Imaan Sidhu (*3)

Round 3 2:00pm Room 214
Aff: 10 Jerrar - Rosenfeld POLICY Debate

Neg: 7 Lee - Salazar \
Novice Team Debate Judge’s Name: {M(MV\ S, (» h U
Judge’s School Affiliation: € ? % \@/ / g 79‘?70
AFF NEG
Team Code #: 10 Team Code #: 7
Aff Speaker #1 Plo 39"\${"\(‘\ pts\ R,  Neg Speaker #1 qua 28 /%Zgj
AfF Speaker #2 SNernap ptsx® Neg Speaker #2 Lee pts 7.9

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

Judging Criteria
ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear explanatign of critical issue(s)?
PROOF: Did the debater support arguments with sufficient guantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence?
ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an orderly présentation that was €asy 1o follow?

®

e POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater pregént a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
e DELIVERY: Did cach debater deliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
e COURTESY: Did each debater display courtesy tgwards opponents and judge(s)?

K(_’E/O; Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to p \
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Johanna lifeld (*3)

Round 3 2:00pm Room 212
Aff: 10 Wu - Tokarzewski POLICY Debate

Neg: 7 Patterson - Sozat .
Novice Team Debate Judge’s Name: TJo LTIl j
. f );3 ;i’ B ﬁ -
Judge’s School Affiliation: Coll Fjﬂf / LQ?Z?
AFF — NEG&
Team Code #:___|O Team Code #.____ - :
Aff Speaker #1 | i 0 k & r;;emi;ii [ _pts 2 { Neg Speaker #1 D0 7”’} pts 2é
Aff Speaker #2__ MU pts 23 Neg Speaker #2 i\ “ﬁt’ Voo pts Q‘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 = Reseryed 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? j
ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an orderly presentation that was casy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater present 2 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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Dawn Cutler (17)

Round 2 14:00am Room 143
Aff: 3 hash - Jammula POLICY Debate

Neg: 10 Aye - Rosenberg A
Novice Team Debate Judge’s Name: {" ‘U \&?/\f’
»\ q 17C JHI /T £0 ‘i:/,

Judge’s School Affiliation:

P

AFF EG -
Team Code #: > Team Code #: ng _ /

; S
PN |‘ > 9 Aik e S S

Aff Speaker #1_- 1 Mm@ pts 21 Neg Speaker #1 / X NE ’ S pts © Z
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Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Véry Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 2420 = Poor <20 = Reserved/for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

e PROOF: Did the debater support arguments witlt sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence?

e ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make gfi orderly presentation that was casy to follow?

e POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did th¢/debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?

e DELIVERY: Did each debater deliver dn understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?

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

Using the above criteria, please gffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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May Chiu (*7)

Round 3 2:00pm Room 100

Aff: 18 Lakritz - Tonda

Neg: 3 Anderson - Prabandham
Novice Team Debate

POLICY Debate

Judge’s Name: Mﬂ(j % Ve

Tudge’s School Affiliation: fead Q@@C/L
* ~

AFF

[ &
AfF Speaker #1 (ekritz

Team Code #:

ptsz7

Neg Speaker #1 IA\’M «QM Sor

NEG

Team Code #: 2

ptsz y
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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)?

and use of evidence?

e & & o

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

each debater:
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Carl Siva (*9)

Round 3 2:00pm Room 205

AT 14 Kelly - Mart POLICY Debate

Neg: 3 Hoge - Tandon ( C g . -
Novice Team Debate Tudge’s Name:__— “ (\VQ

o,

T s g o
Judge’s School Affiliation;_ 2 =" ¢ > L(/j‘w

AFF ( NEG
Team Code #: l l’( Team Code #: 3
Aff Speaker #1 el ( . pts 2b Neg Speaker #1 H ox pts%\ P i
A Speaker #2 Mo pts 2B Negspeakertz T andon ptset D

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 indppropriate 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)?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
h debater: o ’ ‘
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\IERONICA F&’Iﬁ(ﬁf

