Ay

SpeechWire Tournament Services

Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot

/t'é: Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 8:45 AM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational

A |room: FOR 210

Grouping: N-LD

Section: B Judge: James Reilly (B5) Affiliation:  Bridgewater Raritan (BS)

/:éaters: Milos Seskar (T204) vs, Dennis Qussenko (Q101)

/|Resolution -- vy, ﬂq’f‘(:/l Ytprrts O JSen e & tol

L maAG Names/ . .
Affirmative: Milos Seskar (T104) <- Codes -> Negative: Dennis Oussenko (Q101)
Winning , B Low point
, Debat : & l 1 l in?
Decision: ___ Affirmative J[Negaﬁve ebater/Code DE uEIN O Uj Jf_"é’l K'b win
Judge's signature: *

 — L) L —

7 o
<- Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range befow} ->
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concems itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, sodeties,
governments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.  is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves hisfher side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.

4. Communication shoutd emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitars should display civility as well as a professional demearnor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be dash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, andfor advance arguments,

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of hoth sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinons or on arguments you would have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism) designed to help both the
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc.
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Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters crmative Constructive & min.

presented in the round):
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Order/Time Limits of Speeches

£ Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.

Negative Rebuttal 6 min.

own speaking times, at their discretion.
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111172014 SpeechWire Tournament Services

M. judge Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot
Tourn. date: Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 9:30 AM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCN] Speech and Debate Invitational

. Grouping: N-LD  [Judge: Madi Norman--Student judge .. . Princeton High School
Rd.1B  [Room: FOR 222 Cection: F (T9) Affiliation: (19)
Debaters: Isaac Kwon (AELDL) vs, Andrew Sun-Yan (AF106)

11

Resolution --
4 L B
Affirmative: Tsaac Kwon (AE101) <P€$§:’_> Negative: Andrew Sun-Yan (AF106)

Winning Low paint
| { Debater/Code! (Oé win? %
Decision: ___ Affirmative Negative / AF -
Judge's signature: W—‘W

<~ Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) -> Neg. Q_%
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding Points:

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concems itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
gavernmaents, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution mere valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves his/her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.

4. Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as & professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

5. The judge shalf disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the intreduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or

the rafutation of arguments intreduced by opponents.
7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advacate, judges must be objective evaiuators of beth sides of the resolution. Evaiuate the

round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal apinions or on arguments you wotlld have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and censtructive criticism) designed to help both the
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on impraving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery,ﬁetc. y

o o el HalC | gk Thagfede sued s

. . o . . Order/Time Limits of Speeches

Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affitmative Constructive 6 min.

presented in the round): Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.

. . Negative Constructive 7 min.
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111/2014 SpeechWire Tournament Services
Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot

M. judge

Tourn. date: Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 8:45 AM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCN3 Speech and Debate Invitational

Grouping: N-LD  |Judge: Madi Norman--Student judge | ... Princeton High School

rRd. 1A  |Room: FOR 222 section: D (T9) (T9)

Debaters: Bernard Gershater (B103) vs. Elizabeth (AE104}

e A

Resclution ~-

R —— - L
e Names/ R—

Affirmative: Bernard Gershater {(B103) <- Codes ~> Negative: Elizabeth (AE104)

Winning ]!5\ = ® l’——]* ‘Il.v?rv;v?peint N

Debater/Code:

Judge's signature: M/&’\’WM""—“

<- Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ->
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 OQutstanding

[Decision: ___ Affirmative _Agative

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concems itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
governments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in guestion.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves hisfner side of the resolution more valid as a general prindple.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of praof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.

4. Communication should emphasize darity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as & professicnal demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or

the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

Secause debaters cannot chouse which side of the resoiufion to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the

round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

M Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism ) designed to help both the
@ debater and the coach; for example, suggestions an impraving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc. Z Q

/ o~

.

Order/Time Limits of Speeches

Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive 6 min.
presented in the round): Neg. Cross-Ex of Af, 3 min,
M " Negative Constructive 7 min.

W M» Mﬁw a C,Qea-"- ey AFf. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.

- y 7{%2 d A Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min.

Lﬂj T A a’c Negative Rebuttal 6 min.

@’n—v ﬂf\"- ﬁ' ?99& Affirmative Rebuttal 3 min.
WQQJ 8 7&‘4- a.% c@ggj) /vg’t de Each debater has 4 min. prep used before their

et % e As own speaking times, at their discretion.
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11/1/2014

P. Bauchan

SpeechWire Tournament Services

Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot

Tourn. date: Nov, 1, 2014 Time: 8:45 AM

Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational

Grouping: N-LD

Rd. 1A Section: E

Room: FOR 223 Judge: Philip

Bauchan (Q1) Affiliation:  Delbarton School {Q1)

Debaters: Keith Lo (AF105) vs. Jonathan Fong (AA103)

L
Resolution --
[rm— I
ive: Kei Names/ .

Affirmative: Keith Lo (AF105) <~ Codes -> Negative: Jonathan Fong (AA103)

Winning Low poink

Debater/Code: in?
|Decision: __AfﬁrmaﬁveMegaﬁve ebater/Code A Af IO 3 win

Judge's signature: M (/;(/L //{/L

<~ Award speaker

ints to each debater (based on the range below) ->
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Exceflent 29-30 Qutstanding

. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concemns itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, sodieties,

governments, efc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achievad within the context of the resolution in question.

. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as & general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete

validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves hisfher side of the resolution mare valid as a general principle.

student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.
. Communication should emphasize clarty. Accordingly, a judge should only eva
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competito

. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific iterature and applicable warks of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the fogic and the ethos of a

luate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
rs should display civility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

. After a case is prasented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must

be clash concemning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should dlarify, chatlenge, andfor advance arguments.

. The judge shail disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does no
the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

t include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or

., Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution, Evaluate the

round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive fee

debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc.
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Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters

presented in the round):
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Order/Time Limits of Speeches

Affirmative Constructive 6 min.

+o feal Ck}ﬂ f cret, Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min,

Negative Constructive 7 min,

e [ ConJ'{w"'W\ Aff. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.

- ok Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min.

[/V/L 5 YW - fw‘f"" Negative Rebuttal & min.

