LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Judge’s Name: 7?\7 MENTN

DUBLIN Hrgu

Jay Menon (*5)
Round 2A 11:00am Room 15
Aff: 9 Dhakal

Neg: 12 Habib

JV L-D Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation:

AFF: NEG:

9 pts Z pts 2 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 elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Speaker Code #: ‘/9-

Speaker Code #:

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

® EVIDENCE:

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

® ORGANIZATION:

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

® VALUE CLASH: 3

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

® REFUTATION:

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

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

Jay Menon (*5) : _
Round 2B 11:00am Room 15 Judge’s Name: J%//y MEN o

Aff. 11 Banisadr

Neg: 9 Vatturi > ffiliation:
IV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:

Du@erN HIgy

S
AFF: NEG: :
Speaker Code #: fi i pts2 % Speaker Code #: 9 pts Z 7

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

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

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

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

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

® VALUE CLAS%
How clearly did the deba nemphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion) %:K

® REFUTATION: )

How thoroughly did the debater refgte 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 er compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Adam Diamant (*6)
Round 2A 11:00am Room 11

LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Judge’s Name: ADAM Dicumay

Aff: 11 Berger

Neg: 12 Raja > 1 iation: Cev r; o S
BT e Judge’s School Affiliation: =L 1 H
AFF: NEG: ‘
Speaker Code #: /I 1 pts 2\6 Speaker Code #: / Z. pts d?‘

s Presented o~ cheor CAE Wit shieny Conlention)

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 de 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 m%&ize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?

® VALUE CLASH: y

How clearly did the debater emphé*}% the value being supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion) y "f.«s;')

® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the ar@;ments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?

by

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

H

Using the above criteria, please offer c(;ﬁigliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Adam Diamant (*6) \ ; ; -
Round 2B 11:00am Room 11 Judge’s Name: ADAW‘ D' Mﬁ‘i\) T
Aff: 5 Bedi HS
Neg: 9 Goulart ' Sch P cexviyig
IV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: € L
AFF: NEG: ’
Speaker Code #: = pts 201 Speaker Code #: 67 pts 02 (P

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 ‘:’o a case in response to the res
® EVIDENCE:

Although value debating emphas
should be used to support arguments. 3

® ORGANIZATION:

olution?

logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
How effective was the evidence?

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

® VALUE CLASH: 9

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

(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:

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

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pléa§ant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

each debater:
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(*9) LINCOLN DOUGLAS D\gbate

Round 2A 11:00am Room 9 Judge’s Name: ;
Aff: 14 Pollard -
Neg:
J\(/a ?__g g;lggtzm Judge’s School Affiliation: %@5 Logﬂ V\
A—BF‘ NEG: .
Speaker Code #: O\ ) ¢ YO( pts 2(0 Speaker Code #: Thy V@a 24 pts Z 5/

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

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

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

® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical 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 pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, ‘Réease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: \
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Round 2B 11:00am Room 9 Judge’s Name:_Prpe, S| v\
~ Aff: 12 Wadwa — :
. S'\‘f%_g Ezg“:t . Tudge’s School Affiliation: < YA ‘f\0f7\0\ V
AFF: \/Ocpdw O\ NEG: Rem o~
Speaker Code #: | ’l pts 9\7 Speaker Code #: %{ pts Zﬁ

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

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

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical 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 comgimnicative 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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Ben Go'dstone (*3) LINCOLN DOUG A ebate

Round 2A 11:00am Room 12 Judge’s Name:_/Zg/v (/% A4S,
Aff: 9 Andrade
Neg: 1 Korchin , LY
IV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: (//§
AFF: NEG: =
Speaker Code #: @i pts 20 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 inappropriate behavior

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

® CASEANALYSIS: 4 - Z} [ 2%
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? .
® EVIDENCE: 1 - D, [ - P
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?
| '\ r 20
® ORGANIZATION: ¢ Lo
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches? ~
® VALUE CLASH: 2 l P

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

(Criterion) -y
) ’ elill‘i:;UTATION: Z Z Z 2

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 CIVLI‘?'
/0'”4/ e d‘/

N\ /4 A crere // i/ /

Using the above criteria, please offer compllments and/or suggestions for improvement to /ﬂ/
each debater: J
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Pinele-dudge1(*14) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Round 2A 11:00am Room 16 T ’s N . el My Gif\ecs
Aff: 12 Zhou ndge’s Name Ho j
Neg: 9 Agustin
JV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:  Yoxuo§ Loscxﬁ
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: |2 pts ¥ Speaker Code #: C? pts & g

