Andrew Schwartz (*18) LINCO]—EVBOUGLAS Debate

Round 3A 1:30pm S3 Judge’s Name: Yew S hwar

Aff: 8 Yu
Neg: 16 Hanif , . /\/ H,\ Ayz,
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: / Oov J’f‘t

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: Q pts 2—7 Speaker Code #: Lé /ﬁ Lj
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 eliminatiod 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 (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 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 fhe opposition and rebuild his/her own side?

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Andrew Schwartz (*18) LINCOLN DOUGL ebat
Round 3B 1:30pm S3 Judge’s Name: v/

Aff. 11 Grewal N
Neg: 8 Pandey , s <
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: / Oy A-&/\?%

AFF: NEG: %
Speaker Code #: l ( 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 qualify for elimination roungds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted materigl, 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/hgr side. and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments c2:§ldlor suggestions for improvement to
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Round 3A 1:30pm R7 Judge’sName:__ 7 Ay PHAA) Fl
Aff: 11 Cooper
Neg:‘16 Nielsen Judge’s School Affiliation: P V H C

Varsity L-D Debate

AFF: NEG: /
Speaker Code #:_| | 20 pts Speaker Code #:_| § 20 pts

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

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

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

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rgbuttal 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 argumenty/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 gffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Round 38 1:30pm R7 Judge’sName:_ TA | PHAA -H
Aff. 8 Sathiya
\r\;:?s;ityL-G[? %l::t? ate Judge’s School Affiliation: E ﬂ H 3 S
AFF: NEG: /
Speaker Code #:_ & ,ZQ pts Speaker Code #: 1} 29 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 roydds)
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:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?

® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted materjl, 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 speechef?
® 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 oppositjon and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasa

s for improvement for

fer side, and how well was that value measured?

easily understandable, and civil?
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LINCOLN DQUGI.AS Debate
) ) . AV VIR & SOV 21N a-C
Aff: 1 Mallah S P £
Neg: 16 Yu Lodjos ot e beod Judge’s School Afﬁliaﬁon::_(:wesj-\.ns‘mq—-» o I

Varsity L-D Debate )

F: NEG:
Speaker Code #: ?E\q \ \QL l pts Zﬁ Speaker Code #: 3,\) ]\o pts ZS’

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 indprovement 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 sidg/ and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, e

rebuild his/her own side?

y understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:

nts and/or suggestions for improvement to
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Round 38 1:30pm R3 e
3 : < P We
Aff: 16 Sohi L\i,?;_yoo\—l¥\'>£\7ﬂ~&9 e
Neg: 10 Qadeer S ) Judec's Sehool Affil
Varsity L-D Debate udge’s Schoo iliation: ‘W"}—b@(ﬁw‘c—-
AFF: NEG:

Speaker Code #: goL; ( \» ptsrz—tz Speaker Code #: QaAeer ID pts 2%

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

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

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

provement for

porary or historical examples)

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

Round 3A 1:30pm R8 Judge’s Name: A2 :g l( 34’0
Aff: 16 Massey < )

\h}:?s:it?/ IE-eg ‘E?;bate Judge’s School Affiliation: C [ CQ ¢ rvq'o HS
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: ‘Q pts_2-%  Speaker Code #: $ / pts 2€

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Ve
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify foyelimination rounds)
26-2S = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved §0r rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments an¢for 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, evidenct (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evigénce?

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and r¢buttal speeches?

® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supfported 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 thay was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

Round 38 1:30pm R8 Judge’s Name: AUz e [Kif
Aff. 20 Luo c ). H S
Neg: 1 Rothblatt-Kenney , s ereto
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: l
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: Q‘D pts 23 Speaker Code #: 1 pts ag

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 bgflavior

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, 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 angd rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, eagfy understandable, and civil?
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Sineesh Keshav (*22)
Round 3A"1:30pm RS -

Aff: 11 Turner

Neg: 8 Vogety

Varsity L-D Debate

AFF: - ||
Speaker Code #:

Judge s Name:

pts 7 Speaker Code #:__

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 =Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Ggbd

LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
SN eEss-H Fe=s AV

Judge’s School Affiliation: sAN’ KAM w \/A'WEV

NEG:

.,ptsc?q’_

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria

<20 = Reserved for

de or inappropriate behavior

. Using the above criteria, please offer comphments and/oy/suggestions for lmprovement for

each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:

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

® EVIDENCE:

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

® ORGANIZATION:

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

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supplorted 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 thgt was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please
each debater:
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Sineesh Keshav (*22) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 3B 1:30pm RS Judge’s Name: =\ NEES H KES HAYV
Aff. 8 Chillappagari - . 5 \/ ‘
Neg: 16 Yao , . Saw Ramen AL LEX
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: -
“AFF: S Q?é) NEG: - \b
Speaker Code #: pts Speaker Code #: :

pts °25,

.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 bgfavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for imptovement 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, 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,
(Criterion)

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

orary or historical examples)

d how well was that value measured?

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:
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Sam Karetti (*20) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 3A 1:30pm R1 Judge’s Name: AM  KAKET(
Aff: 9 Sterling
Neg: 16 Huang ) PR,
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: AaZ_
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: q pts }? Speaker Code #: b pts Zﬁ

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

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or siggestions 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 (quoed 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 rebuttalSpeeches?

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported py 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 pjeasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer c¢gmpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater: gcale L( ~ 57 )

Affirmative: Negative

Case tnalyss — 87 e Anelysns — S
ZvPewe

Ro fudnkin) — Ke - _
Deveny [ (ourttsg 4 foon— 2

SPEAKER CODE #: l b on the H f% wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION  ggeellecit ﬁ7@ Gtad, god daliver  Geadus e g
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Sam Karetti (*20) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 3B 1:30pm R1 Judge’s Name: S &) K AL
Aff. 8 Tallapeneni

Neg: 11 Gerardo , -
Valgsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ZS! (AcY 9 (ane

AFF: NEG: -
Speaker Code #: ? pts Zﬁ Speaker Code #: I! pts__ 2 ‘-?"

Please award each speaker pomts 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 inappropriatebehavior

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, contepfiporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her sidg/ and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, eaglly understandable, and civil?

provement for

rebuild his/her own side?

Using the above criteria, please offer compli

each debater: fwc t —

ents and/or suggestions for improvement to

Affirmative: Negative
(he Bnalyec _ S Case dnaysSs — <~
tnderwe — S

parefm —
oy 4:
Vet W —
Ko fonladim —
pekousy | MW‘“J

SPEAKER CODE #: @’ on the ﬁ Ff’ wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION iz 04) @J —)-auﬂ euideny, & (wgreq b
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Claudia Ault (*23) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 3A 1:30pm S2 Judge’s Name: @. A T
Aff: 16 Patel
Neg: 11 Kona , .
Vargsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: <3 /
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: / é pts Qg Speaker Code #: /( pts i?

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 elimingfion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rud¢/or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or s
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (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 rebut
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supportfd 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?

gestions for improvement for

speeches?

Using the above criteria, please off¢r compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Claudia Ault (*23) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 38 1:30pm S2 Judge’s Name: C. AT
Aff: 11 Monasterial %
Neg: 16 Su Judge’s School Affiliation: & 3

Varsity L-D Debate

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: 7/ ptSoZ? Speaker Code #: /G pts d 1

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

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions f
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,
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£ide, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oppositio/and rebuild histher own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, £asily understandable, and civil?

improvement for

ntemporary or historical examples)
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LINCOLN DOUGLAS De¢bate

Indu Kandasamy (*8
Round 3A 1:30pm R4 y(8) Judge’s Name:__ £} //,)( M. _Shvgz /:S rma~/
Aff. 16 Fang fAvmp.r ©
UzgéitlloL—BSI;)’et;;‘\t: P& Judge’s School Affiliation: éow a—//
AFF: NEG: /
Speaker Code #: \ «0 pts 7/% Speaker Code #: \ O pts (LQ :

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 fof 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 resolutio

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

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

® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being sypported 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 thdt was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

each debater: 0
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Indu Kandasamy (8) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 3B 1:30pm R4 Judge’s Name: 4/5 X M 8 [\vmu‘a Mng
Aff: 16 Lee
U:rgs:itll‘IL?E‘)-ag ebate Judge’s School Affiliation: Z O Lo //
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: , (0 pts(Lq Speaker Code #: I I pts %—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 rpfinds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or indppropriate behavior

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer/compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Danielle Kelly (*19) LINCOLNJ%OUGLAS P\ l]ate
&

Round 3A 1:30pm R6 Judge’s Name: envelle
Aff. 16 Park
Neg: 2 Wilson
Valgsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: p V H
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #:__ |6 Dmf K ptsgj Speaker Code #:_ 2 W/l ptsaq

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vepy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fof 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, evidencef{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 rebflittal speeches?