P C((, Affirmative Rebutta! 3 min.
frmort “ Each debater has 4 min. prep used before their

own speaking times, at their discretion.

AT U (¢ adew?/ 6@/} a3 (was ()V\C’ npatod N LAR.
Voke NQ- (3[( OV\(" Uzar & Crrsisbet Vodrs olBrd i S,

hitps:/fwww.speechwire.com/ftabroom/fiudaes- hallot-debate.pho?selarouninaid=12&selround=1&sortbv=iudaecode&Submit=Prin{+ballots &ballotnote=

179



11/1/2014 SpeechWire Tournament Services

P. Bauchan Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot
Tourn. date: Nov, 1, 2014 Time: 9:30 AM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCN] Speech and Debate Invitational
Rd. 1B  |Room: FOR 223 g;g;g:gl_l N-LD Judge: Philip Bauchan (Q1) Affiliation:  Delbarton School (Q1)

Debaters: Tyler Zanin (C103) vs, Jeffrey Chal (B101)

JE—————— M - _
Resolution --
affirmative: Tyler Zanin (€103) <_”§$Z§’_> Negative: Jeffrey Chai (B101)

Winning Low paint
Debater/Code: ‘@ C {03 win? Mo
Judge's signature: ’VJS UX/(/\ﬂo,/k_/

<- Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ->
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding

Decision: ‘X Affirmative ___ Negative

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concems itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, sacieties,
governments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves hisfher side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion,

4. Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display chvility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, andfor advance arguments,

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism) designed to heip both the

e i L(; \§ debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc. L\
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Order/Time Limits of Speeches

Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive 6 min.
presented in the round): Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.
[ ,VQ Negative Constructive 7 min.

/‘w Aff. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.

\Rﬁ’ (1 (e 8s Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min.

. Negative Rebuttal 6 min,
ok AN Ofc mg. conedo e CX fy Sanl dnfact | gEEER Shh
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11/1/2014 SpeechWire Tournament Services

J. judge Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot
Tourn. date; Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 8:45 AM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational
Rd.1A  |Room: FOR 211 S;Sg;']”gc N-LD |3 4ge: James Min: student judge (AF9)|Affilation:  Montville Twp. HS (AF9)

Debaters: Julia Brickfield (B102) vs. Christine Jensen (AA101)

= == ——— =
Resolution --
e )
Affirmative: Julia Brickfield (B102) Names/ |Negative: Christine Jensen (AA101)

ot Yulin BrichReld (Blo2) fave™

Judge's signature: W/"f”///’/{/\/

Decision: i Affirmative ___ Negative

Aff. N xr & <- Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) -> Neg. o
Points: ¢ ) a- 20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding Points: ﬁ S

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concerns itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
governments, ete., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves his/her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.

4, Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be dash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism) designed to help both the
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc.
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Order/Time Limits of Speeches

Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive 6 min.
presented in the round): ‘ Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.
. ’ Mo < A Negative Constructive 7 min.
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11/1/2014 SpeechWire Tournament Services

J. judge Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot
Tourn. date: Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 9:30 AM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ] Speech and Debate Invitational
Rd.1B  |Room: FOR 211 g;ggg{:”gG NLD  ludge: James Min: student judge (AF9)|Afilation:  Montville Twp. HS (AF9)

Febaters: Victor Liao (T101) vs. Gozel Jumaberdiyewa (C104)

Resolution --

R— == i

Affirmative: Victor Liao (T101) Names/ —\oqative: Gozel Jumaberdiyewa (C104)
<- Codes ->

Winning Nl e ‘ . Low point ~
N ‘/ ] ] Debater/Code: Ul th L i win? o

Decision: __V Affirmative ___ Negative
Judge's signature: WDM/IM\

Aff, b
Points: ?/W )

<- Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ->
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concerns itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
governments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves his/her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.

4. Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was dear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism) designed to help both the
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc.
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11/1/2014 SpeechWire Tournament Services

E. Tannenbaum Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot

Tourn. date: Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 9:30 AM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational

Rd. 1B  [Room: FOR 209 g;gggr"”gI N-LD |5 dge: Eric Tannenbaum (H17) Affiliation:  Independent (H17)

Debaters: Robert Zhang §T103) Vs, ;em (:ﬁ E :L O 9\3

Resolution -- ASS Urﬂ[ ﬂq (—FO Wﬂéf 'C D(\ Qr (} qm dOﬂ O‘f/OV_S
affrmative: Robert Zhang (T103) Nmmesl  [Negative:-36tiaRuta (AA202) (\\ (ch()0)| ki
' LAE 1020
Winnin Low point
Decision: _&Afﬁrmative __Negative DebateE/Code: T j O 3 Win?p N O
Judge's signature: mc'—m{j{h

<- Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ->
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concerns itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
governments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves his/her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.

4. Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, andfor advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or

the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.
7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the

round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism) designed to help both the
debater and the coach; for exaraple, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc.
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Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive 6 min.
Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.

presented in the round): : . i
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11/1/2014

E. Tannenbaum

SpeechWire Tournament Services

Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot

Tourn. date; Nov. 1, 2034 Time: 8:45 AM

Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational

Rd, 1A  [Room: FOR 209

Grouping: N-LD Judge: Eric Tannenbaum (H17) Affiliation:  Independent (H17)

Section: A

Debaters: Brian Lu (T102) Va.Michael Kim (AE102)

N kéli@gﬁ- (BP0 _

hom— "~‘~W,__.J-_

Resolution --

Affirmative: Brian Lu (T102) Names/ - |egative: Michael Kim (AE102)
Winning Low point
. X . Debater/Code: win?
IDecision: __ Affirmative ___ Negative
Judge's signature:

<- Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ->
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding

1. The resolution evaluated is a propasition of value, which concerns itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
govemments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves hisfher side of the resclution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the lagic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or autheritative opinion.

4. Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandzble to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as welt as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

v, Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based onky on the arguments that the debaters made and niot on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism) designed to help both the
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, lagic, delivery, etc.

Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive & min.

presented in the round):

Order/Time Limits of Speeches

Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.
Negative Constructive 7 min.
Aff. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min,
Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min.