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

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

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

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

® VALUE CLASH:

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

® REFUTATION:

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

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in commum‘i.cative style that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, plé“gse offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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LINCOLN

Goldstone (*3)

Round 2B 11:00am Room 12 Judge’s Name:
Aff. 12 Zhou S
Neg: 9 Grover /
JV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: / 2~ pts Zg Speaker Code #: 7 pts P Z

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: /LK Z l

® CASE ANALYSIS:

How well did the debater develop a case in te € to the resolution? 2 6’ 5
® EVIDENCE: 5(12

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? é

® ORGANIZATION: 2.5 <

How well did the debater organize both the constructive ebuttal speeches? /_S
® VALUE CLASH: 7/?[ e

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

(Criterion) Z/ g Z ’—_X\

® REFUTATION: g
How thoroughly did the debater refut be arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?

® DELIVERY/COURTESY: b
Did each debater speak in communicative stylel

hat was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer ’é‘“ﬁ@%ppliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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SPEAKER CODE #: j Z’ on the /q F F wins this debate.
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PSS LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Round 2A 11:00am Room 13 Judge’s Name: ’203¢'—=~Y é='77rfl'c
Aff: 6 Yu f
Neg: 9 khan s o cAD I
JV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: SNOW A >

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: é pts_C& Speaker Code #: g pts 2 -

#

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement for
each debatem{\

® CASE ANALYSIS:

How well did the debater deyelop 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 argumentsHow 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 pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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SPEAKER CODE #: & onthe /> 2l wins this debate.
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LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Round 2B 11:00am Room 13 Judge’s Name: A oDWIT  Go7pt=LA
Aff: 6 Taban
Neg: 12 Murthy . iation: S2NDm A ALPDzpTt
JV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: & pts 2y Speaker Code #:  / 2— pts 28"

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

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

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debat&gorganize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH: :
How clearly did the debater ei"i”aghasize the value being supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute fhg:}arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY: N
Did each debater speak in communicative style'that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?
N

Using the above criteria, please offer cs"mgliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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SPEAKER CODE#: b onthe _A§F  wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION
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LINCOLN DQUGLAS Debate

Chien Fang (*12 . _ ‘
Round 1B 9:003%1 (Room)12 Judge’s Name: (/ 1ien ’!‘[/LM/
Aff: 6 Garrison M . \? -,
Neg: 11 Banisadr , o ZL | )(7‘
JV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: on(e / [ (A
AFF: ¢ % NEG: .
Speaker Code #: + é pts 2? Speaker Code #: ‘ﬁ \ l\ pts ?fz

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

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

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

® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to suppdﬁ“’ 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 pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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SPEAKER CODE #: [ on the__NEEG wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)
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LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Chien Fang (*12) 5 V)
Round 1A 9:00argn (Room 12 Judge’s Name: Ch LE g :!:Mu'aa/
Aff: 9 Vatturi : .
3\1\? ?__g -Il:—)aetzgt]e Judge’s School Affiliation: M ('\'z/\fp V{ 9_2%7\/
AFF: X NEG:
Speaker Code #: 7 pts 2K Speaker Code #: é 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 = Fai 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical 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) o
® REFUTATION: 1
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?

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

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

Pinole Judge 2 (*14) , - Lo

Round 1B 9:00am Room 15 Judge’s Name: /“’i’ WL\{LM[

Aff: 5 Thurgam v -

Neg: 12 Zhou Judge’s School Affiliation: W/é/lg' Q‘!'é? G"-/"W

JV L-D Debate

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: pts/Lq Speaker Code #: pts Z@

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 debatmg emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to suppoz It 2 guments. How effective was the evidence?

® ORGANIZATION: %

How well did the debater orga
® VALUE CLASH: %

How clearly did the debater emphgﬁge the value being supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion) %
® REFUTATION: N\

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

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

inize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?

Using the above criteria, please offer egmpllments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: \
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Q;C”"{ @ P frangn LINCOLN-DOUGLAS Debate
—R:und 1A 9:00am Room 15 Judge’s Name: ;\, /VWH‘ ‘
Aff: 8 Rema ‘

Neg: 9 Dhakal Judge’s School Affiliation: C/O“%\‘é p({() DWMJ\

JV L-D Debate

AFF: ; NEG:
Speaker Code #: pts Z% Speaker Code #: pts Z?'

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 deb‘a@ng emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?