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

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

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

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

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

Affirmative:
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Danielle Kelly (*19) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 38 1:30pm R6 Judge’s Name: ’\p e L( &z, (L4
Aff. 16 Bronshteyn :

Neg: 2 Jones-Solari , .

Vargsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: PV H (’

NEG:;

Speaker Code #: '(; ‘éx;mﬁlﬁ}:ir ag Speaker Code #: 9— S:ﬂaig- &ﬁléﬂ ptsg’t

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very G6od
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for gdmination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved foy'rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/gr 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, evidency (quoted material. contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidénce?

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rgbuttal 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 Af the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?

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

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

Affirmative: Negative
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Ms. Kenney (*1) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Round 4A 3:30pm R8 Judge’s Name: Q bl
Aff: 11 Gray

Neg: 16 Sohi
Vargsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:__A) HS
AFF: NEG: M
Speaker Code #: \\ pts 30 Speaker Code #: ) l 3 — 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 eliminaibn rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude dr inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or s
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
® EVIDENCE: .
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (qubted 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 rebyftal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being suppérted by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments #f the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style

gestions for improvement for

t was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

Affirmative: Negative .

SPEAKER CODE #: U on the PF’ wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION
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Ms. Kenney (*1) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 4B 3:30pm R8 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 11 Goduco
Neg: 8 Chillappagari .
Vargsity L-D D%%a%e Judge’s School Affiliation: VR
AFF: \ NEG: /
Speaker Code #: \ ! pts_@Speaker Code #: S’? // pts 2 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 eliminafion 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 (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidepte?

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and reButtal speeches?
® YVALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supforted by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

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

ggestions for improvement for

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

Affirmative: Negative
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SPEAKER CODE #: - %? ‘ l on the % z l wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION
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Claudia Ault (*23)
Round 4A 3:30pm R1
Aff: 16 Yao

Neg: 11 Turner
Varsity L-D Debate

LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Judge’s Name: AvtT

Judge’s School Affiliation: 23

NEG:
£ ptsZ3  Speaker Code #: ° // //pts 29

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

- AFF:
Speaker Code #:

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for nde or inappropriate behavior
_ : Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or sggestions 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 (qugfed material, contemporary or historical examples) should
be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?

® ORGANIZATION:

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

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

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

Did each debater speak in communicative style that wasfpleasant, easily understandable, and civii?

speeches?

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

Round 4B 3:30pm R1 LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Aff. 8 Pandey Judge’s Name: Q. 414'“
Neg:‘ 16 Park
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: 07 2.
AFF; o —— NEG:
Speaker Code#; % pts X7 Speaker Code #: /& pts 2§

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
i 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 behavigt

qu [ Vory  olpge debuda-

. ( 4 Judging Criteria

§ § Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/er suggestions for improvem€nt for
each debater:.

® CASE ANALYSIS:

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

® EVIDENCE:

g Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary ophistorical examples) should
(E 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:

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

~ (Criterion)
§ § ® REFUTATION:

e} How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild Js/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily undersfAndable, and civil?
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Andrew Schwartz (*18) LmCOIAl\iPOUG% S Debate

Round 4A 3:30pm R4 Judge’s Name: Vs A
Aff. 10 Bali

Neg: 16 Massey , - J\/ o A,[\
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: r .VTQ Q'(),

Speaker Code #: AFF:{' D ptslcv Speaker Code #: NEG: / é v ptsﬁ

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 rud¢/or inappropriate behavior

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

® EVIDENCE:

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

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebu peeches?

