
_fJ

Il
I

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for Amprovement 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, cpfitemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?

® ORGANIZATION:

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

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/h
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposit
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasgfit, easily understandable, and civil?

side, and how well was that value measured?

n and rebuild his/her own side?

Using the above criteria, please offer copfpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Mohammed Asif Qadeer (*10) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1A 9:00am R8 Judge’s Name: »
Aff: 8 Redkar

\N/aergs:ity'_lyl[;) Baesg:{;al Judge’s School Affiliation: y ;/Ll (/ °
AV Frernan r
AFF:§ Red o NEG: y
Speaker Code #: pts 28 Speaker Code #: | } Mo ad }' M pts 2 q

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 efimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved foyrude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/of 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 (gAoted 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 rebutfal speeches?

® 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:

V‘/
w4 ]
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to i WU‘Y'
each debater:
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Mohammed Asif Qadeer (*10) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1B 9:00am R8 Judge’s Name: -

Aff: 16 Su

Neg: 11 Turner s o ; ! ! [ ( [(9
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ﬂ .

AFF: NEG:
(/o/ < ptszlfz Speaker Code #: /! TU,/IM{/{ ptsgf

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
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
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 hoy! well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuilg’his/her own side?
¢ DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily undefstandable, and civil?

istorical examples)

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments
each debater:

d/or suggestions for improvement to
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Oleg Tiktinslei (*20)
Round 1A 9:00am R5

Aff: 16 Sohi

Neg: 10 Bali

Varsity L-D Debate

AFF:

Speaker Code #: ptsi ,9( Speaker Code #:

LINCOLN DOUG
Judge’s Name:

VR QAU

Judge’s School Affiliation: @Uﬂ Y Zam
'

NEG:

d
pts 37

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)
<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate/behavior

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:

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

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

® EVIDENCE:

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, conte 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 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 complim

each debater:
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Oleg Tiktinslei (*20) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1B 9:00am R5 Judge’s Name: @ (WMAmSe,
Aff. 11 Cooper Z
: 1 Mallah , . @
\'\;:?sity L-?D?Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:_( varl” Y aAue
AFF: NEG: %
Speaker Code #: pts 27 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 qualify for elimination roungé)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

for improvement for

, contemporary or historical examples)

er side. and how well was that value measured?

Using the above criteria, please offer co
each debater:
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Frictafaxsen
Round 2B 11:00am S3
Aff. 1 Mallah

Neg: 16 Hanif
Varsity L-D Debate

AFF:
Speaker Code #: ]Y\ a ( ‘ A L\ pt%

ek ¢
. A -

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

LINCOLN DOUGILAS Debate
Judge’s Name: e 2&0\/

Q
Judge’s School Affiliation: )_r)wal f H 13114 §dmof

NEG: s
Speaker Code #: J’/ ant &: pts 28&

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropefate behavior

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

each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:

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

® EVIDENCE:

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

® ORGANIZATION:

I, contemporary or historical examples)

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

® VALUE CLASH:

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

(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the op,

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

osition and rebuild his/her own side?

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

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

each debater:
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Tricia Maxson (*2) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 2A 11:00am S3 Judge’s Name:_J UM JU 1T 9

Aff. 9 Sterling

Neg: 16 M ‘
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:_L-O W E L L

Speaker Code #:__ 9 7f Fe/(in j_. pt@Speaker Code #: _NLE@G/ /(’( s/ 6/ p@

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

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

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

® EVIDENCE:

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

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

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

. ® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments gf 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:
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Round 2A 11:00am R8 Judge’s Name:

e Sun

Changie Sun (*8) LINCOLN ZOUGLAS Debate

Aff: 10 Qadeer

Neg: 11 Kona ) iation:_[g !42’ M!é{%l
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: D

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: {0 pts 27P Speaker Code #: I l / pts 2}

b s

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 rugde or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or spggestions 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 (quofed 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 gpposition 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
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Changie Sun (*8) LINCOLN )OUGLAS Debate

Round 2B 11:00am R8 Judge’s Name: ' F/J\ie St

Aff. 2 Jones-Solari d

Neg: 16 Su , 1 Affiliation:

Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ‘DWM [/A//b;}
AFF: NEG;

Speaker Code #: 2 pts y? Y Speaker Code #:___ [ A pts

Ariieiovn

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 inappyOpriate 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 materjél, 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 speechgs?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by hi
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasght, easily understandable, and civil?

for improvement for

er side, and how well was that value measured?