Ben-Unanaowo

Round 3 2:00pm Room 201

Aff- 18 Sullivan - Galusha POLICY Debate

Neg: 3 Nurko - Gupta

Novice Team Debate Judge’s Name: ‘Jfﬁ:f WCA Rm

Judge’s School Affiliation: QQWMQ* i.n,&gglﬂ 4

NEG
Team Code #: \Q} Team Code #: ’% ,
“
Aff Speaker #1 ﬂ"}fg A L‘\iﬂ%% pts 1% Neg Speaker #1 (f:l UP@ , ptsé@
Aff Speaker #2 Lé A ;\%‘%ﬁ/\ﬂ ptsiz;?} Neg Speaker #2 N UF«’-KQ pts A

Please award each speaker pomts 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 mude 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 quantlty and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence? EESe——————
e 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?
( o) DELIVERY: Did each debater deliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
é COURTESY: Did each debater display courtcsy towards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: %
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Stephen Ramm (*19)
Round 3 2:00pm Room 202

Aff: 3 Paoletti - Zhang

Neg: 10 Yuan - Lichtmacher
Novice Team Debate

AFF
Team Code #: =

Aff Speaker #1__"Z N\ o b

pts_J4_

pts 25

Aff Speaker #2 P = L m T

Please award each speaker points based on the following ,s*éule:

POLICY Debate

Judge’s Name: ST PF2 Rpwnawn

Judge’s School Affiliation: €S¥. AT

NEG
Team Code #: O
Neg Speaker #1_Liciympe>Evi pts_2A\
Neg Speaker #2__ N/ x.;/én.) pts_oAe

4

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 = Reseryed 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

each debater:
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Danlei Zou (*10)
Round 3 2:00pm Room 203
Aff: 19 Hill - Ramm

Neg: 3 dhaliwal - Otavka

Novice Team Debate
AFF
Team Code #_ 19 1l = Roymyn
Aff Speaker #1 pill pts 11 5
Aft Sperkertg T BN pts L]

POLICY Debate
fudge's Name:___ POV “tov
Judge’s School Afﬁliiation: Lovved] U“)

NEG
Team Code #: 5 Dhahiwal - Doy \«
,D"\Ot \'\Wa’q pts W
Dt 4 pts ¢ 1-5

Neg Speaker #1

Neg Speaker #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 climination rounds)

26-25 = Fair

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

Judging Criteria

and use of evidence?

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

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 cach 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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Gordon Hart (*12)
Round 3 2:00pm Room 209
Aff: 18 Synek - Elder
Neg: 3 Goldstone - Patel
Novice Team Debate
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T et to
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2oV P
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pis 29

POLICY Debate

Judge’s Name:
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Please award each speaker points based on the fo_Hi;Wing scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding
97 = Good (but possibly not good enotigh to
24-20 =Poor <207 Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

26-25 = Fair

and use of evidence?
ORGANIZATION: Did the debater

DELIVERY:

Using the above criteria,
each debater:
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28 = Very Good
qualify for elimination rounds)

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

make an orderly presentation that was €asy to follow?

ive:
Neg 1: et

(’,??S b\,,{::\c N
s

e

atleph &t PF/W#—« :

on the E\ “F(\ wins this debate.

AFF or NEG

—;.‘péj’ V7 Al N\&Juf MY v
asl (gUheal b sy
(AL A a4 %M NS
fo whn wday,

POLICY ARGUMENTATION:/Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?

Did cach debater deliver an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debaﬁr display courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?
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Sanjeev Ohawla (*8)

Round 3 2:00pm Room 144 -
Aff: 3 Berning - Tooper POLICY Debate

Neg: 18 Carillo - Rowe %
Novice Team Debate Judge’s Name: Sim e/ ( haw (4

Judge’s School Affiliation: Tvvn Gten H‘§ L Schod |

AFF NEG
Team Code #:__ 3 Team Code #: ¥
Aff Speaker #1__Bevnimo) pts L8 Neg Speaker #1 Cavvlio pts 7’\1
Aff Speaker #2 Toop+ pts ﬂ4 Neg Speaker #2 Fove pts 24

Jer—— _fzt] , ,
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 428 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough fqualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Regerved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria .

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

PROOF: Did the debater support argumen § with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence? £
ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an orderly presentation that was €asy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Di ‘the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each debater deliyer an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater qg;istzplay courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, pleasé%ffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: r 4 ‘

#
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TEAM CODE #:__ 2, onthe APF  wins this debate.
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Alex Elms (*14)

Round 3 2:00pm Room 142
Reqm 3 200 POLICY Debate
Neg: 19 Marzo - Stolp
Novice Team Debate TFudge’s Name: Alﬁx E ‘“5
Judge’s School Affiliation: H
AFF NEG

Team Code #: > Team Code #: \A4

Aff Speaker #1 t 4 pts 20 Neg Speaker #1 S\’o\v‘) pts 25

Aff Speaker #2 We,i pts 2 Neg Speaker #2 V\o\rz 0 pts X

Please award each speaker points based on the following scalg:
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 Crite;ia
e ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear £xplanation of critical issue(s)?

e PROOF: Did the debater support arguments with sﬂfﬁcient quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence? /

e ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an grderly presentation that was casy to follow?

e POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?

e DELIVERY: Did each debater deliver an yﬁderstandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?

e COURTESY: Did cach debater display gourtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

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

each debater: CYooe IR “eulylics” are just shitems s fhek aob oy weed
- eidence behind Hom beb e e oo vegue b b Loty
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TEAM CODE #: 3 onthe AL wins this debate. kit resoletion  cud ten
(AFF or NEG) L« weriehy L mcos i =

REASON FOR DECISION \ u“ah) h.
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Victor Rivas (*9)

Round 3 2:00pm Room 143

Aff: 3 haugh - Jammula

Neg: 18 Gothelf - Kassner-Marks
Novice Team Debate

AFF
Team Code #: 3
Aff Speaker #1___ )M ey pts 24
Aff Speaker #2 Hann), pts 2T
W &

POLICY Debate

Judge’s Name:_—ALAS luna)

Judge’s School Affiliation: d Av~ds, I/Gi\;«:’\

NEG
Team Code #: \3
Neg Speaker #1 Gt £ pts>7

Neg Speaker #2 ledssrur- M«’A(kg ptsﬁg

Please award each speaker points based on the follo;{ving scale:
30 =Perfect 29= Outstandigé 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

and use of evidence?

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

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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TEAM CODE #: = onthe AFFE  wins this debate.
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Weimin Si (*4)

Round 3 2:00pm Room 141

Aff: 18 Hernandez - Jacobs POLICY Debate
Neg: 3 Chung - Gutierrez

. TS ’ ~
Novice Team Debate Judge’s Name: A Jeinman S‘a

Judge’s School Affiliation: Dov\f’{&/)?lbﬂ u“"ﬁ{e’/\/ S

NEG,
Team Code #: / % Team Code #: 3

AT Speaker #1 H&rﬂf{ Mdﬁz pts 2?— Neg Speaker #1 Guﬁé.’m’&% pts ;(ﬁ/ t

Aff Speaker #2 jﬁx Co 135 pts 26 Neg Speaker #2 ( b ((}L pm@ J/g‘

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

1

Judggﬂ% Criteria
e ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a 10%10&1 clear explanation of critical issue(s)?
PROOF: Did the debater support argum@nts 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_},*Dld 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, ,pil'ease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater: Yeleayt/ .
TopL: Jo e d ?f? ale pﬂfuﬁr&m el %ﬂ—“‘\ %/P éww"’v{j’w e S bt el
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Michele Martin (*18)

Round 3 2:00pm Room 102 POLICY Debate

Aff. 3 Gupta - Kumar

Neg: 7 Dupee - Wogan . .
Novice Team Debate Judge’s Name: W\\deﬁ m(\l C '&\ﬂ

AN

Judge’s School Affiliation: 3@(\(},{\{\0‘ A CC( dg ng

AFF NEG
Team Code #: \g Team Code #: ’\]
AT Speaker #1 ( < L{’)‘H’i ptsgo\ Neg Speaker #1 B QLPQ [ ptsg%
Aff Speaker #2 K Thive e pts AO\ Neg Speaker #2 w@% N pts

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to q lify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resgi

Judging Cri
e ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, ¢lear explanation of critical issue(s)?
PROOF: Did the debater support arguments W’; sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence? /
ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make af orderly presentation that was easy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the giébatcr present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each debater deliver am{mderstandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater display £ourtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

y
Using the above criteria, please offelf compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: f
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TEAM CODE #__.3 onthe (YCF  wins this debate.
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Howard Murayama (*9)

