Junhui Zhou (*14)

Round 1 9:00am Room 141
Aff: 3 Schulte - Pham POLICY Debate
Neg: 18 Carillo - Rowe , : 2)
Novice Team Debate Judge’s Name:; _ «Jer /™ . Lha
Judge’s School Affiliation: Vinle Vaprey
AFF NEG
Team Code #:__ 3 Team Code #:
Aff Speaker #1 g;; hamn Neg Speaker #1 C ar. “ 0 pts 25.5

i1 . ) o vl
Aff Speaker #2 S chy |Te pts 2b Neg Speaker #2_ =0 %<

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

ANALYSIS: Did -f;g ebater provide a logical, clear explanation of critical issue(s)?
PROOF: Did the debater support arguments with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence?

ORGANIZATION: Did f%f: debater make an orderly presentation that was easy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each deba:?é;g deliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debate?’i'%zdisplay courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, please of@r compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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Round 1 9:00am Room 143
Aff: 18 Hernandez - Jacebs-
Neg: 7 kee-- Salazar

Novice Team Debate

AVWs

v
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28%C

AFF .
Team Code #: 1y
Aff Speaker #1 /’f‘/”‘”’k7 pts 2l
Aff Speaker #2 \/ 4l 05) pts 2y

POLICY Debate
Judge’s Name: /(4%7 él'/l/' rér
Judge’s School Affiliation: ‘Sﬂ ered /4 Ar /'

NEG

Team Code #: :’l/
Neg Speaker #1 Or b 24 pts_ 2l
Neg Speaker #2 [,& - pts_ 28

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

26-25 = Fair

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

| Judging Criteria
e ANALYSIS: Did theldebater provide a logical, clear explanation of critical issue(s)?

and use of evidence? |

PROOF: Did the debats i support arguments with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation

ORGANIZATION: Did m%?gcbater make an orderly presentation that was easy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATI@N,: Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each debater d%ii}yer an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater disi*i’igy courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, please offer c&gpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:
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Shehzaib Raees (*3)

Round 1 9:00am Room 211
Aff: 19 Hill - Ramm POLICY Debate

Neg: 18 Lakritz - Tonda ,
Novice Team Debate Judge’s Name: SHEH ZATLE RAEE S

Judge’s School Affiliation; COLLEGE FREP

AFF G
Team Code #: | G- H U= Zepnm Team Code #: | ¢ Lar-crr ~ Tonde
} ™ 2%.
Aff Speaker #1 A pts 24.9 Neg Speaker #1 [ onda pts A €1

Aff Speaker #2 Ko pts 28. 7 Neg Speaker #2 Lar~ry pts‘“ 24.2

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
e ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear explanation of critical issue(s)?
PROQOF: Did the debater support arguments with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence?
ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an orderly presentation that was easy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each debater deliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater display courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?
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Edmund Zagorin (*7)

Round 1 9:00am Room 102
Aff: 3 Anderson - Prabandham POLICY Debate

Neg: 18 Gothelf - Kassner-Marks

Novice Team Debate Hdge’s Wasnes iké‘& U*—@E ?1: {Q}L\V«

Judge’s School Affiliation: ﬁp@\c‘ Y@\/j CG)

Team Code #: % % Team Code #: qﬁ\/\c VA AC’J@L"’\F
Aff Speaker #I—Mm— ptsﬁ_ Neg Speaker #1 (\ ’\’t)(\/ ‘/*Q\C ptsgg_g

Aff Speaker #2 ’P Q b % M %%' Neg Speaker #2 %ng\k'\@fls Md%ts?g g

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

Judging Criteria
ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear explanation of critical issue(s)?
PROOF: Did thg&’dg;bater support arguments with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence?"
ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an orderly presentation that was easy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each debater deliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater display courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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John Ngo (*9)