Using the above criteria, please offer co
each debater:

liments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Affirmative: Negative
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Roopali Bali (*10) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 2A 11:00am S2 Judge’s Name:
Aff. 16 Lee

Neg: 11 Gerardo
Varsity L-D Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation:

AFF: NEG: '
Speaker Code #: pts Qq Speaker Code #: pts 2 g

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

tion rounds)
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 (gfoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidengk?

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

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supp.
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild histher own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

Did each debater speak in communicative style tha

ggestions for improvement for

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

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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Round 2B 11:00am S2 Judge’s Name:
Aff. 8 Chillappagari
Neg: 16 Huang Judge’s School Affiliation:
Varsity L-D Debate
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: pts Zg Speaker Code #: pts 2 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 <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 hjétorical 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 hoy! well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer complimenfts and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Judge 1 Logan (*11) LINCOLN DOUGI.AS Debate
Round 2A 11:00am R6 Judge’s Name: X

Aff: 8 Yu .
Neg: 16 Fan -
Va?sity L-D Dgebate ‘ Judge’s School Afﬁllatlon:-&W\eg LOS’\JQA.
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: % pts réo‘ Speaker Code #: ‘ Q ptsaj

Please award each speaker points based on the following s¢ale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 # Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quafify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = ed for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive/and rebuttal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value beiglg 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 styl¢ that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

Using the above criteria, pleas¢ offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Judge 1 Logan (*11) LINCOS DQ;EQLAS Debate
Round 2B 11:00am R6 Judge’s Name: {

Aff: 2 Wilson
Neg: 16 Sohi .
V:?sity L_S El) ebate Judge’s School Afﬁllatlon:‘&\ﬂ/\‘iﬁ LO%(ML
AFF: . NEG: ,
Speaker Code #: é ptch‘ Speaker Code #: \ 6 ptsaa

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 histgfical 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 wel was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild hisher own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily understafidable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments apd/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Suzie Kito (*9) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 2A 11:00am R4 Judge’sName:___ Suzie | MW
Aff: 16 Yu T o
U:?s'ig, f?é“g:bate Judge’s School Affiliation: < Cecr, J( )
AFF: NEG: ,
Speaker Code #: | (g pts &8 Speaker Code #: { pts aC’

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 Criteyia
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 resolytion?

® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, eyfdence (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 being supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

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

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

Using the above criteria, pleas¢ offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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Suzie Kito (*9) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Round 2B 11:00am R4 Judge’s Name: mee k.9

Aff: 11 Turner o '

Neg: 16 Park
Varsity L-D Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation: él CLF ) ¥®

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: 1 pts Dﬁ Speaker Code #: \ é pts. QfB

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
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 speecheg?
® 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 pleaglnt, easily understandable, and civil?

r improvement for

Using the above criteria, please offer copipliments and/oijuggestions for improvement to
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Teing kyzler

Round 2A 11:00am R7 Judge’s Name:

(*16) LINCOLN

Aff. 11 Monasterial

\,\;ae?s:it?( II:_,-aIgngbate Judge’s School Affiliation: I CD
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: \ \ pts 2? Speaker Code #: 8

—g k) can
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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 elimjsfation rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for ryde or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/oy’suggestions for improvement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidencg€ (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evigence?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive andfebuttal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being sdpported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the argumepfts of the opposition and rebuild hisher own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative stylg/that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, pleasé offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Round 2B 11:00am R7 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 10 Bali
\'\;:rgs'ityL?lg %l:ecl;)ate Judge’s School Affiliation: ] G
AFF: NEG: \
Speaker Code #: {© pts [ Speaker Code #: \ pts. 2 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 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 speechey?
® VALUE 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 opposjfion and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasght, easily understandable, and civil?