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

® VALUE CLASH:

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

® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own 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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: " LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
e Fudge’s Name: ToD! CA i)
Aff: 9 khan

Neg: 12 Wadwa Judge’s School Affiliation: £+ Loy (4 74 J @6&5& /

JV L-D Debate

AFF: ) NEG: .
Speaker Code #: C? pts &3 Speaker Code #: / Z pts Z’g

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

Judging Criteria

Using the above criteriajplease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement for

each debater:

® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in
® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic a n ersuasnon, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effe was the evidence?

© ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constru c"“v-,. and rebuttal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value bemg
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION: K

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oﬁ‘ggsmon and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY: "3

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

response to the resolution?

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

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

each debater: h
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LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate -

Jodi Cahn (*1 ; = N \
Round 1A 9:00an(1 Rgom 9 Judge’s Name: TD‘D i C/A(\T("fk)
Aff: 9 Agustin
Neg: 11 Berger *s School Affiliation: A . . Hh
IV 1-D Debata Judge’s School Affiliation: IA(L/@Q—ME{ - é(H' JCp o
AFF: . NEG: ,
Speaker Code #: ﬁ ptﬁ Speaker Code #: pts'L@

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

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

® EVIDENCE: \
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support argumen"ts}. 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 argumenits of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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LINCOLN DOUGLAS Del;gﬁ

Narayan Bhagavatula (*8) , kil
Round 1yB 9:00am Room 13 Judge’s Name: wu\.“ 72& Vi
Aff: 9 Goulart : . )
Neg: 14 Pollard Judge’s School Affiliation: “Ir Vi X }\“ )L/ ¢ 7/2 ‘/: £ ‘/
JV L-D Debate U v
AFF: — NEG:
Speaker Code #: q pts 15 Speaker Code #: / ?L* pts [ T

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 = Fai 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria P 3
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 matérial, 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 speéches?

® 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 thg /pposition and rebuild his/her own side? ‘ l
® DELIVERY/COURTESY: / 1

Did each debater speak in communicative style that wgs’;ﬂeasant, easily understandable, and civil?
¥ ‘!

Using the above criteria, please olil;e"ii compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: J
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Narayan Bhagavatula (*8) LINCOLN OUGL@E Deha ;f / &

Round 1A 9:00am Room 13 Judge’s Name: Orew d ‘) il
Aff: 12 Habib f
Neg: 6 Yu I‘/‘VQ . }'/ /*L 4
JV L-D Debate — Judge’s School Affiliation: ) ‘?L J
AFF: ) NEG: —
Speaker Code (ﬁ& i n— pts (Z/ﬁ Speaker Code #: é 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 f merovement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS: /f
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? «"
® EVIDENCE:

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

® ORGANIZATION: py

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

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

y 4

® 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 comphments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: .
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LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Siva Arunachalam (*5 iy
Round 1A 9:00am Room 16 (%) Tudge’sName:__ ST VA AR u p CR AL
Aff: 1 Korchin
Neg: 12 Zhou ) iation: OV < < Cacd
IV LD Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: YO\ F HeGH Sche
AFF: oY) NEG:
Speaker Code #: \ pts V Speaker Code #: \| % pts ’VO\

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: f' ;

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

® EVIDENCE: f

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? (é{

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

® VALUE CLASH: y i \?‘W U{,‘v‘
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side,@nd how well was that value measured? o v/l

(Criterion) i { o J 3
. . NNV L I %

® REFUTATION: y v 60\‘

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side? %\ J A @

® DELIVERY/COURTESY: 5
g 2
-t

Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, ea$iy understandable, and civil? (\3\;,. ‘
\ €
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Helen Liu (*11) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Round 1B 9:00am Room 11 Judge’s Name: ‘f-e Qi é (024
Aff: 12 Raja
Neg: 9 Andrade
JV L-D Debate

' - /s
Judge’s School Affiliation: [ Ny ey b }L\

AFF: 5 v NEG:
Speaker Code #: | 2 pts 1’5 Speaker Code #: e;)‘ pts 2.0

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

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

@ EVIDENCE:

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical 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/hér 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 ¢ivil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Helen Liu (“11) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1A 9:00am Room 11 Judge’s Name:_ - ¢ (g i Lk
Aff: 12 Murthy . | L
Neg: 5 Bedi s W ) ‘§‘
JV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:  / ~/ v mpLuic 0 G 1 ;«ﬁ T
g NEG: _
Speaker Code #: [ ':;)s pts_2 ) Speaker Code #: A SI

-]