Round 1 9:00am Room 202 -~
Aff: 18 Sullivan - Galusha POLICY Debate
Neg: 3 Chung - Gutierrez ' ‘e ; S
Novice Team Debate Judge’s Name: jaru IV G Y
t? ]
Cone |
TJudge’s School Affiliation: ‘/ Y. pe o~ ¢
&
AFF ‘ NEG
Team Code #: ) R Team Code #: 2
Aff Speaker #1 @AALL S he  pts }7 Neg Speaker #1 (;/ v LYo  PS_Z2 L
B ¢ ‘ Cr
oo . b < "
Aff Speaker #2 Sullbhyo-  pts 2R Neg Speaker#2__ [ 1 .00 _ pts_=2X
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Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ Judging Criteria
e ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear explanation of critical issue(s)?
PROOF: Did the debater support arguments with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence?
ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an orderly presentation that was easy 1o follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each debatet. deliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater'display courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Tina carr (*19)
Round 1 9:00am Room 100
Aff: 10 Aye - Rosenberg
Neg: 3 dhaliwal - Otavka
Novice Team Debate

POLICY Debate

- \
Judge’s Name:__ | | Ve (:/\L Q~(Z—

Judge’s School Affiliation: <t Y \\'\CCY\JIS H" 9\\ S Uh 0 l

AFF NEG
Team Code #: ‘ D Team Code #: 9
AfF Speaker #1 2 oe L pts 7—% Neg Speaker #1 M anm u‘\— pts Zq
AT Speaker #2 K,ﬂ I )\,l pts L ! Neg Speaker #2 Q,U/b\! ptsz_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
e ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear explanation of critical issue(s)?
PROOF: Did the debater support arguments with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence?
ORGANIZATION: Did'the debater make an orderly presentation that was easy 10 follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
. DELIVERY: Did each debatér deliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater'display courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Imaan Sidhu (*3)
Round 1 9:00am Room 101
Aff: 7 Patterson - Sozat
Neg: 9 Bacong - Siva
Novice Team Debate

POLICY Debate

Judge’s Name: \Mam S\}J)ﬂ\l

Judge’s School Affiliation: C% S

AFF NEG
Team Code #: ? S Team Code #: E) ;
Aff Speaker #1 P:ﬁe Mfyny pts I v3 Neg Speaker #1 bq 2404 pts 1(3
Aff Speaker #2 \\ Qo 7/0\T ptS 2- T 6 Neg Speaker #2 S\TVD‘ pts 2708

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
ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear explanation of critical issue(s)?
PROOF: Did the debater “s‘egpport arguments with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence?
ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an orderly presentation that was easy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each debater deliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater display courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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Mimi Sargent-Leventhal (*18)
Round 1 9:00am Room 200

Aff: 3 Berning - Tooper

Neg: 10 Yuan - Lichtmacher

Novice Team Debate

POLICY Debate
Mimi Ge r{ea t- L€"“"H’"’e

\,\)fe& /Scno me /\cao(ewj

Judge’s Name:

Judge’s School Affiliation:

AFF NEG

Team Code #: \ B

Neg Speaker #1} ) L t"\\XYlJ\‘f\\%Y pts 21
pts 2 e

5( AR Team Code #:

405
Aff Speaker #1 C"\f\ ,'S &éﬁ\z'ﬂ tszg

Aff Speaker #2 N JCO( e WQfe/pts 20

( $30
Neg Speaker #2 Dtv(\m )([\L“V'\

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

N\ Judging Criteria
e ANALYSIS: Did“ debater provide a logical, clear explanation of critical issue(s)?
PROOF: Did the deba ter support arguments with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence? W
ORGANIZATION: Did the, debater make an orderly presentation that was easy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each debatefﬁégcliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater 5£i,§play courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, please offég; compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to L odw e
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Mia Gil-Epner (*18)
Round 1 9:00am Room 203
Aff: 10 Wu - Tokarzewski
Neg: 3 hash - Jammula
Novice Team Debate

AFF
Team Code #: \ O

Aff Speaker #1 \okox 20 WsWKL  pts)B S

Aff Speaker #2 \;Q e pts 7%

POLICY Debate

Judge’s Name: M G(\ Es;\?v\g.&‘

Jadge’s School Affiliation: % oo Wra

NEG
Team Code #: .?D
Neg Speaker #1\"\o.<\n. pts ¢

Neg Speaker #2 T&mmu\a pts ZA.S

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

Judging Criteria
e ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear explanation of critical issue(s)?

and use of evidence?