Negative Rebuttal 6 min,
Affirmative Rebuttal 3 min,

Each debater has 4 min. prep used before their
own speaking times, at their discretion.

hitps:/www.speechwire.com/tabroom/judges-ballot-debate.php?selgroupingids 128selround=1&soriby=judgecode&Submit=Print+ ballots&baliotnote=

8/9



14/1/2014 SpeechWire Tournament Services

E. O'Donnell Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot

Tourn. date; Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 11:30 AM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational

Grouping: N-LD Princeton High School

Rd. 2@ |Room: FOR 222 Judge: Evan O'Donnell (T10) Affiliation:

Section: D (Ti0)
Debaters: Jolie Ruta (AA102) vs, Betnard Gershater (B103)
A 0 I
Resolution --
— - N —
o - Names/ .
Affirmative: Jolie Ruta (AA102) <= Codas -> |Vegative: Bernard Gershater (B103)

Winning Low point
Debater/Code: M.’ 07 win?
Judge's signature: m@’:ﬂM

<~ Award speaker points to each debater {based on the range below) ->
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Cutstanding

Decision: i Affirmative ___ Negative

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concems itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
governments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resalution in question,

2. Fach debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the ene who, on the whole, proves his/her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the togic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.

4, Communication should emphasize darity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors shoutd display civility as well as a professional demeancr and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

6. The judge shalf disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents,

7. Because debatars cannot choase which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and nat on personal opinions or on arguments you wottld have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments (both pasitive feedback and constructive criticism ) designed to help both the
debater and the @ach; for example, suggestions on improving case <onstruction, refutation, legic, delivery, etc.
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. ] L . Sy Order/Time Limits of Speeches

Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to cen%al issues debaters Affimnative Constructive . & min.
presented in the round): Neg. Cross-Ex af Aff, 3 min,
MNegative Constructive 7 min.
! Aff. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.
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-y o Lo irmative Rebuttal 4 min.
_H,Ut 3 Q\ ’Ll"“h"";, Negative Rebuttal 6 min.
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.

ol IT - L._p l Each debater has 4 min. prep used before their
() s C Y "\%"WJ"' l o ¢ a'-’TQﬂ“ v ? WA f‘j own speaking times, at their discration.

e o by Gill Totee hof

Cwtenly

eyt oply fs yor o5 H,///

hitps:/fwww speechwire.corm/tabroom/judges-ballot-debate, php?selgroupingi d=0&selround=2&scorthy=groupingname&Submit=Print+ballotsShaliotnote= 4/58



11172014 SpeechWire Tournament Services

E. O'Donnell Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot
Tourn, date: Nov, 1, 2014 Time: 12:15 PM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational
. Grouping: N-LD . . AT Princeton High Schoo!
Rd. 2B |Room: TBA Section: F Judge: Evan O'Donnell (T10) affiliation: (T10)
Debaters: Christine Jensen (AA101) vs. Keith Lo (AF105)
—— - ]
Resolution --
1 N
Affirmative: Christine Jensen (AA101) Names/ . ative: Keith Lo (AF105)
: <~ Codes -> i ’

e .
bebater/code: T\F (O S e

Decision: ___ Affirmative _X Negative ——" <7
Judge's signature: é : ﬁ M
/m-—f' G
Aff,
Points; Z-% .

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concems itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
governments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution In question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. 1t is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invafidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whele, proves his/her side of the resolution mere valid as a general principte.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/for authoritative opinion.

4, Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was dear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competiters sheuld display civility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clasify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal, This does not Include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resciution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

<~ Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range belowf >
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism) designed to help both the
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case constriction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc.
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Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive 6 min.
presented in the round): Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff, 3 min.
} ,,F ,f \HA/ Negative Constructive 7 min.
Aff. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.
A
:L o L—— ° TUW\'S + ‘ﬂﬂ.— Ac_ 'TLL O:F.F., a p Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min,
CLEONES o Negative Rebuttal & min.
Affirmative Rebuttal 3 min.
e \,\ _].Q L’(/—r i_ Ga-(,h ‘h/\-' ’ QL L + Each debater has 4 min. prep used before their
<x vy own speaking times, at their discretion.
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1172014

R. Datt

SpeechWire Tournament Services

g4 50

Novice Lincoin Douglas Debate Ballot

Tourn. date: Nov, 1, 2014 Time: 11:30 AM

Tournament 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational

. Grouping: N-LD —_ N Princeton High School
Rd, 2@ |room: FOR 211 cection: C Judge: Rishi Datt {T3) Affiliation: (%)
Debaters: Dennis Qussenko (Q101) vs. Julia Brickfield (B102)
f - - A - 0
Resolution --
P _ _—

Affirmative: Dennis Oussenko (Q101)

Names/ |, otve: Julia Brickfield (B102)

<~ Codes ->

Decision:

_%ﬂrmaﬁve ___Negative

Winning

Debater/Code: Dehwmg OUQQJ\ Ko /&/fﬁ (\ win?

Low paint

Judge's signature:

7%’!’/@1 / Cé%

<= Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ->

20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding

1, The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concerns itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
governments, ete., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resclution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle, It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves his/her side of the resclution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of procf should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student’s independent analysis and/for authoritative opinion.

4, Communication should emphasize darity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater shoutd be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examinaticn should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents,

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution, Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Reasons for Decision {provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive & min.

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism} designed to help both the
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case censtruction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc.
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Order/Time Limits of Speeches

Neg. Gross-Ex of Aff. 3 min,
Negative Constructive 7 min.
Aff. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min,
Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min,

Negative Rebuttal 6 min.
Affirmative Rebuttal 3 min.

Each debater has 4 min. prep used before their
own speaking times, at their discretion.

. byl s

hitps:/Awww.speechwire.com/tabroom/judges-baliot-debate php?selgroupingid=08&selround=2&sortby=groupingname&Submit=Print+ ballots&ballotnote= 3/56



11172014 SpeechWire Tournament Services

R. Datt Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot
Tourn. date: Nov. 1, 2014 Time; 12:15 PM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational
. Grouping: N-LD Biel ... Princeton High School

Rd. 2B |room: TBA cection: H Judge: Rishi Datt (T3) Affiliation: (13)
Debaters: Gozel Jumaberdiyewa (C104) vs, Isaac Kwon (AE101)

000t A
Resclution --
— "
Affirmative: Gozel Jumaberdiyewa (C104) <f‘g;':|zss‘l_> Negative: Isaac Kwon (AE101)

Winning Low point

Aff. ,;\/’}
Paints: 20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding

© Mule, Supe o W2 Gl s

fing (He — by be
MDY qna,umw#s He E@kﬁfj( © %ﬁﬁwf‘@% aﬁ%_

Decision: ____ Affirmative i Negative

Debater/Code: ! S(_@C %()DV\ win?
Judge's signature: %b sz’ﬂbg(féi—;.

