Chathi Anderson Irvine Valley College  Evidence and howitlinks to the criteria defined inthe
round.You canthrowatmewhatyoulike, butlhave only voted onaKonce-itwasexpertly explained to
me how the aff's defense and arguments linked to either the DA or K. | prefer debates about the
resolutions, butllove to see competitors have funwith it. I'mthe judge thatloves metaphor rounds-if
that helps. With regard to arguments, | expect analysis and explanations in the debate round. |
understand the jargon and rules of debate, but what | amnotan expertonis the philosophies and
evidence you bring into the round. Some | probably know a lotabout, others | may not, so | expect
everything to be explainedin round. | do not mean you have to hold my hand through things, butlam
notafan ofabbreviated/techie debate thatrelies on a judge to be abank of knowledge. Eye-rolls,
snarky attitudes, yelling, and straightup disrespectwill not sitwell with me. Save thatfor the van/bus
ridehome. Ido, however, have averydry sense ofhumor, soldolove some jabs here and there, but
theymustallbeingoodfun.Iflfeelsomeoneiscrossingaline, lhave noproblems saying soinround.

I hate extinctionarguments/impacts. Otherthanthat, | haven'tcome across anything that|
won'tconsider. | doexpectittolinkto the criteria defined in the beginning. Follow the framework set
upinthebeginning,andallshouldbegood.  Idonothaveaproblemwith speedorjargonaslongas
yourspeechisunderstandable. | have amild hearingproblemandaconstantringinginmy ears that
makesitdifficultto separate words. Iflamunable to hear whatyou're saying, | will simply ask you to
clear.Whatldonotlike,however,isspreadingforthesake ofoverwhelmingthe opposition. Please do
not drop half your arguments simply because the opposition hit them all. | also expect explanations and
analysisonallthe arguments, sobe mindful ofthatwhen settingup yourcase.

Tim Anderson Elgin Community College I am not a debate judge, so | view everything as a
communication event. | do not often judge debate (if I do, it's IPDA) so | don'thave adebate judging
philosophy, andin conjunctionwith the philosophy ofIPDA, Idon'tfeel Ineedone Don'tactlikea
jerk (eitherverbally ornon-verbally) to yourcompetitororthe judge. Again,lam
notadebatejudge, solbasically judge things as if | am evaluating two different persuasive speeches.

As | judge debate asa communication event, there
should be no speeding, no jargon, and no hang-ups on breaking standard debate protocol/technical
elements. | don't know standard protocol, but | am a college educatedindividualcapable of
evaluatingargumentsonmyown. Idonotappreciate beingtold whatl should/should notdo (i.e., "you
HAVE TO/MUST vote for the ") or arguing to win on a violation of a ruleisfallingon
deafears. Oh,and|feelthatthe elongated "thank you's"before each speech sound disingenuous,
sarcastic,and condescending. Justgettothe substance.

Joan Andrews Tyler JuniorCollege InIPDA,lamlookingforlogicalargumentation, public
speakingskills, source support and courtesy. This shouldbe a “realworld”discussiononan
importantissue. Mybackgroundisasan Interp/Speaking coach. However, | have judged IPDA for over
three years. Courtesy is extremely important. Of course, students
should pointoutflaws in their competitor's argument. However, the attitude should be "Ithink my
way is better"not"you are wrong, stupid ordeliberately misleading us." Also, | expect excellent public
speaking skills. 1 will be looking for proper posture, fillers and eye contact. Asthe PhiRhoPilPDArules
state, “extemporaneousdeliveryisrequired.” ThePhiRhoPiballotalso asks for judges to rate
students on source support. So, | will be listening for sources (just like in Extemp).
Iwilllistentoanylogicalargument. Do notwaste time pointing outaninfraction thatwouldlead
toatechnicalwininparliamentary debate. Instead, use yourtime refuting the logicyourcompetitor’s



argument. Please donotkeeptelling me that| should vote foryou. Instead, use this valuable time to
supportyourargument. Students willbe keepingup with theirowntime. All parliamentary and
LDdebate jargonshouldbe completelyavoided. Tobe clear,ifyouuse speed, | will simply putmypen
down and those comments will be disregarded. Your speed should be the same as we were speaking in
the elevator about the weather. Debate jargon and spreading comments will not benefit you and should
be avoided. | will notbe flowing the debate. Instead, | will be listening and evaluating yourargument
logically.