PROOF: Did the debater support arguments with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation

ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an orderly presentation that was easy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each debater deliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater display courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, please offer'compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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Round 1 9:00am Room 209
Aff: 7 Dupee - Wogan
Neg: 3 Nurko - Gupta
Novice Team Debate

AFF
Team Code #: —I
Aff Speaker #1_1,.0 (BN pts ¥
Aff Speaker #2_ DU PREE pts o

POLICY Debate

Judge’s Name: ?,1\6 !\A‘AQ +AS

Judge’s School Affiliation: L) G- Bcp)

NEG
Team Code #: Q—h-\‘QFA- 5

Neg Speaker #1 Cuer o
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Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair .

[N
xR

ANALYSIS: Did the ‘debater provide

and use of evidence?

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

Judging Criteria
a logical, clear explanation of critical issue(s)?

PROOF: Did the dcbatéhsupport arguments with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation

ORGANIZATION: Did the d’@bater make an orderly presentation that was easy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each debater deliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater display courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

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

each debater:
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Johanna lifeld (*3)

Round 1 9:00am Room 205
Aff. 10 Schelstrate - Win POLICY Debate
Neg: 19 Marzo - Stolp
Novice Team Debate Todize?s Namaa: JO T [ {‘é/
Judge’s School Affiliation: //’0//%7@ p /Ii ,Q
AFF NEG
Team Code #: 10 Team Code #: 19
Aff Speaker #1 SQ‘\ e\S)YrU\\r& pts Z 9 Neg Speaker #1 é@é&é){s ‘(' 0\ I‘P pts 2 S’
Aff Speaker #2 Wi pts 2 2 Neg Speaker #2 j\f\ar Lo 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
e ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear explanation of critical issue(s)?
PROOF: Did the debater support arguments with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence’
ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an orderly presentation that was easy to follow?
POLICY ARGUME&‘{ATION: Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each &'épater deliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater display courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, pleasé"gﬁer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: ‘
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Carl Siva (*9)

Round 1 9:00am Room 201

Aff: 3 Dileep - lifeld POLICY Debate

Neg: 10 Jerrar - Rosenfeld «f"‘“‘“""} . 5
Novice Team Debate Tudge’s Name: ayv (/ | V&

Judge’s School Affiliation: j ames L O;ja "

AFF 1 { NEG 1
Team Code #: » g Team Code#:. - vle T ( )
. é \)qv\//ﬂ/ -

— e B
Aff Speaker #1 A L/f{ (- é\ pts Q S Neg Speaker #1 - I == :
Aff Speaker #2 0 ‘ L 4 ‘ﬂ pts QL? Neg Speaker #2 ) ose V\—vé ( A pts ‘7{6

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

Judging Criteria
e ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear explanation of critical issue(s)?
PROOF: Did.the debater support arguments with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidénce?
ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an orderly presentation that was easy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each.debater deliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater display courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for i provement to
each debater: T [ / 7 B o f @ ald ‘ YZ,/, N
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Howard Murayama (*9)

Round 1 9:00am Room 212
Aff: 3 Paoletti - Zhang POLICY Debate

Neg: 18 Crean - Needleman

Novice Team Debate Judge’s Name: Hhward Muwo—oiter
= |

Judge’s School Affiliation: _Jaes Lo:flon__

AFF NEG
Team Code #: o) Team Code #: 1)

AT Speaker #1 VA @% pts __&X Neg Speaker #1 Cveani—

pts 28

AT Speaker #2 Prolett pts @\ Neg Speaker #2 Needle Meern

pts_27

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

e ANALYSIS:Wid the debater provide a logical, clear explanation of critical issue(s)?

and use of evidence?