<~ Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ->

The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concems itself with what cught to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
governments, etc., wiich serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resoluticn in question.

Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves his/her side of the resolution mare valid as a general principle.

. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a

student’s independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.

Communication shauld emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.
Afier a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be ctash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/for advance arguments.

The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal, This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

Because debaters cannoct choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be abjective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism) designed to help both the
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc.
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Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive & min.
presented in the round): Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff, 3 min.
) Negative Constructive 7 min.

— _ Aff, Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.

,L \/d"@,(g /\/‘QY 66{({% l&.ﬁ d SJ’]M Me. "‘k@ Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min.
Negative Rebuttal 6 min.

hitps:/iwww speechwire.com/tabroom/judges-ballot-debate, php?selgroupingid=08selround=2&sartby=groupingnam e&Submit=Print+ ballots&ballotnote=
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Order/Time Limits of Speeches

Affirmative Rebuttal 3 min.
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11M1/2014 SpeechWire Tournament Services

J. Schmidt Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot
Tourn. date: Nov, 1, 2014 Time: 12:15 PM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational
Rd.2B  |Room: TBA Srouping: N-LD 5 dge: Josh Schmidt (R1) Affiiation:  Hill School (R1)

Debaters: Elizabeth (AE104) vs. Destiny Pappas (AA104)

Resolution --

Affirmative: Elizabeth (AE104) <_Ng:;::i_> Negative: Destiny Pappas (AA104)

e HE 20Y /) Elrecherd ™
Judge's signature: m

<- Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ->
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding

Decision: X Affirmative ___ Negative

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concemns itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, sodieties,
governments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. it is unrealistic to expect  debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resclution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves his/her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.

4, Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in 2 manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major argumenis in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not indude the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments {both positive feedback and constructive criticism} designed to help both the
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc.

AJ%" +a/L Mmon.  obt 7[4 e foC— Y- Gpfte 74/4‘. ity D /,,f//
Mot Yoo Mmade  p pensl ot Fie & ket The Seens encde !

F//CA. A '(/L _‘Z ot atr! - >/W 046 Aa’ff_ < &A'_
[ '#I-'-— 4,7""'[ l‘r\ >,“,- /‘-/f:—é M%

O~k e a sl of GIT e T
— Yo La& O Gud CK./{

. . . o . . Order/Time Limits of Speeches
Reasons for Decision {provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive 6 min.
presented in the round): Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.
— . Negative Constructive 7 min.
1.4+ 4 Ver c (9__4-/ 1‘4 e 47‘:9[ T Fede. ot (9/’; St 6‘1/"—’5&4,- Aff. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.
Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min,
ﬁ - . Negative Rebuttal & min.
e < ‘{Z’Kf/ L”/( 4o 74 ove I/ ved 4l \J/ e Affirmative Rebuttal 2 min.
Each debater has 4 min. prep used before their
0 ;_ —"'/‘ ﬂfaoL M Wlo‘l" own speaking times, at their discretion,

NEC cleiwms Gutary VP ePo Lot A+ pobt ot Theoke 224 of Jadiidecd
fa Corr—f Sy aer ;./17’4 Lo Fpn b A dw—"f— $inee fome Wolotee
Aﬁfﬂﬁ"/ S eens ’L‘&"”%‘;Lf ﬁ """/( ii'dhe H% 7‘4 /\A-G_;\C’ /:'7’>.'

ﬁvJ - A é’:‘-—,‘/m.

https:/fwww speechwire.com/tabroom/fjudges-ballot-debate php?selgroupingid=08selround=2&sortby=groupingname&Submit=Print+ bal lots&ball atnote= 9/58



11172014 SpeechWire Tournament Services

J. Schmidt Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot
Tourn. date: Nov, 1, 2014 Time: 11:30 AM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational
Rd. 2@ |[room: FOR 209 g;gzgr;“gB N-LD  |3yqge: Josh Schmidt (R1) atfiliation:  Hitl School (R1)

Debaters: Michael Kim (AE102) vs. Robert Zhang (T103)

(.- —— — L
Resolution --
_ _ DA T
affirmative: Michael Kim (AE102) Names/ | . ative: Robert Zhang (T103)
' <-Codes -> | 9 ) 9

Winning Low point
Debater/Code: l _/.I_ 0 ,-Z/ Ro éu' + %L G win?

[
Judge's sighature: fJ I 2_-’_‘
Aff, é <- Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ->
Pgints: 2 20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 25-30 Cutstanding

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concemns itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, sodieties,
governments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whele, proves hisher side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or autheritative opinion.

4. Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in @ manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be dash concerning the major arguments in the debate, Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not indlude the introduction of new evidence in support of points atready advanced or
the refutatfon of arguments intreduced by epponents,

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not an persorial opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Decision: ___ Affirmative X Negative

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive eriticism) designed to help both the
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc.

A‘ﬂ A% ad ¢ treras dFLecte £ | MEG- i Gl yur Ao A Tl j)‘{cé
L\(,af. f{: eal \_/{ Fau.. A Jedke Yoo o et N bw/zr’d’o (Lﬁ/% j/}f
ord talh JdNectl o Flm V- grd apon hed (130 Gt AL .