JayArntson Pasadena City College This judging philosophy only pertains to parliamentary debate. |
perceive myrole as adapting myselfto the sortofround the debaters would like tohave more so than
debaters adapting to me. | will pretty much entertain any argumenta debaterwishestoadvance. |
typically see debate asagameratherthanarequirementtoreflectthe so-called realworld. | don't
mind debaters being assertive butneedsto be balanced withempathy and compassion. | believe
language has power and debaters should own the implications of their rhetoric. The argument | vote for
will only be the one the debatersin the round assertand not one of my own. My RFD will always be
specifictoanargumentthe debaters madeintheround.lamfine withdebaterskickingarguments. In-
round abuse is easier to vote for than potential abuse. | am willing to vote on any procedural or
kritik/project. lam comfortable with debate theory. | will adapt to whatever speed the debaters
choose to have. Please adjustto debaters with disability concerns. | am familiar with flowing speed and
understanding technicaljargon. | have judged debate for 10+ years in a variety of formats (Policy,
Parliamentary, Lincoln-Douglas, IPDA, etc). | graduated from UC Berkeley as a double major in
Philosophy and Rhetoric. My Masters is in Communication Studies from Cal State Long Beach. | have
been a debate coach for 12 years.

RafaelaBaker Saddleback College The mostimportant criteria | consider when evaluating a debate
isifthe competitorprovidesbalancetotheirargumentation (eachpointthey make shouldbebalanced
andwell-structured). lalsoconsiderthe criteriatheychoose formetoevaluate thedebate (onbalance,
netbenefits —as long as if fits with what they are arguing they are going do to well). Avoid dropping
arguments and make sure you stay organized throughout (top of case, off-case, on case). Competitor
must provide warrants for their claims; they cannotassume thatl am going to “fill-in” what they meaniif
they don’t explicitly state how their evidence connects to the claim(s) they are making. Debaters
should be respectful to their opponent, and to the judge. Point of Order will be considered or not
considered depending on the validity of the pointthey are making (they aren’tgrantedjustbecause
theyare called)andtheyshouldrespectthatthejudge knowswhattheyare doingwhenevaluatingthe
POO. Languageisahugefactorforme,andifdebateris rude, disrespectful,and useslanguagethat
demonstrates alack of civility toward competitor orjudge chances are they willbe dropped from the
round. lamcomfortablewithproceduralsrunin NPDA,andamcomfortableinunderstandinghowthey
areexecuted. However,|amnotafanofproceduralsinIPDAandtheyshouldonly be runifone sideis
being abusive and not giving the opponent sufficient grounds for argumentation. Otherwise, nice clean
argumentationand persuasive appeals are encouraged. | don’tflow when adebaterspreads (itis
distractingand doesn’tadd value to the debate IMO). |am comfortable with jargon and technical
elementsaslongastheyare necessary and calledfor. Ifjargonandtechnicalelements are used,
debatermustknowhowtoarticulate properly and make the opponentunderstand why theyare using



jargonortechnicalelements. lwon’tjustgrantaccesstoadebaterforusingtechnicaljargonifthey
aren’tutilizingitproperly, oriftheyare notproperly explainingwhytechnicaljargonis necessary.

NicholeBarta Irvine Valley College  Are youupholdingyourburdensandthe criteriaoftheround?|
expect debaters to be polite to each other opponents as well as team members. | expectdebaters to use
anappropriate tone with answerpointofinformation questions and during cross-examination. |can
onlywrite asfastas | can write and only take into consideration whatis on myflow.l expectdebaters to
be politetoeach otheropponentsas wellasteammembers. | expectdebatersto use an appropriate
tone with answer point of information questions and during cross-examination.The opposing team has
therightto"clear"iftheybelievethe teamis spreading.Jargonisfine. If you planonrunning a"k" or
"t"make sure youdoit properly and explainitdon'tassume thatlamgoing todrawthe conclusion. DO
NOT run these if you cannotrun them. Please, do notwaste ourtime and then kick themin your next
constructive. *IPDA should not have jargon

