Judge LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Round 2B 11:00am Room 65 Judge’s Name: PRH/\)/?\/ < HA K]
Aff: 5 Sharma
Neg: 6 Wallis
Novice L-D Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation: DV H S

AFF: S— NEG: (a

Speaker Code #:_ SeH{AR MA pts 2.8 Speaker Code #: WAL LI 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 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 em
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION: ’

How thoroughly did the debater refute ‘e%guments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

Did each debater speak in communicative style‘ﬁ%a: was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

Using the above criteria, please offer c@gnphments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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SPEAKER CODE #: SHARMA onthe AFF  wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION
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Judge LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 2A 11:00am Room 65 Judge’s Name: PRANA V SHA ~ )
Aff. 8 Venkat J ’
Neg: 1 Lewis
Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Dv H 5
AFF: 8’ NEG: I
Speaker Code #:_ V' VIKAT pts 22 Speaker Code #: L2eJ1 S pts_~ QQ\

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or 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 arg
® DELIVERY/COURTESY: Y
Did each debater speak in communicative -.:! at was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

Using the above criteria, please offer comphments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: ~
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SPEAKER CODE#:__ .24 (G  onthe _/NEL wins this debate.
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Judge LINCOLN DOUG EAS Debate
Round 2B 11:00am Room 62 4 .
Aff: g Kurlagunda ~T'W - TW I 5 hC( fulzeis o L.

Neg: 15 M
Novice Lib Gepate  TNISY7 Tudge’s School Affiliation:__ ALBANY 'H'S
AFF: KURIAGUNDA NEG: M ARA)
Speaker Code #: § pts 9“7 Speaker Code #: (\5 ptﬁ 2‘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

DOl

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

&y

-g‘: CASE ANALYSIS
ow 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?
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Judge LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Round 2A 11:00am Room 62 Judge’s Name:

Aff: 6 Hanin h , e,

Neg: 18 Stro g

Novice L-D Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation: MAN 7

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: G I’ll pts Zg Speaker Code #: ( g 5 pts X,

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?
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Judge LINCOLN DOUGLAS Deb te

Round 2B 11:00am Room 64 Judge’s Name: ]/(1_{_,\)/}(/ HV‘/ 1
Aff. 17 Fine
Neg: 14 Chang \/Lb
Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: M
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: / 7 pts28 Speaker Code #:___ { "/ pts _ﬂ

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) \/ 6
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 \/ 7
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:

How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? )
e 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: 1

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? \ 2)
(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 cntenNease offer compliments and/or suggestlons for unprovement to
each debater: N

Tloose Conshuct @ Si'“fﬂ'rwg;e/y"
+B\}£&)§ -Q*\[\CVI’Y\\h Lahmx

mMmore. ( ',‘ - WO ed

- Sland uj}\»n

Affirmative: {.D@c\, @
ng%r g, N Vel
P ’Ubéx Saeli A'aarel sy
vty ey j; i R etk i
? Gy NYY — {ﬂw\-& {“H(S@GJP(W\ 'S I

Negative

N*O SnVivsimes Tl ferod on e
ng \.@ck%\; Q&L{Ji L 2. COML Ouaste, o CS%U//@T«,O olef cd/a/

U\)Q&S‘t{e

G . G N b =
iy G‘vﬁw; o rtes ReEL e Ofpensive

™S - Wrawmend
:P*;\YGF@\ m «H\c 3\5'; ol okl
K o S Ty : = i "v “H'\i'»ﬁ' AV - -
SPEAKER CODE # 0= [ on the AFF  wins this debate.

(AFF or NEG)
REASON FOR DECISION

: ) L 5y Ster
St TRpomand et ro sy USteasd
J







Judge LINCOLN DOUGLA@ Debate

Round 2A 11:00am Room 64 Judge’sName: [ G i€ b U\jfﬂﬂ
Aff: 1 Chen
Neg: 8 Nagle <
Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: m\H"b
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: ) pts 92% Speaker Code #: @ pts é ‘

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

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
@ EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, 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: s\em
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 communicativestyle 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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Judge LINCOLND U\GLAS Debate
Round 2A 11:00am Room 67 Judge’s Name: 2y AC
Aff: 6 Schutte

Neg: 8 Thant 5 5 g "i‘ X
N ogi ce L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: M'W £ \/i gt;’\
AFF: / NEG: ~
Speaker Code #: é pts 249 Speaker Code #: ((’ % pts 25

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

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

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

® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or 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 debaterrefute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:\
Did each debater speak in communieative 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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SPEAKER CODE #: é onthe AU T wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)
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Judge Jadan {?\MS“% LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 2B 11:00am Room 66 Judge’s Name:__ YAV AN RAISSI
Aff: 5 Lenka

o L Fudge’s School Affiliation SACRET HEaRT CATHEDRZAL
AFF: 5 \ ‘
Speaker Code #: L(ﬂii'ﬁ\ pts 2} Speaker Code #: l Lf ﬁ%i( 73 w’i’fﬂ'\ pts 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 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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sudge JAHAN Ka156) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 2A 11:00am Room 66 Judge’s Name:_J AU A N CAISS |