A A e e uLf__ y./.,/’;t.r,,/;: Try ol oyt T Zié,, 7
pod'eel T o hlo's py hoot So Fur- ZM can Feosss Eby %

pry o B‘,{- Yo et A do ot sy TP
. . . L . . Order/Time Limits of Speeches
Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive & min.
presented in the round): Meg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.
. . Negative Constructive 7 min.
mny“ J_ _’LA ’foﬂ i er 7L[~u- NelLr or OLJ e ASF, Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min,
O —1 Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min.
ﬂ N Negative Rebuttai 6 min.
afﬁ Lol -A, ét__ I /m.-r L‘,-./;; bt FHL ’{ - J’ - Affirmative Rebuttal 3 min,
. Each debater has 4 min. prep used before their
C { ; ./. ¢ }J ar  In .,[,_‘\ 75_,‘0,._, o ;L— own speaking times, at their discretion.
/LD‘)L e [V /4/

Kavdﬁ ‘AAC".P’(’ hors a&" 'flt) /‘uvrz" 4% (‘(4"‘-74‘" —frnd.c’ [10,/!>
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T Hlies 14.;, V{C—!f/’df“" +.
A OIJAACJ.; e Moy Mo 07[ L;"J 0f oo~ C Gle . faﬂl; G5 my o
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11112014 SpeechWire Tournament Services

C. Cohen Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot
Tourn. date: Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 11:30 AM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational
Rd. 2@ |room: FOR 223 g; EEEF'I”QE N-LD  liudge: cassandra Cohen (AE2) Affiiation:  Kugnus ACTS (AE2)
Debaters: Jeffrey Chal (B101) vs. Victor Liao (T101)
_ -

Resolution A TSest Docety Dusenx o Pesvrnt Congent "Le Orqan Donctons
R N L
Affirmative; Jeffrey Chai (B101) ames/  Negative: Victor Liao (T101)

Winning Yy Low point

. ‘g” . . Debater/Code: % \O win?

Decision: & Affirmative ___ Negative

Judge's signature: W

<~ Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ->

20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding Pcsmts 2 S

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concems itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, sodieties,
governments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in guestion.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect 2 debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves hisfher side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy, The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.

4, Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery,

5. After a case s presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate, Cross-examination shauld darify, challenge, andfor advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advecate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments {both positive feedback and constructive criticism} designed to help both the
debater and the coach: for example, suggestions on improving case canstruction, refutation, logic, delivery, ete.
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- . R ) Order/Time Limits of Speeches
Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive 6 min.
presented in the round): Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.
. . - e BEADPTENEHT W Negative Constructive 7 min,
{% o¥n @8l were Qofi.afd = ong vied Co enentwe Aff. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.
\ 3, & ea Se Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min.
Cooxenhons, Al AR toke ATE org Weg e AUeN Negative Rebuttal & min.
oot . - L Affirmative Rebuttal 3 min.
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11172014 SpeechWire Tournarnent Services

M. Lanning Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot
Tourn. date: Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 12:15 PM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational

. Grouping: N-LD . . L Pennshury High School
Rd. 2B  [room: TBA Section: G Judge: Matt Lanning (X3) Afiliation: 03)
Debaters: Jonathan Fong (AA103) vs. Tyler Zanin (C103)
— -
Resolution --
S L I
Affirmative: Jonathan Fong (AA103) <_Ng$22"_> Negative: Tyler Zanin (C103)

Winning ) Low point (\}
. . X , Debater/Code: T\{l{,( HZ_Q_\KI-\‘\ C[ ()3 win? O
Decision: ____ Affirmative Negative —
Judge's signature: W r—7- <

<~ Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ->
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29%-30 Outstanding

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concems itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
govemnments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered ar achleved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, cn the whole, proves hisfher side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student’s independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion. ]

4. Communication should emphasize dlarity. Accordingly, 2 judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitars should display chility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not en personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Mﬂ‘ Comments: provide detailad comments (both positive feedback ard constructive critidsm) designed to help both the L}—j
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, logic, defivery, etc.
. i P ) WM -\aoh-,,slvt.
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. . . o ) R Order/Time Limits of Speeches
Reasons for Decision {provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive 6 min.
presented in the round): Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff, 3 min.
Negative Constructive 7 min,
. i ) Lo /(\ S‘l— l-l{ M(’ o g AFf, Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.
T\'\b Mu:j o Hﬂj M A{\xr Wq { ws T j Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min.
. Negative Rebuttal 6 min.
Veldre A@Lﬁ.k b{f Shaurs, Pery I’ ﬁws;.t.'l-y DL J’u,mmj La\rz.{ 1J j’f\’u" Affirmative Rebuttat 3 min.
Each debater has 4 min. prep used before their
own speaking times, at their discretion.
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111112014 SpeechWire Tournament Services

M. Lanning Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot

Tourn, date: Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 11:30 AM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNI Speech and Debate Invitational
) Grouping: N-LD . . affiliation: P ennsbury High School
Rd. 2@ |rRoom: FOR 202 section: A Judge: Matt Lanning (X3) fliation: 03
Debaters: Andrew Sun-Yan (AF106) vs. Milos Seskar (T104)
— —
Resolution --
P -
.o Names/ T
Affirmative: Andrew Sun-Yan {AF106) <~ Codes -> |Negative: Milos Seskar (T104)

Winning g Low point fU
Decisi Aﬁrmaﬁve Negative Debater/Code: /Q p [U win? O
ecision: \/_ - i —
Judge's signature: W — . L

<~ Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ->
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent  29-30 Quistanding

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concems itself with what ought to be instead of what Is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
governments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. ¥ is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one whe, on the whole, proves hisfher side of the resclution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.

4. Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge shauld only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manper that was dear and
understandable to him/her as a judge, Throughout the debate, the competitors should display chvility as well as a prefessional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concemning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should darify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents,

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on argumients you would have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism} designed to help both the
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions an improving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc.

Order/Time Limits of Speeches

Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive 6 min.
presented in the round): Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min,
MNegative Constructive 7 min.
Aff. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.
Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min,

Megative Rebuttal 6 min.

b\ N\eu‘f\l' J l\’OM Each d:igggr'alf:: 4R;?§.tt;:ep used be?oTe“zheir
j\fj ,£‘(’ ‘\ own speaking times, at their discretion.
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111/2014 SpeechWire Tournament Services

d=Falk C. W Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot

Tourn. date: Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 2:15 PM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational

) Grouping: N-LD SRR na——"
Rd.3A |Room: FOR 222 Section: D Judge: ) 6‘ E[Z@ /]1 ;{f Affiliation:  Independent (H19)
Debaters: Gozel Jumaberdiyewa (€C104) vs. Christine Jensen (AA101)

= o e e R R AT T . G

Resolution --

=

Names/

Affirmative: Gozel Jumaberdiyewa (C104) Negative: Christine Jensen (AA101)

<~ Codes ->

Winning . . Low point
Debater/Code: Qéu/tjd—wzl ;W"‘p (ﬂ'ﬁ-’ib { ) win? /!]/go
Judge's signature: QQM

IDecision: ___ Affirmative 14gatwe

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concemns itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
governments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves his/her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.

4, Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism) designed to help both the W
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, logic, delwery, etc.
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<- Award speaker points to each debater (base&/on the range below) ->
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding

#Hl sAAls
02'"/( [\,Qéu/ "(( ﬂ—" Order/Time Limits of Speeches
Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive 6 min.
presented in the round): Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.
Negative Constructive 7 min.
= W Aff, Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.
: = T 2 i i i
- - / 1 Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min.
%&IL /guﬁb{/é Wf& ( QQN @ W L W e Negative Reébuttal 5 i
) . M Affirmative Rebuttal 3 min.
. ' ~ s Each debater has 4 min. prep used before their
LYg J@(j [ﬂv@ i;"‘-‘ jﬁ‘" R w"%’l/'?: own speaking times, at their discretion.
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11/1/2014 SpeechWire Tournament Services

_@ @y {l Y, Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot

Tourn. date: Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 3:00 PM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCN] Speech and Debate Invitational

Section: E

RA.3B  |Room: FOR222  [G70UPing: NLD 1y qoc. seumicrumtteiit) (7 Mé’..l\fﬁ"atiom Independent (H19)

Debaters: Julia Brickfield (B102) vs. Michael Kim (AE102)

s s e s == = =
Resolution --

i
Affirmative: Julia Brickfield (B102) Names/ _ |Negative: Michael Kim (AE102)

Judge's sighature:

Winning = Q ’ i ) Lc?w point
Decision: ‘_érmaﬁve ___Negative bt S g%.()ﬂ Efﬁ&z\ ( gJO 2; ing M

ra

20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good

<- Award speaker points to each debater (bgﬁ on the range below) ->
8 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concerns itself with what ought to be instead of what is, Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
governments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves his/her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a

student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.

4, Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of peints already advanced or

the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism) designed to help both the Wﬂ:
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc.
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Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters
presented in the round):

vy gusd pib- A beth of g

s 50 CD’}’VD&&-
, Htew v @’“‘éy Wl ie.,

Order/Time Limits of Speeches
Affirmative Constructive 6 min.
Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff, 3 min.
Negative Constructive 7 min.
Aff. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.
Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min.
Negative Rebuttal 6 min.
Affirmative Rebuttal 3 min.

Each debater has 4 min. prep used before their
own speaking times, at their discretion.
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11/1/2014 SpeechWire Tournament Services

M. Sousa ' Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot
Tourn. date: Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 2:15 PM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational
Rd.3A  [Room: FOR 202 Srauping: N-LDu4ge: Mary Ellen Sousa (AA3) piiation; 11Oty Christian School

Debaters: Tyler Zanin (C103) vs. Dennis Oussenko (Q101)

s e = T e T A
Resolution --
==
Affirmative: Tyler Zanin (C103) <_N€$:§I_> Negative: Dennis Oussenko (Q101) 260
Winning : (__C Lo r_;)) Low point
Debatr e 8 = in? it
IDecision: _J_ Affirmative ___ Negative Soator/Code \‘ \e’( ZL’L{\ W il %

Judge's signature: { /]/\ " E :gg Z %D )\ e

<- Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ->
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding

Aff,

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concerns itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
governments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves his/her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.

4. Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism) designed to help both the
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc.
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= Pruytck g voicel €
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. ) I — N : Order/Time Limits of Speeches
Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive & min.
presented in the round): ) b J Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.
. O ‘\m [ otn g, 8 oA a WA e Negative Constructive 7 min.
AC‘F (-361‘1"' e o < e ¥ Aff. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min,
. . Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min.
Al 0 Veoxrn Vol WS 0 E,‘ﬁ'ef. %’V\ o e,‘—) e Lad Negative Rebuttal 6 min.
Affirmative Rebuttal 3 min.
S i Each debater has 4 min. prep used before their
NQ‘-)/) (‘) OnY VQ\no \é nes owon ‘C\/‘C\M Cuso N, own speaking times, at their discretion.

Ma(j O\J‘{sc_)\ﬁne/\“t‘s \clc\(,ea ’Suepam\ on S JOSA werea " 1
%(J.Ecc((c_ &10.)3(" v oA M e yDund, LJejj
N eded Ao \now & feal ¥X¢g on how ALl oL
not edtective wow Mmon Would weo Pl oged

Q}\c) Noww WL woo\a Save moré \CJtEL‘;)/Upv\c)\é e VQ\UQSF
https:/www speechwire.com/tabroom/judges- ball ot-debate.php?sel groupingid= 12&selround= 3&sortby=judgecode&Submit=Print+ball ots &ballotnote= 6/7



11/1/2014

SpeechWire Tournament Services

M. Sousa Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot

Tourn. date: Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 3:00 PM

Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational

Timothy Christian School

) Grouping: N-LD X R
Rd. 3B [Room: FOR 202 Section: G Judge: Mary Ellen Sousa (AA3) Affiliation: (A3)

Debaters; Andrew Sun-Yan (AF106) vs. Victor Liao (T101)

Resolution --
e m————— ——
Affi . Names/ o .
irmative;: Andrew Sun-Yan (AF106) <- Codes -> |Negative: Victor Liao (T101)
W ) : Winning
|Dec:smn. _?iAf’ﬁrmaUve_Negahve Debater/Code: AV\é(‘e,w SO - U\ Gon CA 1% |O Qo)

———

ARE L 280 N Ney % 20

RED?