AliciaBatice Pasadena City College As a judge, | believe my role is to facilitate a respectful and
educational space forstudents. | should adapt to the students rhetoric, students should nothave to
adapttomy preferences. | evaluate argumentsinthe debate thatstudents emphasize. Example, if
impactcalculusis where youwantmy attention thenthat’s where I'll putmy focus. | expect
students to be polite towards one another. | understand being assertive about your arguments but do so
inacivilmanner.Donotpersonally attack youropponentbybelittling theirarguments, | considerthisto
be very petty, offensive and ineffective inthe debate. In the world, you’llencounter more people with
differentviewpointsthan peoplewhoagreewithyou;let’'susethis space topracticebeing professional
andarticulateaboutourstances. Again, | believe as a judge, | should adapt to students. | am open
to any argument a students wants to make, as long as, they are well structured, organized, and
impacted out. I'm comfortable with the use of parli jargon, however, don’t just use the word and
expect me todo the rest of the work. Forexample, if affwants to PERM a counterplan, don’tjust say
“PERM. We can do both.” Explain why we can do both or explain why this is a test of competition.|
considermyselftobe aflowjudge. | like organization and structure. | don’tlike flipping through my flow
tofind where to put yourargument. Let me know, where you are and where I’'m supposed to put your
information. Remember to emphasize the arguments that you’ve asked me to focus on. Example, if your
criteria is utilitarianism- most good for the most people, emphasize this connection within your
arguments. | like organization and structure during debates. Please, use taglines andinternal signposts.|
donottolerate speed, atall,foranyreason,inboth IPDAandParli. lunderstandthe needtospeed upin
ordertogetallyourargumentsout, butlalsobelieve thatbeing more concise solves this problem. Do
notsacrifice quality for quantity. | do notgive verbal signs to slow down, I will simply putmy pendown
and stop flowing, so be sure to checkin (eye contact) with me. Additionally, | do take in consideration
the “clear” or “slow” from your opponents. If asked to slow down please comply.

BobBecker Northwest College Asacritic, | believe my taskis toweightheissuespresentedin
theround. Idon'tenjoy intervening, and trynottodo so. To preventmyintervention, debatersneedto
use rebuttals to provide a clearexplanation of the issues. Otherwise, iflefton my own, | will pick the
issueslthinkareimportant. However, lamnotaninformation processor. lamahumanbeing and so



are you. Ifyouwantmeto consideranissueinthe round, make sure youemphasize itand explainits
importance. Don’ttrytosuckuptome. Youcanbefriendly withoutbeingsmarmy. Be professional.
Thatsaid, I'm here to have fun, and I hope you are, too. When it stops being fun, we need to think
aboutthechessclub. Whenweighingissues, lalwayslooktojurisdictionalissuesfirst. | willgive the
affirmative someleeway ontopicality, butifthey can'texplain why theircase is topical, they will lose. |
thinkthere needstoberesolutionalanalysistojustifyaffirmative choices. Althoughsomearguments
are more easily defeated than others, lamwilling to listen to most positions. I don't mind speed, but
sometimes|physically can'tflowthatfast. Iwilltellyouifl can'tunderstand you. Remember,itisYOUR
responsibility to make sure | understand what you are saying. Above all, be professional. This activity is
fun. That'swhy I’'mhere, and | hope thatis the reason you are here as well.l believe policy debate,
parliamentary debate, and IPDA should develop different skills regarding research and delivery, but | do
notbelievethatthey should differintheirdevelopmentofcritical thinking. IPDAis stilldebate. ltneeds
to have clash and argument. Goofing off for halfan an houror sois not a good use of my time, or of
yours. Youcanusedebate terminologyinfrontofme. Inherency, stockissues, topicality, evidence,
plans, etc.,areall DEBATE terms, anddon’tbelong to one formatoranother. Impress me with your
ability to explainthe issuestome. I don't mind speed, but sometimes | physically can't flow that
fast. | will tell you if | can't understand you. Remember, it is YOUR responsibility to make sure |
understand whatyou are saying. Aboveall, be professional. Thisactivity isfun. That'swhyI’'mhere,
and | hope that is the reason you are here as well.

August Benassi MoorparkCollege Logicandempiricallybased evidence. | expect competitorsto
be immensely respectful to one another. Personal insults or a snarky, sarcastic tone will weigh heavily
againstthosethatusethem. Again logic and more importantly absence of logical fallacies. In
particularbe careful ofthe slippery slopes (noteverythingleadstonuclearwar)andfalse cause (ipso
hocergo propterhocandnon causa pro causa). Debate (and especiallyipdasinceitwas soldas a
"laymen'sdebate")shouldbeaccessibleandunderstandableto EVERYONE. Speed and jargonmakethis
impossible. Speed especially is the kiss of death. Jargon follows pretty closely after.