Aff: 14 Alam

Neg: 8 Odai , . . N s =y . -
Ng\g/ice L-[? %2%2?2 Judge’s School Affiliation: S ALRED “’ \ EARY CA‘I H@ DY, AL

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: / LI A ia\w\ pts 2:} Speaker Code #: % ) é aj%g‘f;f_mw\ pts ZLQ

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 coni%unicative style that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria":'p:lease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Affirmative: Negative
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SPEAKER CODE #: / L{ /4 (} 4w~ on the AF gﬁ wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION
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L VP 1
Round 1B 9:00am Room 66 Judge’s Name: wim STo 4] “Tha.
Aff: 2 Brabo o
lr:llggi:c?a E_ego[';g?;a - Judge’s School Affiliation: K
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 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 oF o"ﬁrtoncal examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? P 4

® ORGANIZATION: rd

How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches? ,"“f

7

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

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposmon amﬁ rebmld his/her own side?

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

;

Using the above criteria, please offer comp'hments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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SPEAKER CODE #: on the & ~wins this debate.
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Mizheie Kito (*6)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 65

Aff: 14 Alcantra

Neg: 2 Housman

Novice L-D Debate

‘ \

Speaker Code #:

pts7 {~Speaker Code #:

LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Judge’s Name: Mi'clnele  ¥to

Judge’s School Afﬁliation:Mﬂ;’n_\i’%h SGI/‘UO’Q
NEG:
pts Z ’71"

-

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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Bodhi Nadler (*2)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 64

Aff: 8 Odaiyappan

Judge’s Name:

LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Bo0r« NAD 1 S¥-

Neg: 6 Hanin
Novice L-D Debate

# WJ‘(C o~ (ONYNC

Judge’s School Affiliation: /91\ [l ("}

NEG:
Speaker Code #: H‘M\ 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 inappropriate behavior

AFF: 35'

Speaker Code #:J)J al ‘,’“Pf‘”‘ pts

wl

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 emfflg“asize the value being supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION: k.
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
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Round 1B 9:00am Room 64 Judge’s Name: 200¥« NRAoL
Aff: 8 Nagle

Neg: 5 Lenka , L @n

Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: m&& §

AFF: k NEG: ;
Speaker Code #: N 4‘@ ‘C/ ptsgg }%peaker Code #: L&., ‘L‘k pts g’ 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

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 re%gte 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

Laurie Murthy (*12) , i
Round 1B 9:00am Room 67 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 1 Lewis HQ
Neg': 5 Sharma Judge’s School Affiliation: MV
Novice L-D Debate v
AFF: NEG: . g ?
Speaker Code #: K pts Z7Speaker Code #: b pts. / y

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 = Reserved for rude or mappropnate behavior
ALL Couwntries 6*\611&(3( P ‘\\\b\ DrodU GO
Judging Criteria 6‘€ Q/Q

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or 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 (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 communicativeéjd\e that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

"\
Using the above criteria, please offer& pliments and/or suggestions for lmprovement t
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LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Laurie Murthy (*12) Judge’s Name: Lawrie. /L’(.%F-I-}Uﬂ

Round 1A 9:00am Room 67

Aff: 18 Stromberg 118
Neg: 8 Kurlagunda Judge’s School Affiliation: m\/ﬁ
Novice L-D Debate

AFF: . NEG: .
Speaker Code #: / 8 pts _2@ Speaker Code #: g pts D? ',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 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 comhgnicative style that was pleasant, easily understandable and civil?

Using the above crlterla, please offer compliments and/or suggestlons for improvement to
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Win .S)f& U8 T%@ ~t

. con LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
[] 1L P as® me o e
Round 1A 9:00am Room 66 Judge’s Name: Lo I sTanal 01
Aff: 8 Wallis P
Neg: 14 Alam e Sbiool Abhliation: &
Noros LD Debate Judge’s Schoo iation: *ffu
AFF: , A NEG: s
Speaker Code #: g‘; pts »ei'% Speaker Code #: | M pts a-?-fvx

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)

26-2S = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria

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

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

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or 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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Mizhele Kito (*6)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 65
Aff: 8 Thant

Neg: 17 Fine

Novice L-D Debate

AFF:
Speaker Code #: &

Judge’s Name: M \/,l/\;,l/e

Judge’s School Affiliation: :E l Q. ]er k !)%[/l &%00

pts 7-} Speaker Code #:

LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
it

NEG:

[ 7 pts/LB

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria /

<20 =

Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

/

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestnons 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 matenal 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 spe hes‘7

® VALUE CLASH:

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

(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:

/

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opp;)%ltlon 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 ,e*omphments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:
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Dawn Cutler (*17) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1B 9:00am Room 62 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 14 Chang
Neg: 8 Venkat
Novice L-D Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation:

AFF: , . NEG: . 56
Speaker Code #: }k“‘%’ pts v}{ Speaker Code #: X pts_L g
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

each debater:

® CASE ANALYSIS:

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

® EVIDENCE:

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporagy or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? / 4
® 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, andeﬁow well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:

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

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

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

’ 4

F
y

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Dawn Cutler (*17) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1A 9:00am Room 62 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 6 Schutte
Neg: 1 Chen > e
Noytse | -D Diabate Judge’s School Affiliation:
AFE: o 76 NEGE a5 70
Speaker Code #: v T pts .~ Speaker Code #: \ cal 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)
26-2S = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggesgmns 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 ma'al, 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 speegﬁes"
® VALUE CLASH:

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

® REFUTATION:

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offgr compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Ben Goldstone (*3) LINCOL DOUGLAS Debate

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 67 Judge’s Name: A/ (' /// <Ane
Aff: 14 Alcantra ; o
Neg‘: 1 Lewis Judge’s School Affiliation: 2 / >

Novice L-D Debate

NEG:

AFF: V,
peaker Code #: / pts Z-Z

Speaker Code #: /4

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 imiprovement for

each debater: -
® CASE ANALYSIS: @ ZCL;

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

® EVIDENCE: i %
Although value debating emphasmes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, coﬁfemporary or historical examples)

should be used to support arguments. How effective was the ev1den\c’e? ,»"'

® ORGANIZATION: DL / //é
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches? f'r

® VALUE CLASH: 25

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by hls/hen%lde and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion) y. /

,«.‘

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

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

f

Using the above criteria, please offev comphments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: f
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Ehien-Farg (* LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate =
Round 3B 2:00pm Room)62 Judge’s Name Mm h N
Aff: 8 Odaiyappan ‘

Neg: 6 Schutte > U y i/, 7
Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: M ZU t@ I/( b 1/

AFF: NEG: v
Speaker Code #: 8 pts?/s{ Speaker Code #: é pts ?/X

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’r’natenal contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the ev1dence? y 4

® ORGANIZATION:

How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal;speecheﬁ

® 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)

® 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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_ Chiea—tamar
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Round 3A 2:00pm Room 62 Judge’s Name: %
Aff: 17 Fine i ‘ )

: ‘ f
Reg: § seyeum Judge’s School Affiliation: MN’;{:{) \/q’ ;Tm

Novice L-D Debate

drvdn 4
i \c\

AL

AFF: -~ . NEG: o
Speaker Code #: [ “? pts L\&' Speaker Code #: é 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 /dr suggestions for improvement for
each debater: /

’ &
® CASE ANALYSIS:

How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolutwn"

® 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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" LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Jay M
R;)r{d 3Ae2(%:)‘m( Ric)nm 66 Judge’s Name: THY  MEANTN

Aff: 8 Nagle -
Neg: 6 Hanin p o Duf N HK#
Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:
M
AFF: : NEG: 9] -
Speaker Code #: g pts 26 Speaker Code #: 6 pts Z g

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

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

® CASE ANALYSIS:

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

@ EVIDENCE:

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or 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 sides 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: V.
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

REASON FOR DECISION , o N Lo
HLYL\W oL ol ez, @Qomg;, botbr f’vf}“w'u an~?d VQW(#M""OA







Jay Menon (*5)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 66
Aff: 15 Maram

Neg: 14 Chang

Novice L-D Debate

Judge’s Name:

LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
JHY mEN

Judge’s School Affiliation: DUZt N i LTGH

AFF: NEG:

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

14

Speaker Code #: pts 2 7 Speaker Code #: pts Z ©

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 wasthat value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/hef 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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4 LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 65 ' Judge’s Name: L es (4 P\ i l [ | AN SOYL
Aff: 5 Lenka »
Neg: 8 Kuriagunda Judge’s School Afﬁliation:? \1 \"l((S

Novice L-D Debate

AFF: = NEG: o
Speaker Code #: | }\,f’ N J<.Cf\ pts_A Y Speaker Code #: CK £ o la XU N(}pﬁ: pts ;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 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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Pinole Judge 2 (*14)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 65
Aff: 8 Venkat

Neg: 6 Wallis

Novice L-D Debate

LINCOLN D()UGLA
Judge’s Name: /\() < (,&J ( ‘

Debate
L SANe

Judge’s School Affiliation: D \{ L'k )

AFF: NEG;
Speaker Code #-7 \[ 61\,\g»\:\' pts 4 f Speaker Code #: (ﬂ (¢ ) 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 inappropriate behavior

pts 7 %/

Judging Criteria -
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for mprovement 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: f

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her 51de 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 complunents and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: /
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Sherica Goduco (*9) L]NCOL@ }})&}JGLAS Debate

Round 3B 2:00pm Room 64 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 18 Stromberg

Neg: 5 Sharma > s
Newice L0 Delife Judge’s School Affiliation: Lo GM

AFF: /0,, NEG:

pts Speaker Code #: 5 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

Speaker Code #:

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for nnprovement 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, contemporafy 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? "4

® VALUE CLASH: y
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, andhow well was that value measured?
(Criterion) -

® REFUTATION: " 4
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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Sherica Goduco (*9) LINCOL OUGLAS; Debate

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 64 Judge’s Name: ca
Aff: 14 Alam
Neg: 1 Chen
Novice L-D Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation: o GW

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: [ 7 pts Speaker Code #: / ; pts %y

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: suggestlons 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 (qxloted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the ev1denee‘7

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and reb;attal 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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