/ contemporary or historical examples)

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

Affirmative: Negative .

v g h ha s reg
- Good cule - qorw dOTEN .‘33%&$\°ﬂ -~ X w i °(‘V° !

v ont Yy \—A—?’L) e LLe So e L

- loeo «\ ‘]uk Luc‘q\ (6’4 .':\ "“\K\
J NN e Su\ossr-a.\h ~{ r"—svo\'\y-s ‘e v

R e B TRV ﬁX(o(\—H So N/C ettt s A

.S Y

—-exX Wnd Neowl ey e AL cg-\\,g\\{ ’M“\'v‘j o {a e CoR M 4 ‘-‘spca\%

(e e guieide PRI Y R Sx mea \Ik..\r) ST el NG e L Ao oy en L_‘suwot w N \r\\,t\)

- LuK.Q-\J\ aloc o\ Yo ol 9—\)\'\1“
sl u..n‘l- (‘-\(u-\L. F;

LN F 1o dagea\iey Avs N et

N

< o "’ cat
~EETEY) e L MJUM“\' 0

""“(\‘\'\j (a-‘q\‘ ¥Cr-tW(yw-{\J\'\"‘\J Y N q’k\aw't‘k\
SPEAKER CODE #: 1 ) onthe A { E wins this debate.
( r NEG)
REASON FOR DECISION

AFE shows o boasing quay o0\ wheer YL Gty sl A cg s Vi
@ ah bee) e wesh o % Gese esquenad Cow ATE du< 2o

l (=)
(L e n\en( 5\1(\/&.“ vl acd |



Sam Karetti (*20) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 2A 11:00am R1 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 16 Nielsen *

Neg: 8 Vogety - "
Vargsity L-Ig Dt)ébate Judge’s School Affiliation: vry lave

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: / é pts 7»4 Speaker Code #: 8’

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

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments an
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence/(quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidefice?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebttal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being suppoyted by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of
® DELIVERY/COURTESY: - .
Did each debater speak in communicative style that wag'pleasant, easily uridérstandable, and civil?

/or suggestions for improvement for

opposition and rebuild his/her own side?

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

Affirmative: . Negative
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Sam Karetti (*20) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

I
Round 2B 11:00am R1 Judge’s Name: <'14— m KA,Z,[::'?-]
Aff: 11 Gray
Neg: 8 Redkar , -
Vargsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: 4&_{4_@_&#_1_4‘4 all
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: f [ pts 25’ Speaker Code #: Z' 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 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 improve
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 g’ 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 hoyf 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 undgfstandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments And/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: |- 5 Raak
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~PUESTSiT (*1)
Round 2A 11:00am R3
Aff. 8 Tallapeneni
Neg: 16 Bronshteyn
Varsity L-D Debate

AFF:
Speaker Code #: 8

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

Judge’s School Affiliation:_ O ‘Aould

pts Zq’ Speaker Code #:

LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Judge’s Name:__ David Ralston /
giShop-

/

pts ZQ’

NEG:

| &

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

26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria

<20 = Reserved for rudt

or inappropriate behavior

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or syggestions 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 (quogéd 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

® VALUE CLASH:

Speeches?

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
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

pposition and rebuild his/her own side?

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

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

each debater:
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David RalShon

in(*1) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Round 2B 11:00am R3 Judge’s Name: 'quw( Rel 3 ¥o0n
Aff: 16 Patel W 'd J
Neg: 11 Grewal ) . on O'doe
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: 77\ ) 'ﬂ
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: ! (p ptszg Speaker Code #: ! { pts 2’7_

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-2S = 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
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 hgw well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rel
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily yfiderstandable, and civil?

storical examples)

tld his/her own side?

Using the above criteria, please offer complimepts and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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-Hina Habib (*22 LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Round 2A 11:00am( RS ) Judge’s Name:__FadnaN  \dabtb e
Aff: 16 Yao
U:?g&l?g %):gate Judge’s School Affiliation: oﬁ& LP"TV \'\" é
o SP— o
Speaker Code #: pts_2“1 Speaker Code #:_‘_mTeq pts

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/£limination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fgr 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, evidenc¢'(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 rebuttal 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 that fvas pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

Affirmative: Negative
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SPEAKER CODE #: onthe AYF  wins this debate.
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Hina Habib (*22) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 2B 11:00am RS Judge’s Name:__Tau0 &K Nt b
Aff: 16 Chen Mode V 1. "
Neg: 1 Rothblatt-Kenney , . oYe Vs C%\-
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #:_ Cihew pts Speaker Code #: Ro“d’\ blakl -Ke ““VQ pts

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

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for j
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, co
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant,

provement for

mporary or historical examples)

d rebuild his/her own side?

ily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:

ents and/or suggestions for improvement to

Affirmative: Negative
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SPEAKER CODE #:X B = onthe NED  wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)
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