TylerBillman Southeastern lllinois College

Margaret Bilos Harper College | value good discussion and listening to each other. | expect the
affirmative to create areasonable setofdefinitions and resolution. If, tothe common person, the link
isn'tevidentorcan’tbe reasonably explained, thenthey are setting up animpossible scenario. Ifitis
reasonable, lexpectthe negative tolistentotheargumentsandrespondreasonablytothem. It'sfineto
presentan off-case, butitis frustrating to have to evaluate 2 debates within the time frame of one
debate. Listen andrespond. | expectdebatersto treat each otherwith civility. lexpectusto see
eachotheraspeopleandnotopponents. lexpectyoutoaskeachotheryournamesandusethemina
conversationalway. |expectyoutolookateach otherwhile youare speaking, askingandanswering
questions. lexpectyoutotreateachotherlike youare debating each otherforthe sake of enjoyingan
argument, notthatyou are demanding or directing the judge to vote a certain way.lamopentoall
strategiesused withinthe framework ofthe event. However, ifyou are askinghowmanydebate tricks|
preferyoutouse, lwouldimagine none. |preferthatyoutopicalityis only usedinegregious situations.
Ifyou are reasonablydebatingand listeningand respondingtoeach thenreally, this shouldn'tbe an



issue. My preferenceisthatyoutreatthisasacommunicationevent. Assuch, you shouldn’tbe
speeding through rounds, you shouldn't be using jargon that a non-debate person would have a hard
time understandingand you should be attentive tothe communication skillsthataid yourethos. |do
expectthatyouuseorganization, butldonotwantto hearoutline elementsspatatme. The people
who listen, communicate, have thoughtful arguments and speak well will be successful.

Francesca Bishop ElCamino College | try my best to be tabula rasa. While to be perfectly
tabisimpossible, | attempttovote on whatcomesoutof yourmouthwheneverpossible. Thatmeans|
willlisten toanything, write itdown, and take itat face value (unless you lie to me, then all bets are off).
| expectdebaters to make allthe necessary links and internal links—don’thave metodoitforyou; |
may make associations youdon’tlike. Tellme whylshould care aboutaparticularargument—why it
mattersinthe debate. Saying, “it'savoter!”isn’tcompelling; tellme why and weigh the impacts. llook
tothe criteria orframework, so be sure there is one, and that your arguments flow through it. Inthe
caseofatie,oramess,I'llvoteopponpresumption. At PRP, the culture is to stand up when
speaking.ldon’tlovetag-teamarguing—sounless yourpartnerisabouttolose youtheround, lethim
orherspeak. That said, youwon’tlose the round if you tag-team, but you oryour partner could lose
speakerpoints. Passinganote orasking yourpartneranoccasional POlisfine. Youcanask me
questionsifyoullike, butjustbe civiland have fun. I had my years of debating; itis now yourturn.
Thereare lots of things | believe aboutdebate and the world ingeneral, butl try notto bring theminto
the round. Absent instructions from you, my preconceptions are as follows: | believe there is a
distinctionbetweenvalue andpolicy propositions (Iwouldneverrunafactcase, butyou canifyouwant
to). Ifitisapolicy resolution, | like to have harms somewhere in the case even ifthey are tagged
something else. | thinkkritiks are largely stupid in parli debate, butl vote onthem quite often, because |
voteonwhatwins. Justknowthatmybehaviorhasneverbeenchangedbysome prefiatalternative, so
win on the flow. | believe that topicality isa voting issue and | don’t need articulated abuse, unless
someonetellsmeldo.thinkthe Governmentshouldupholdthe resolution,andthe Opposition should
negate it; therefore, without instructions otherwise, | will default against a topical counterplan. Because
Itrytobase mydecision based onlyonargumentsthatare madeintheround, Idon'tassumeanything.
Therefore, you need to tell me why something matters. For example, don't expect me to assume climate
changeishappeningorthatit'sbad, orforthatmatter, thatnuclearwaris bad. Likewise, youdon'thave
torunonlyliberalpositions. Arguments are justthat--arguments. | don'tassume you believe themor
careiftheyare "true."Ingeneral, knowthatl believethatdebateisagame.  Anyspeedisfine butif
you’re seizingthroughyourspeech, youmayneedtoslowdown. NFA/LD: | defaulttothe ruleswhenit
comestodeliveryand evidence, thoughitis wise toinvoke themif you wantme to vote on a particular
violation. | often call for cards after the round.IPDA: | defaultto the ruleswhenitcomestodeliveryand
content, but my interpretation is not that this form of debate is not entirely theory-free.