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

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

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

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

® VALUE CLASH: o
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her sides” and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion) ‘*

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer comp’iiments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Aileen Agustin (*9 n 1T
Round 3A 2:(%pm Room 16) Judge’s Name: p/1[~ 7
Aff: 1 Korchin ‘
Neg: 12 Wadwa Judge’s School Affiliation: /v e &~ PARE [~
JV L-D Debate ‘

AFF: i - NEG: " ?q

Speaker Code #: : pts --7 Speaker Code #: 12

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 s

, contemporary or historical examples)

® VALUE CLASH: 7
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported%y 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 ,tﬁat was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, pleaSe offer compllments and/or suggestlons for lmprovement to
each debater: V4 BOT,

Affirmative: > 4
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Cynthia Nakahara (*12) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 11 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 6 Yu
NEg: D Anctrade Judge’s School Affiliation:

JV L-D Debate

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: ( ) ts% Speaker Code #: 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 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, evident (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?

® ORGANIZATION: 4

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

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value bemg stpported 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 s}yfe that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

;ij
I

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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,-\_-m\)'_a 7, \..; ﬁc\ew\ gV

Affirmative: Negative (e Bk oA \

“ \:\\e)\k‘?«?M m\re»\ ~ \@cved w\c\,w\u/ uhwa@ %(

eioh \NU\L pe INESL LONONR NS |

xéruu)n o \rad —W@W%‘MDN@%*’DVW‘“W

A dada .
/M’“W \DQN’;\(\ me - B woe (oofidend  Un de/u‘f@‘ﬁ
S S ey
%"2 u«\*\w@/ a3¢e8. 7 o Xnon Yo Shakd. Voo

- 61%‘9%@&\6»\ WDhren %%1@ o Quored.

SPEAKER CODE # (g onthe PXYC  wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION

A\:‘g s &N\m/ox’ru %(/JM\(\ EwWedian , NEG hod MO
/fcm&\o \ows, AL ol 2AdNess PP ahe

9@@"“3‘@&1%& bl Werady WWV %\o\; A %%hx%njﬁém%







Cynthia Nakahara (*12) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 3B 2:00pm Room 11 Judge’s Name:
Aff. 6 Taban
bleg; 8 Rema Judge’s School Affiliation:

JV L-D Debate

AFF: ¢ NEG: q
Speaker Code #: (~0 pts’z;q Speaker Code #: S{ ptSZ'

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 = Reservgd for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, ey 1dence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was # he evidence?

® ORGANIZATION: 4
How well did the debater organize both the construct] ve
® VALUE CLASH: / 4
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion) §

and rebuttal speeches?

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the a : !

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

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

each debater:
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Don Berger (*11) LINCO]:N@GLA ebate

Round 3B 2:00pm Room 13 Judge’s Name: Q(:\)*"‘ .
AFf: 12 Zhou % -

) S
Neg: 5 Bedi m/l S o { TJ
JV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: |/ V | | Y\O\ m A L/
o™ el s © 25
Speaker Code #: . VO p Speaker Code #: \ 1 pts L
—t 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 historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?
® ORGANIZATION: y 4
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttalfs;
® VALUE CLASH: 4
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being suppo ii€d by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments o fithe opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY: 4
Did each debater speak in communicative style th “was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

&
Using the above criteria, please gﬁ'er compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater: éf
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Round 3A 2:00pm Room 13
Aff: 9 Grover

Neg: 12 Zhou Judge’s School Affiliation: ,\(\!\ AN {YY\ Q’\V\QQ/

JV L-D Debate

F: A< © G
Speaker Coz&@f\ﬁ AL pts7 ?/Speaker Coge #: A \)/\b Al ptz/%

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

" LINC( H:NJ!OUGLA bate
Don Berger (*11) Judge’s Name: O l/\ QV@\‘G\/\

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

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

® EVIDENCE: /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the ev1dence’?