N\ ._\x.m&%-\,\j e ALL el Stronc
W‘O\u\/v\su\‘\% oo e d- S SEEENA A @O&U&S QJ\A

N N
\~ S Gax‘f\-\s Lo AN X \}AC&’Q_U‘\"?J)OJ\a T a5~
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hitps /iwww speechwire.com/tabroom/judges- ballot-debate.php?sel groupingid= 12&selround=3&sortby=judgecode&Submit=Print+ballots &ballotnote=
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11172014 SpeechWire Tournarfient Services

M. Lanning

Novice Lincoln Douglas Debhate Ballot

v
Tourn, date: Nov, 1, 2014 Time: 2:15 PM Tournament: 2nd Annuai TCN] Speech and Debate Invitational
. Grouping: N-LD . - Aliation: Pennsbury High School
Rd. 3A  |room: FOR 211 Section: C Judge: Matt Lanning (X3) Afflliation: 03)
Debaters: Jolie Ruta (AA102) vs, Jeffrey Chai (B101)
PR P AR
Resolution --
™ - A
Affirmative: Jolie Ruta (AA102) Names/ |\ooative: Jeffrey Chai (B101)
' <~ Codes -> :

Decision: XAEﬁrmative ___Negative
Judge's signatu S

\D“I;Egitr;?/mde: SO\;Q le—t\ A’Pﬁ \ 02 I;v?;\.r?point N 0

<- Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below} ->
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Qutstanding

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concemns itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
govemnments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect 2 debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves his/her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosaphy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a

student's independent analysis andfor authoritative opinion.

4. Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should enly evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable £o him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display chvlity as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash conceming the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments,

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or

the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc.

A,F’{’ Comments: provide detailed comments (pboth positive feedback and constructive criticism) designed to help both the

ook Care good gRenkas JNS Geod 37

'Owd cak. govh JPeusy TR Uy
hae O~ Zesokats, Yo

;o ofpar—t bt

(10““"3,‘) sk (Henten 1€ (Q—“‘j UL lMl. o b ot oftnl o £ ol VNAM/W(

Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters
presented in the round):

Tw AL wn K3 Lark AV Sove vl Lnboans . \ . vast
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th?‘i wis M only ot Whad € Had B ofbwe - P Con Mattn

Order/Time Limits of Speeches
Affirmative Constructive & min.
Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.
Negative Constructive 7 min.
Aff, Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.
Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min.
Negative Rebuttal 6 min.
Affirmative Rebuttal 3 min.

Each debater has 4 min. prep used before their
own speaking times, at their discretion,
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hitps:fiwww.speechwire.com/tabroom/fudges-baliot-debate. php?selgroupingid= 12&selround=3&sorthy=judgecodedSubmil=Print+bal lots&baliotnote= 47



11/4/12014 SpeechWire Tournament Services

M. Lanning Novice Lincoln Douglas D e Ballot
Tourn. date: Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 3:00 PM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational
Rd. 3B [Room: FOR 211 s N-LD  i3,dge: Matt Lanning (X3) afflation: :’ng;"sburv High Schoo!

Debaters: Destiny Pappas (AA104) vs, Keith Lo (AF105)

Resolution --

Affirmative: Destiny Pappas (AA104) Names/ |\ ative: Keith Lo (AF105)

<~ Codes ->

Aff,

7.

Decision: ;{ Affirmative ___ Negative

iy
Paints: D)\ 7 20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding

‘ggl;gitggjmde: D—'«J'U"\‘y {)(,.pﬂqj ’\-A‘ \/ O Ll' tt’i:;v?point fv é
Judge‘ssignature% < - é

<- Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ->

The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concems itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
governments, etc., which sesve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid a5 a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves hisfher side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.
Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.

Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as a professional demeanor and shye of delivery.
After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash conceining the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal, This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or

the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.
Because debaters cannat choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

A.F f‘\- Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism}) designed to help both the M

debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, lagic, delivery, etc,
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. . . o . ) Order/Time Limits of Speeches
Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive 6 min.
presented in the round): Neg, Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.
& l P Megative Constructive 7 min,
. 3 o . y. Lo #9C A2 Aff. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.
T{_( p’f FP % UUV Winn \"’\'J W" Ml‘h Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min.
n} ,) M J Negative Rebuttal 6 min,
Fa b M Pred Affirmative Rebuttal 3 min.
M o b Heer TH M ‘3‘""“"5 Al W i ~ Each debater has 4 min. prep used before their
own speaking times, at their discretion.
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hitos /Awww.speechwire.com/tabroom/iudges-bal lot-debate. php?selgroupingid=12&selround=3&sortby=judgecode&Submit=Print+batl ots&ballotnote= 57



111172014

P. Bauchan

SpeechWire Tournament Services

Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot

Tourn, date; Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 2:15 PM

Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational

Rd.3A  |Room: FOR 209 g;gg;:ngB N-LD Judge: Philip Bauchan (Q1) Afffiation:  Delbarton School (Q1)
Debaters: Flizabeth (AE104) vs. Robert Zhang (T103)
________
Resolution --
. - N .

Affirmative; Elizabeth (AE104) < g:;:zl_> Negative: Robert Zhang (T103)

Winning Low paint

Debater/Code: A— E oY win? g

Decision: 7Xﬂn‘f'lrrr'lai]'\f@_ Negative

Judge's signature: W W M

<- Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ~>
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concems itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
govesnments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. X is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves hisfher side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a

student's independent analysis and/or autheritative opinion.

4, Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evatuate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should dlarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or

the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism) designed to help both the

debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery, etc.
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Order/Time Limits of Speeches
Affirmative Constructive 6 min,
Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.
Negative Constructive 7 min.
AFf. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.
Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min.
M'}[ & Lfoorivs Negative Rebuttal 6 min.
Affirmative Rebuttal 3 min.
Each debater has 4 min, prep used before their
own speaking times, at their discretion.

'7\/}\,}:,) — M t-J‘a\’\(.

hitos /fwww.speechwire.com /tabroom/udges-ballot-debate php?selgroupingid= 12&selround=38sortby=judgecode&Submit=Print+ball ols&ballotnote= 17



111/2014 SpeechWire Tournarnent Services

A. Sengupta Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot

Tourn. date: Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 5:30 PM Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational

. Grouping: N-LD At N . .
Rd. FA  |Reom: EDB 211 Section: FINAL Judge: Anirvan Sengupta (AG) Affiliation:  Ridge High School (A6)

Debaters: Andrew Sun-Yan (AF106) vs. Tyler Zanin (C103)

FLIP FOR SIDES!

Resolution --

MNames/
<= Codes ->

Affirmative; Avﬁ&(w WA L A

Winning 7&1: ’ 0{ Low point
Debater/Code: win?
Decision: _/Afﬁrmaﬁve —_ Negative A A =
Judge's sighature: WM W W
<~ Award speaker points to each debater (based dn the range below) -> Neg., ,7
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding Paints:  “2-

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concems itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, sacieties,
govermnments,, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution mare valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whale, proves hisjher side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.

3, Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/for authoritative apinion.

4. Communication should emphasize darity. Accordingly, a judge shoutd only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was dlear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as & professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, andfor advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the intreduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
the refutation of arguments introduced by oppenents,

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be objective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Comments: provide detaited comments (bath positive feedback and constructive criticism) designed to help both the
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, lngic, delivery, etc.
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: Order/Time Limits of Speeches

Reasons for Decision (provide a detailed justification, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive & min.
presented in the round): Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.

W/f’ i ?/ Negative Constructive 7 min.
— VIR %ﬁ"ejz— Aff. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min,
% Ca;-j {/ avium % Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min,
- i Negative Rebuttal 6 min.
/\/EG NEG' kald, Affirmative Rebuttal 3 min,

) : Y Each debater has 4 min. prep usad before their

. b
C@\OJ Q’/( W&A ,__a/(/{. M own spea—king times, at their discretion.
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hitps:/www.speechwire.com/tabroomffudges-ballot-debate.php?sel sectionid=503 : 213



11/1/2014 ) i SpeechWire Tournament Services

R. Szporn : Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot
Tourn. date: Nov. 1, 2014 Time: 5:30 PM : Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational

) Grouping: N-LD . . R—— Princeton High School
Rd. FA  [Room: EDB 211 Section: FINAL  [PU99€: Renee Szporn (T6) Affiliation: (T6)

Debaters: Andrew Sun-Yan (AF106) vs. Tyler Zanin (C103)

FLIP FOR SIDES!

Resolution -- P AL AL el W - %W&/l/\_
atfirmative: Qi deocy) E-— Y (AF ‘O(ﬂ) < Coes-> |Negatve: Ty g, @M«w»( C103)
U a ¢

Winning Low point
Debater/Code: H %W'%n(ﬁ ] 06) . win?

Decision: _l/Aﬁirmau‘ve ___Negative =
Judge's sighature: w A/)ﬂoa/l/\

<- Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ->
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concerns itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, societies,
governments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.
2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the one who, on the whole, proves his/her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle.
3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a
student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.
4, Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge should only evaluate those arguments that were presented in a manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughout the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.
5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
- be clash concerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.
ﬁ 6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or
. the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents. y
7. 'Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be abjective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the o
round based only on the arguments that the debaters made and not on personal opinions or on arguments you would have made. e —

m@ Comments: provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism) designed to help both the
b D‘C debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, logic, delivery,ﬂ etc. TE.
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Reasons for Decision\(provide a detailed justification;, referring to central issues debaters Affirmative Constructive 6 min. ¥’
presented in the round): Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.y/
\ Negative Constructive 7 min. &
> la AL Aff. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.
d/h '.e 5 Affirmative Rebuttal 4 min. '/
Negative Rebuttal 6 min./

MM (k;/) WWTM Affirmative Rebuttal 3 min.y/]

Each debater has 4 min. prep used before their

i own speaking times, at their discretion.
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SpeechWire Tournament Services

PP-W Conror foAfer Novice Lincoln Douglas Debate Ballot

Tourn. date: Nov, 1, 2014 Time: 5:30 PM

Tournament: 2nd Annual TCNJ Speech and Debate Invitational

Grouping: N-LD

rRoom: EDB 211 Section: FINAL

rd. FA

Judg@hﬂd‘m’v‘(

F Id TownshigrHigh

Affiliation:
liation 75)

Debaters; Andrew Sun-Yan (AF106) vs. Tyler Zanin (C103)

15)
onar TOTR

Vrencetan He 9 Snen

FLIP FOR SIDES!

Resolution --

ofqarg

Affirmative: AF‘ l% <_Ng$:zf_> Negative: ClOS
cese W00 Mieuwswyan L™ VHHHAY

Decision: z EAfﬁrmaﬁve ___Negative

Judge's signature: W W

<- Award speaker points to each debater (based on the range below) ->
20-21 Below Average 22-23 Average 24-26 Good 27-28 Excellent 29-30 Outstanding

1. The resolution evaluated is a proposition of value, which concems itself with what ought to be instead of what is. Values are ideals held by individuals, sodieties,
govemments, etc., which serve as the highest goals to be considered or achieved within the context of the resolution in question.

2. Each debater has the burden to prove his or her side of the resolution more valid as a general principle. It is unrealistic to expect a debater to prove complete
validity or invalidity of the resolution. The better debater is the ane who, on the whole, proves his/ner side of the resolution more valid as a generai principle,

3. Students are encouraged to research topic-specific literature and applicable works of philosophy. The nature of proof should be in the logic and the ethos of a

student's independent analysis and/or authoritative opinion.

4. Communication should emphasize clarity. Accordingly, a judge shoutd only evaluate those arguments that were presented in @ manner that was clear and
understandable to him/her as a judge. Throughcut the debate, the competitors should display civility as well as a professional demeanor and style of delivery.

5. After a case is presented, neither debater should be rewarded for presenting a speech completely unrelated to the arguments of his or her opponent; there must
be clash cancerning the major arguments in the debate. Cross-examination should clarify, challenge, and/or advance arguments.

6. The judge shall disregard new arguments introduced in rebuttal. This does not include the introduction of new evidence in support of points already advanced or

the refutation of arguments introduced by opponents.

7. Because debaters cannot choose which side of the resolution to advocate, judges must be abjective evaluators of both sides of the resolution. Evaluate the
round hased only on the arguments that the debaters made and not en personal opinions or on arguments you would have made.

Comments; provide detailed comments (both positive feedback and constructive criticism) designed to help both the
debater and the coach; for example, suggestions on improving case construction, refutation, lagic, delivery, etc.
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referring to central is'i.:es debaters

Order/Time Limits of Speeches
Affirmative Constructive 6 min.
Neg. Cross-Ex of Aff. 3 min.
Negative Constructive 7 min.
Aff. Cross-Ex of Neg. 3 min.
Affirrnative Rebuttal 4 min.
Negative Rebuttal 5 min,
{L‘f\ Affirmative Rebuttal 3 min.
Q 1A Each debater has 4 min. prep used before their
own speaking times, at their discretion.
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