Brianna Bitout Harper Community College  Foralldebate, fullyformedargumentsimpactedtothe
weighing mechanismare key. I need to know why yourargumentmattersinthe round. l also prefer

whentheseargumentscomefromclashontheflowratherthanoverprocedurals(unlesstheyare truly
warranted).  InIPDA,lexpectyoutocalleachotherbynameaswellasrefertomebyname (Breeor
BriannaorMs.Bitoutisfine). Thiseventrequiresahighlevelofdecorum,soyoushould be nicetoeach



otherand anyone elseinthe round. Do notinterrupteach other. If I feel you have violated any of this, |
willdrop you.ForParliand LD, I'm a bitmore lenient. |do not mind passionate arguments, butthere
shouldbeabsolutelynoad hominemattacks,and debaters should refrainfrombeing rude. Donottalk
to your partner. Passing notes or whispering to each other QUIETLY while the otherteam is speaking is
acceptableunlessitbecomesexcessive. Ifyou startfeeding yourpartnerinformationwhile theyare
givingtheirspeech, | willnotflowwhatisbeing said. You have yourchancetotalk;letyourpartnerthink
fortheirself. Itryandremaintabularasa, so make sure you refute everything and drop nothing,
especiallyin Parliand LD. Drops matter. Turns matter. Magnitude of impacts matters. |don'tlike
slipperyslopesandotherlogicalfallacies.|don’tlike personalexamplesbeingusedto makeacase.
Unlesswe’re havingavaluedebate, ’'mnotahugefan oftheoryarguments. Duringrebuttals, theonly
thing Iwrite are the voting issues you tellme, somake sure you're clearabout whatarguments solidify
the winforyourside. InIPDA, don'tspeed. This eventis about persuasion, so persuade me to vote for
you;don'ttry and spread your opponent. There should be no jargon or any sort of procedurals. My
philosophywhenitcomestolPDAisthatlshouldn'thavetoflowyourspeechesinordertounderstand
what's being said orwho | willwantto votefor.In Parliand LD, I recognize speed asatool thatone can
use. Thatbeingsaid, |donotflow speedwell. So,you are certainlywelcometotryand speed, butatthe
end ofthe round, my flow is the one that matters, soifit's not on my flow, itdoesn't count. I'm familiar
with mostjargonandhave no problemwithitbeingused. Asfaras proceduralsgo,again, Irecognize
themasatoolinadebater'stoolbox. Thisdoesnotmeantheyshouldbeabused. Usethemonlywhen
absolutely necessary.

JustinBlacklock San Antonio College The mostimportant criteria that | look for in debate is clarity.
Although many forms of debate have pushed a heavy focus on jargon and speed based strategy, | am of
the believe that debate should be persuasive despite the audience members' knowledge of debate as it
hasbecome. Thisbeingsaid,lamwillingtotakeanyargumentsthatdonotappearabusivetothe other
teamsabilitytoclash. Justasinany otherforensics events, professionalismin dress, demeanorand
treatmentof all involved in the process is expected. As long as teams/individuals remain courteous and
exemplify positive competition behaviors. Logical flow isthe mostimportantto me.lam
notafanofperformative debate strategies. Jargon, lamfine with. Mosttechnicalelementsare OK.
However,speedshouldnotbeafactorindebate. Ifyou makeahabitofusing speedtoyouradvantage,
make sure you make an effort to slow down and use signposts.

David Bowers Kansas CityKansas Community College 4 yearscoachingNFA-LD (Competed4),4years
coachingNPDA (Competed5), 2years coachingHS CX, Competedin2yearsof CEDA/NDTOverall--lam
notheretotellyou whatyou should read in rounds orignore arguments based on preference (witha
few exceptions obviously, | won'tlisten to racism/sexism/ableism good type arguments), | will try and be
asobjectiveaspossibleindebates. Whatthatmeansforyouis thatIneed clearframingonthe impact
debate to help me understand whatto do with you argument. Sansthat| would defaultto a utilitarian
framework.lhave listenedto/votedfor/read justaboutevery "type"ofargumentin debate, asaresult|
don't have a preference about how you go about debating. If there are questions about specific
arguments|'mhappytoanswerthempriortotheround, feelfree toask.lwish my philosophywas more
useful. Please, feelfree to approach me atthe tournamentand as question priortoprep. Aslong as



there is a justification for an argument I'd be more than happy to vote for it.