B

N

COURTESY: Did each debater display courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

PROOF: Did %e debater support arguments with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation

ORGANIZATION:Did the debater make an orderly presentation that was €asy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each d&bater deliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?

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

each debater:
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Ben-Unanaowo (*9)

Round 1 9:00am Room 139
Aff: 3 Gupta - Kumar POLICY Debate

Neg: 14 Kelly - Mart
Novice Team Debate Judge’s Name: LU as Tunsy
)

Judge’s School Affiliation: ;\,m%’ Loaan

AFF NEG
Team Code #: > Team Code #: 14
AfF Speaker #1 (am@ ta pts_Z7 Neg Speaker #1 e ll 5 pts 23
Aff Speaker #2___ Kumar pts 24 Neg Speaker #2 M art pts 22

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very

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

Judging Criteria
ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear explasation of critical issue(s)?
PROOF: Did the debater support arguments with sufﬁc;;ﬁ quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence? 4
ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an ordeg;lgf presentation that was easy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debaterpresent a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each debater deliver an undg;ﬁgtandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater display cou;grésy towards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, please offer qgiilpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Rodney Gothelf (*18)
Round 1 9:00am Room 144

Aff: 7 Aguda - Prather
Neg: 3 Goldstone - Patel
Novice Team Debate

POLICY Debate

Judge’s Name: /?017 piT  GoTH ;//-C

Tudge’s School Affiliation: SpAOue” ALAZ)EIW'/

AFF NEG
Team Code #: ¥ Team Code #;___ ~3
Aff Speaker #1 PK N% fﬂ pts [ Neg Speaker #1 F T pts Laid
Aff Speaker #2 PQGMD _A pts 2% Neg Speaker #2 bo R4 7 pts i

Please award each speaker points based on the following scaley
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
e ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear explanation of critical issue(s)?
PROOF: Did the debater support arguments with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence?
ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an orderly presentation that was easy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each debater deliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater display courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

® ¢ & o

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: q/ on the A ;)L wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)
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Becky Choi (*10)

Round 1 9:00am Room 142
Aff. 18 Synek - Elder POLICY Debate

Neg: 3 Hoge - Tandon
Novice Team Debate Judge’s Name:_ %€ Cino)
)

Judge’s School Affiliation: LoVl EUuZn SLhweo)

AFF . NEG
Team Code #: _@ (¥ Team Code #: /3
Aff Speaker #1__ QL C pts 18 Neg Speaker #1 h\)"q‘*‘ pts 1S
Aff Speaker #2 Svgr\(,h pts ‘)ﬁ’ Neg Speaker #2 ’fmm pts 8.9

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

Judging Criteria
ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear explanation of critical issue(s)?
PROOF: Did the debater support arguments with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence?
ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an orderly présentation that was easy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each debater deliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater display courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Patrick Hoge (*3)
Round 1 9:00am Room 214
Aff: 19 Curr - Nielsen
Neg: 7 Diaw - Reichel
Novice Team Debate

AFF
Team Code #: ! q
ASf Speaker #1 N : ?/\ Cha._ pts 18
AfT Speaker #2 _pts

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

POLICY ebate

Judge’s Name: k M—erV HD 2 -
Judge’s School Affiliation: C_.@‘\Qﬁq_ %gw

NEG
Team Code #:
Neg Speaker #1 (> v AL\) /
Neg Speaker #2 pts Z?

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

26-25 = Fair

24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fof rude or inappropriate behavior

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear explanation of critical issue(s)?

and use of evidence?

DELIVERY: Did each debater deliver an

PROOF: Did the debater support arguments with s

icient quantity and appropriate interpretation

ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an orderly presentation that was easy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debdter present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?

derstandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?

COURTESY: Did each debater display cgurtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

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

each debater:
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