® VALUE CLASH:

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

® REFUTATION: l

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the)Apposition 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 ¢ompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Andrew Schwartz (*18) LINCOL BOUGL‘%%?\%%

Round 4B 3:30pm R4 Judge’s Name:
Aff. 11 Gerardo

Neg: 8 Sathiya Judge’s School Affiliation: / \{ @‘f’l_—(/\f a1

Varsity L-D Debate

AFF:

. NEG:
Speaker Code #: M pts 2,7 Speaker Code #: % pts 2’7

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 <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriatg’behavior

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

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

® ORGANIZATION:

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

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

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

Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easi

porary or historical examples)

understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer complimg¢hts and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Lucas Tung (*1 1) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Round 4A 3:30pm RS Judge’s Name:_LWcas Tu.wj

Aff: 16 Nielsen
Neg: 9 Sterling
Varsity L-D Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation: Jamts Loqo\h
J

AFF: NEG:

Speaker Code #: Lo pts 29  Speaker Code #: 9 — pts 24

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

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or 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 (gfoted 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 rebu

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

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of tfie 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 offef compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Lucas Tung (*11) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 4B 3:30pm R5 Judge’s Name: { wtas  Tuwng
Aff: 16 Yu J
Neg: 8 Yu

Varsity L-D Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation: ames Logam

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: /) pts 24 Speaker Code #: & pts 24

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 improveme
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 hi§torical 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 x¢ell was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:

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

i1s/her own side?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments 3ad/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:
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Darta Mokkapakh:

TFricia-Maxson (*2) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate ,
Round 4A 3:30pm S2 Judge’s Name: "\"‘1
Aff: 16 Hanif .
c:?s;itw}noo Baesbt:{'eal Judge’s School Affiliation: D \) \"\' S /
AFF: \ b NEG: |\
Speaker Code #: pts 29 Speaker Code #: — pts 2

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

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or 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 (gdoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidencé?

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

® VALUE CLASH:

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

® REFUTATION:

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

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

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

Trieia-Maxson (*2 LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate \
Round 4B 3:30pm S2 (2) Judge’sName:___ | Vatta Mok lca \00\*_1
Aff: 20 Luo
\rj:?;it;1L?6e|;V:gate Judge’s School Affiliation: ®\/ H’ S
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: 2.0 pts 2< Speaker Code #: \\ pts 20

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 behavi

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

® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and pébuild 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 complimgnts and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Ta Ui, A&‘,«/?UY‘; 5‘5‘7""0 #LA— L""“"/e

QOg A
Round 4A 3:30pm R3 LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Aff: 16 Su Judge’s Name: 4//&' M. Ky vAL
Neg: 1 Mallah = CV#=
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: é@ tdr/g/

AFF: . . NEG:
Speaker Code #: l (o pts 1o Speaker Code #: / ﬁ/pts Z 8

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 =Perfect 29 =Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimipdtion rounds) A
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude/r 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 jhaterial, contemporary or historical examples) should
be used to support arguments. How effective was the cvidence?

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

® VALUE CLASH:

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

® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater reﬁ.ltte the arguments of the oppgsition and rebuild his/her own side?

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

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

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

Affirmative: ' . Negative /
5/7(&4‘ )(Oo 5(/7%7 a""/p IA—O/ G/ v pvrl») OVle{ zb‘¢—$’l7«u~‘/0 4‘.‘00-
Clark fofollos < e o [ | el foo puehly lof Cless

ZOD “nd
\.W ) . b 'L)
Po'h—b' éouﬁh‘lq of nolr (ol fet ”5”ij) made  serood 99“”0 aha

v Groos oon soli bub Aid F eefide M
< hsle grabony dony wose S b b5 g ou
Py ' oA LV" ¥ o~ ODLJNL
o ’m\? " ’((”"’- ./ foﬁ D) 5/134-4( h‘forrz, leep/- a/SVWu/rL.I
o Argui are a4 oviv flee.
éOUﬂCLA ‘((,L 6;4./ L«K W[,_.D 124 lt:'J ¢
to vhrnk L o poinf—
o @(036 .i(,uw //‘/c% ?991,0' /’(64/7@0 uo.[/

' SPEAKER CODE #: / on the @A/( g wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION ot 7l ratrn]
A '{é/ )
s hrsviet wad kort Glear aj apbev e 'U“’&f le 774

2ol doen oA Jo ropd Gt .




LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 4B 3:30pm R3 Judge’s Name: Alex K. S fovlzl‘? —
Aff: 10 Qadeer He~s
Neg: 16 Patel . i , .
V:?sity L-S gebg;ec / Judge’s School Affiliation: LO(.-L/L/
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: / (&% pts 7/% Speaker Code #: / 6 pts 2(
I
. my i1« Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
ouly ? 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
D 26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
reten chror? . o e
Judging Criteria

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement fér
v 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 histgpical 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 we]/was that value measured?
(Criterion)

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments a
each debater:

or suggestions for improvement to
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SPEAKER CODE #:
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Oleg Tiktinslei (*20) LINCOLIH)OUG ebate

Round 4A 3:30pm S3 Judge’s Name: c@ WA LU
Aff: 2 Jones-Solari

Neg: 1 Rothblatt-Kenne!
Vargsity L-D Debate y Judge’s School Affiliation:_{ ; (‘)&\,TT\L LOK ne

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: Q pts‘fl g Speaker Code #: / //

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 for/rude 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 (qyoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence/?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebu
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supportefl by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the ppposition and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pfeasant, easily understandable, and civil?

speeches?

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

Affirmative: . Negative
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Oleg Tiktinslei (*20) LmCOLBPngGLGA&SLEebm \

Round 4B 3:30pm S3 Judge’s Name: Qe
Aff: 11 Kona
Neg: 16 Lee
Va?sity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: 62 o te \f L—CUA.,Q_
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: / / Ptsa2 g Speaker Code #: / 'b pts 0? 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 béhavior

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, contgriporary 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 axfd rebuild his/her own side?

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

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

Affirmative: Negative
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Roopali Bali (*10 ,
Rounng 3:30pm RSG ) LINCOLN,DOUG JA%ﬂﬁbate
Aff: 8 Vogety Judge’s Name; OOD

Neg: 16 Bronshteyn
Varsity L-D Debate

Judge’s School Afﬁllatlon ' HS

Speaker Code #: AFE: % pts Zg Speaker Code #: 'NEG: ‘6 pts 261

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 inappropria

Judging Criteria
Usmg the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for ipaprovement 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, conte
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,
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild hls/her own slde‘7

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily Anderstandable, and civii?
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d how well was that value measured?
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Roopali Bali (*10)

Round 4A 3:30pm R6 ' LINCOL DOU%A?fbate
Aff. 8 Redkar Judge’s Name:_ KO3 AL ( [ AVt
Neg: 11 Cooper |'

. f]
Varsity L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ‘ HS

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: 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 qualify for eliminafion rounds) .
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude 4r inappropriate behavior

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

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted/naterial, 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 spleches?

® VALUE CLASH:

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

® 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 p! t, easily understandable, and civil?

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

Affirmative: Negative
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Round 4B 3:30pm R7 Judge’s Name:

Aff. 16 Huang T
Neg: 8 Tallapeneni Judge’s School Affiliation: M‘- M Mgﬂ' W
v

Varsity L-D Debate

AFF; NEG;
Speaker Code #:_ [l #ﬂd/nf) pts 21 Speaker Code #:_ ) /w// ‘ﬂhﬁf’h pts 7’7

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 materi
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by hi
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposifion and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasat, easily understandable, and civil?

{ contemporary or historical examples)

r side, and how well was that value measured?

Using the above criteria, please offer co
each debater:
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Katherine Jubelirer (*12)
Round 4A 3:30pm R7

Aff: 2 Wilson

Neg: 16 Fang

Varsity L-D Debate

LINCOLN DOUGL

Judge’s Name:

Debate

\f_’\,‘/

\V
Judge’s School Affiliation: ?ﬂz"‘/ W /ﬁ?ﬂ M

F: . NEG:
Speaker Code #: ‘g Wh / 36" pts ﬂq Speaker Code #: )E(l F’Z"‘% // pts 30

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for effmination rounds)
<20 = Reserved fop'rude or inappropriate behavior

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

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:

Judging Criteria

r suggestions for improvement for

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

® ORGANIZATION:

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

® VALUE CLASH:

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

(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:

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

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

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

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

each debater:

Affirmative: Negative . bk Briclncy
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