AllisonBowman Moorpark College  Itrytojustlook atarguments made in the round. Both sides
shouldweightheirimpactsandexplainwhytheyshouldwin. | expecteveryonetobe respectful to
theiropponents. Also,don'tfeellike youneedto standwhenspeaking Ilove counterplandebate.lam
notthe biggestfanofKs. Ifyoudo choose torunaKspendextratimeonalt. solvency. . | have no
problem with speed or jargon.

AlexBrehm Lower Columbia CollegeEvery round of debate is differentand | consider many criteria
when judging, but | find myself regularly making decisions based on topicality and the precise wording of
aresolution. Itis criticallyimportant that all debaters uphold their burdens and stay true to the ground
giventothemby the resolution. | will not vote infavorof any debater whose primary argumentation is
extra-topical, non-topical,orgroundbelongingtothe otherside. Good rounds of debate are
energetic, spirited, and sometimes contentious. | don'tnecessarily want to see competitors trade
passionaterebuttalforproperetiquette. Thatbeing said, itisof course essentialthatallmembers of our
community feel respected and valued. To thatend, please be kind and respectful while maintaining your
competitive spirit. STRATEGIES: | do not appreciate spreading. Stylistically, | am looking for
argumentation and delivery that don't require an advanced degree in communication to
understand.POSITIONS: Idomybesttokeep my personalideologyoutof myevaluation,and make
judging decisions based on what happens in the round. That being said, | have certain strong beliefs that
| struggle to compromise. | am overwhelmingly in favor of strong public schools and closing the
opportunitygapineducation.|defend humanrightsand condemnviolationstohumandignityaround
the world. | believe thatdiversity (inall senses)is good and thatwe should celebrate what makes us
unique. These (and other) core values that | hold closely would be challenging to vote

against. ARGUMENTS: I find that the word "abuse" is used too lightly in the debate community.
Allegations of abuse should be reserved for extreme circumstances so that we do not become
desensitized to a very serious topic. Asserting that your opponent has done something abusive
(including definitions, interpretation, etc.) is almost always overstating minorissues. Using unnecessarily
strongterminology to makethistype of claimisunlikelytoearnmy sympathies. The IPDAbylaws state
thatthisformatof debate strives "to provide contestants with aforumin which they can enhance their
education through the laboratory of productive, "real-world" competitive debate experiences." | believe
stronglyinthis missiontopractice aformofdebatethatcanbeappliedtootheracademic, professional,
and personal settings and speak to a variety of public audiences.There is no "real world" application for
spreading (with the possible exceptionofreadingadisclaimeratthe end ofaradioadvertisement). |
appreciate competitors who deliver their speeches at a reasonable rate using vocabulary that could be
understood by most public audiences. This does not mean that you should dumb down your analysis or
argumentation.

Kelly Bressanelli. Moraine Valley Community College

Shawn Briscoe = Maricopa Speech and Debate



BriannaBroady. PasadenaCityCollege As a judge of primarily individual
events, it is important that debaters are clearwith theirarguments. lamnotopposedtoany specific
argumentsaslongasyou provide clear evidence and warrants to justify your stances. Be respectful to
each otherandhave funinyourround.Be suretocommunicate witheach other. Clearlyrespondto
eachother'sarguments and engage in clash. Iwould saythatlamopentoany
argumentaslongasitis wellthoughtoutand clearlystructured. ltisalsocrucialthatargumentsare
fairlyeasytofollowalong.l preferspeedtobeata conversationalpace andforjargonandtechnical
elementstoremainataminimumorclearlydefined.