Round 3 2:00pm Room 211 POLICY Debate
Aff: 10 Aye - Rosenberg

Neg: 3 Schulte - Pham
Novice Team Debate Judge’s Name: Houwxowk MWO-:J!QA/@\

Judge’s School Affiliation:__Jowe S Laaoﬂ

AFF NEG
Team Code #: ) Team Code #: =,

Aff Speaker #1 \'Zose—nbexcﬁ pts Y  NegSpeaker#1__ S ele. pts. e

Aff Speaker #2 A\:\'Q, pts_ S Neg Speaker #2 (41T V- pts_o @

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

Judging Criteria /
ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear explanat}@n of critical issue(s)?
PROOF: Did the debater support arguments with sufficient guantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence?
ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an orderly ,esentatmn that was casy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the debater preSent a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each debater deliver an understafidable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater display comtegﬁowards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, please offer comphments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: /
Y 4
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Mimi Sargent-Leventhal (*18)
Round 3 2:00pm Room 101

Aff: 9 Bacong - Siva

Neg: 7 Diaw - Reichel

Novice Team Debate

AFF
Team Code #:_9
Aff Speaker #1_§5iV 4 pts A
Aff Speaker #2_B Al Wﬂ\c} pts’)-q- S

POLICY Debate
MM, SC/7¢I"+' M"Q

Tudge’s Name:

Judge’s School Affiliation: (/\'\(wé / -Qhaum A@dwj

NEG '
Team Code #: /’}' g‘-é -fp
L Vin Vit Lol 3
Neg Speaker #1100 118 20 a?"i pts 26 §
Neg Speaker #ZTFY‘;{ _?"{ v\ VLA; (G J ptsz b 3 33

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

Judging Criteria
ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear ¢
PROOF: Did the debater support arguments with s

and use of evidence?

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

ation of critical issue(s)?
cient quantity and appropriate interpretation

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

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

V.

each debater:
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Caroline Li (*3)

Round 3 2:00pm Room 139
Aff: 10 Schelstrate - Win POLICY Debate

Neg: 7 Aguda - Prather -
Novice Team Debate Judge’s Name: Cﬂ(orﬁ'\e L|
Tudge’s School Affiliation:_( :ollege izz{w Pl ‘1 Cc 1400 (
NEG
Team Code #: ’.\5\" \0 Team Code #: 3&’ o
Aff Speaker #1 S tk.e\ S'VML pts ?q Neg Speaker #1 W pts__ 2 é
Aff Speaker #2 \;\j [SA pts _’27@ Neg Speaker #2, / W& { pts 1’?

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 evidence?
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 debater dehvcr an understandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater dlsplay courtesy towards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, please ¢ (ﬁ“fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater: ,: g‘\ e q s, € 2slly el
/ T wel s.
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Bodhi Nadler (*2)

Round 3 2:00pm Room 200 POLICY Debate

Aff: 19 Curr - Nielsen

Neg: 3 Dileep - lifeld &D (Q

Novice Team Debate Judge’s Name: H AL bl

Judge’s School Affiliation: }A‘\) PVL}(

AFF \0\ 3 NEG
Team Code #: Team Code #:
AT Speaker #1 N \ "/\ $oq pts }( Neg Speaker #1 B-\ \'505?// pts %
AT Speaker #2 Cﬂ\rf pts 9 c’ Neg Speaker #2 \ “F e \é‘/ pts 2q

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = ff/ery Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qua ifyffor elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 =Reserved ;’; rude or inappropriate behavior

y.
Judging Critel;i'gl
e ANALYSIS: Did the debater provide a logical, clear ?iplanation of critical issue(s)?
PROOF: Did the debater support arguments with sufficient quantity and appropriate interpretation
and use of evidence? ,f
ORGANIZATION: Did the debater make an orderly presentation that was easy to follow?
POLICY ARGUMENTATION: Did the de‘g;i’ier present a reasonable discussion of policy issues?
DELIVERY: Did each debater deliver an un erstandable, interesting and.persuasive presentation?
COURTESY: Did each debater display (;f esy towards opponents and judge(s)?

Using the above criteria, please offer ﬁampliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: 4
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TEAM CODE #:_@é on the N 15 wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION B b4l
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