® 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 argumeﬁts of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Lisa Jacobs (*18) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 15 Judge’s Name: L5l Nores //; <
Aff: 12 Raja

Neg: 9 Goulart - Judge’s School Affiliation: @7[’ 07}70/ é’/ Cﬁdﬁiﬂf,

JV L-D Debate

NEG: 5
‘f‘\-)", 5
pts Z?( Speaker Code #: { _Pts

¥

AFF: 3.1
Speaker Code #: a

L
" 4

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = OQutstanding 28 = Very Good /
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimmatr{o:l rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rudexbr inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or snggestlons for improvement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in Tesponse 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 ev1dence‘7

® 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 ﬂfiat was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

each debater: g; §
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Lisa Jacobs (*18) LANCOLN 6? GLA Jel C@}%t

Round 3B 2:00pm Room 15 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 11 Berger

LS '] y
Neg: 9 Vatturi Judge’s School Affiliation: \52'726“/77)/ C(( &,Q/Q Wﬁ’

JV L-D Debate

AFF: | NEG: :
Speaker Code #: I { pts Zq Speaker Code #: q pts ,2 q

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

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

® EVIDENCE: & \
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examﬁples)
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: g
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 h15/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 andlor suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Steve Wasserman (*1) L]NCOLN DOU LAS DEbate
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 9 Judge’s Name:

Aff: 12 Habib ,
Neg: 5 Thurgam : o M—Y—M ’
IV L-D Debzte Judge’s School Affiliation (g l"(O‘BL
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: / ) pts 2? 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 inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

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

Affirmative: Negative

C/W/We““'_f—“fm (/W,orcyeufaf’m 4.1
9CC¢4C—+/ f he ]"&t /A (Mma,ﬂdw
M'fk S’Tf‘m;d(ﬂ "f‘ﬁ‘lcﬁ /_eg' n; .q.LI-( wAe., t‘“ md,‘.,j
# :4; » ch:.j" +3 dypmc-d‘r mfj“c, Alse
@:»?ch ;‘;;:erce kuJ /fna vaced e

cm-(;'. a,d" c‘w»'faw; o taodt rosh -ﬂ,mjk 4is lﬁfjdmd‘
Making Comcess o, 41 cfieak 173 g vickly W

4(4/‘0‘1147 7 C“fd'é{ﬂ 4 _/14“[

tercd & Pyrcai s ¢
v$ wins thlsﬁZbate/ ? M

SPEAKERCODE #:___ () - on the

or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION

The /M/e//fi fo Me. Habis for 4 /,/u(at/ #

f‘cfa»fb?L made his ¢ (se — Zrd
m/‘f WJPh euViable ¢ mvi fiom awd admiccble zeel.




- 3 ;
. "
: L
4 e v
i : «
' A o 2
S N 3
- Ll . b
“ % - .Mﬂ.
ve & ., .= -
% a7 & .
s " ) o
» » 3 X :
+ i ) . ) )
S - * g i *
13 % N p :
e ¢ > o . 7
. LI . -
s 2
P e ki : 2
_, . )
3 4" = \ )
B " %, ¥ ~ N
a " e )
& , |
@ B
- i
¥ - i
% . o
" 5 " ) T e i
. R S
> X A -
H ., ¥
el A o /m:
s - L
— - P
, “ 7 ¥ 4
" s o & ¢ * i B} -
, v e = -
. i g S o . e o
w oo = ) N
| . " = e a4 )
“ - " 3 * ) ¢
- . ..
. . B
. o i -
3 - | .
| o & ook A
.. <
e 4 : , x |
< ¥ -
2 & - - ) :
- 4 \. |
- 5 ' 2
| L : 3 N N e
) v - 7
: 4 3 % . = a = N
- ) < . ¥
P -~ e e
- = s :
- w 3 ¢ 2 »* o ,
B F pe ¥ i . T
- A ‘ ; | ) |
, : - s £ & #
| . ) - ; - 8 ¢
1 ~ - r i -
Mav " s - &
- b . i b
% ; | |
-~ . : -
L & : 7 . 3 |
,. o2 5 B 2 .
®
o ..

e




Steve Wasserman (*1) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 3B 2:00pm Room 9 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 11 Banisadr

Neg: 9 Agustin 3 .. M&M y
IV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: f(' e [

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #:_]] pts Z'g Speaker Code #: q pts Zé

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

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

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

® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical 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 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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Suneetha Sarala (*8) LINCOLN DOUGLAi gebate
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 12 Judge’s Name:

Aff. 9 Dhakal

Neg: 6 Garrison -

JV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: /4“[ &) d‘bq

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: q pts Py Speaker Code #: é pts 26

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

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

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

® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted‘material, contemporary or historical 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 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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Suneetha Sarala (*8) LINCOLNDOUGLAS Debate

Round 3B 2:00pm Room 12 Judge’s Name: 50N Mc2¢&
Aff: 14 Pollard =
Neg: 9 khan A E
JV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: \ ail\i
AFF:. NEG: ) .
Speaker Code #: i l’\ pts aol Speaker Code #: C*‘ pts A L/

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

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

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

® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical 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 pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

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