NateBrown SantaMonica College Clarity, logical, and development of the arguments is most
important. A close second is the quality of the speaking skills. Fast-talking, shouting, and poor delivery
skillsingeneralinfluentmydecision.ForIPDA, | don'twantto hearany NPDA jargon. lwantavery
public/conversational style of delivery. Polite, professional, and conversational. No shouting or speed
talking. For me, decorum implies a conversational, enjoyable style of speaking for the audience to listen
to. lamnotinterestedinframework/karguments. lusuallyfind Topicality awaste oftime becausel
usually findthe Afftobe reasonably topical. Butifthey aren't,then Tis appropriate. Speed is
stronglydiscouraged. | can'tflowitanddon'tlikeit. Typical NPDA jargoninNPDA isfine, butyou might
wanttoexplainitto meanyway, justin case. There shouldbe zero NPDA jargonorspeedin IPDA.In
IPDA, lamjustsome person pulled offthe streettohearapublicdebate. | will notlike non-public style
or strategy inIPDA.

Patrick Carberry College of Lake County

Daren Carpenter TylerJunior College  InIPDA,lamlookingforlogicalargumentation, public
speakingskills, source supportandcourtesy. Thisshouldbea“realworld”discussiononanimportant
issue. My background is as an Interp/Speaking coach. However, | have judged IPDA for over three years.

Courtesy is extremely important. Of course, students should point out flaws in their
competitor'sargument. However, the attitude should be "I think my way is better" not "you are wrong,
stupid or deliberately misleading us." Also, | expect excellent public speaking skills. | will be looking for
proper posture, fillers and eye contact. Asthe Phi Rho PilPDA rules state, “extemporaneous delivery is
required.” The PhiRho Piballotalso asks forjudgesto rate students on source support. So, I willbe
listeningforsources (justlikein Extemp). I will listento any logicalargument. Do notwaste time
pointingoutaninfractionthatwould leadtoatechnicalwinin parliamentarydebate. Instead, use your
time refuting the logicyourcompetitor'sargument. Please do notkeep telling me thatl should vote for
you. Instead, use this valuable time to support yourargument. Students will be keeping up with their
own time. Allparliamentaryand LDdebate jargon should be completelyavoided. Tobeclear, if
youuse speed, [will simply putmy pen down andthose commentswillbe disregarded. Yourspeed
should be the same as we were speaking in the elevator about the weather. Debate jargon and
spreading comments will not benefit you and should be avoided. | will not be flowing the debate.
Instead, | will be listening and evaluating your argument logically.



Nathan Carter Northern Virginia Community College Yourspeaking style and organization Benice
and play the game fairlyl dislike K, but | will listen to it 1am a flow judge. | do not mind speed but give
me a roadmap. | do not like Tag Team debate, please do not do it.

Chase Cashion Tallahassee = The mostimportantcriteriathatl consideristhejudging criteriasetby
the debaters. | value substantive, logical arguments, and am looking for the team who defends judging
criteriainthe mostcomplete way. | expectthatthe debaters will treat each other with respect. |
won'tbe voting forteamsthatare rude to their competition. Pleasantries are fine, butplease dothem
off time. In policy style debates, I'm going to be looking for the team that has the strongest
impacts. It is important that each team explains the impacts for all of their advantages and
disadvantages.|canonlyvoteonwhatthedebaters say, sodon'taskmetofillintheblanks.lamhappy
to support/vote onanyargumentgivenbythe debaters, aslong asitisthoroughly explained,anditis
connected backtothe judging criteria. | preferthatthe competitors notspread, as|wanttobe ableto
flowallofyourarguments.lamokay withanyotherdebate jargon (framework, critiques, etc),aslong
as the team gives a road map, and tags all of their arguments.

VladaCasteel College of theCanyons

Ralph Castellanos Santiago Canyon College Substantive arguments that satisfy the judging

criteria.I'llvoteforanyargumentsthatare wellarticulated and competitiveinthe round. Runwhatever

you'dlike,justmakesureit'swellarticulated. Dowhateveryouwant,aslongasbothsidesfollowthe

samerules. |voteforanything.havevotedonT,K, etc.lamnotagainstany type of argument.
I'm fine with speed and jargon. Don't spread your opponent out of the round.

SeanConnor Orange CoastCollege My mostimportantcriteriaforevaluatingadebate wouldbe
weighingtheargumentsin conjunctionwithwhateverhad beenofferedasthe criteriaestablished by
the debaters. Ifnone is established, | generally weigh on netbenefits or utilitarianism. |expectthe
debaters to be cordial with one another, and have little tolerance for belittling comments,
condescending remarks, ordisrespectful nonverbal communication. lam opentomost strategies
including topicality and kritik so long as it makes logical sense. lamprimarilyan |E coach sosomeof
the jargon ornuance (including speech) of debate may escape me. However | can only judge on what|
understandandbelieve the betterdebateriswilling toadapttheirlanguage tomeetthe needs oftheir
audience.

Sarah Contreras Del Mar College Ability of competitor to make clear, rational
arguments.Professional speaking style...NOT speed. Be polite tojudge and competitors. |donot
believejargon belongsin IPDA. The arguments made should be understood by anyone. | do not
appreciate speed. | do not like FIATs.

Marquesa Cook-Whearty Palomar College

Jenny Corum Billman Southeasternlllinois College  |preferdebate thatis clearly structured and
impacted. I’'mfine withany type ofargument-critical, procedural, orotherwise. lwillconsider myself
thanked soyou don’thaveto. | preferdebate thatis clearly structuredandimpacted. 'mfine



withanytypeofargument—critical, procedural, orotherwise. Iwillconsidermyselfthanked soyou
don’t have to.

Paul Cummins Southeastern lllinois College

ShawDavari OrangeCoastCollege Clear Arguments. Berespectfultooneanother. | will
listento anything. Justbe clearand explain arguments thoroughly. Don't speak fastand explain all
terms.

KrishnaDesai COLLEGE OFDUPAGE Cleararguments thatinclude strong supportand clear structure.
Ireally listentothe content ofthe argumentand amnotconcerned withdroppedarguments. Be
respectful, be kind, communicate competently. One speaker should be speaking ata time. None
Iflcan'thear, |don'tknowwhatyou're saying. Ifldon'tunderstand you, | cannot process your
arguments nor vote foryou. Therefore, you need to be sure | can hearand understand you.

Justin Dougherty Nassau Community College ~ When judging IPDA, | ascribe to the principles of
IPDA as prescribed by their constitution and/or by-laws. Hence, | expect a highly rhetorical and
oratorical-based style/approach fromboth debaters. This means youlose my ballotif youinsiston
excessive speed, "spreading"orthe actofstackingtoomany contentions, notbeing cordial, orthe use
of unnecessary meta-debate jargon and/or techniques. That being said, a basic knowledge and basic
practice ofdebatetheoryisexpectedaswell. Standduring CX. Avoidlookingatyouropponent. Be
cordial atall times. Aclear AFF structure is needed; even though lam opento various types of
structure-itjustneedstomake sense. Regardlessofchosenstructure, please make suretaglinesare
clear, evidence is clearly sourced, and however you connect your warrants (examples, narratives, etc.)
shouldbe clearaswell. Anditgoeswithoutsayingthateachargumentshouldhaveimpacts. ForNEG,
directclashisyourfriend, butyou should link any off-case positions towhichever NEG philosophy
you've espoused. Just be clear as to what your overall approach is. Speed, kritiks,andover-reliance
on procedurals and meta-debate is the quickest way to lose my ballot.

KyleDuffy  College of theCanyons

StephanieEisenberg ChabotCollege willupdate  will update will update will update

DarrenElliott Kansas City Kansas Community College Director of Debate and Forensics Kansas City KS
Community CollegeWill listen to and fairly consider any argument presented. (Avoid obvious racistand
sexistargumentsandadHoms). Foranargumenttobe aroundwinneryouneedtowinthe impactthe
argumenthasinrelationto theimpacts youropponent mightbe winningand howall ofthose affect/are
afffected by the ballotordecision (think framework forthe debate). No predispositions againstany
strategy be ita Disad/CP/Case orKor T/Frameework onthe Neg ora straightup policy or KAff. Win
whatit is you do and win why that matters.Good luck. Have fun.

ScottElliott Kansas City Kansas Community College Whatyou needto know 10 minutes before your
round starts:| will most definitely vote on topicality. Win the interpretation and violation, and | will vote



negative. Youareeithertopical oryou are not. If you are not, youlose. See belowformore detail. That
argumentyou always wanted torun, butwere afraid to runit.....this may be yourday to throw the Hail
Mary. |preferimpactturnsand arguments that mostjudgesdislike.Affirmatives stillhave to win basic
stockissues. | prefercounterplans anddisads. Butlalso believe thatthe affirmative hasaburdento
defend the ontological, epistemological, pedagogical and ethical assumptions of the affirmative
argumentstheyhave chosen.lhave probablywritten, cutcardsforand against,and coachedteams
about, the “cutting edge” argumentyou are thinking of running. | have also voted foritand against it
depending upon how thatargumentis deployedin the round.lam notintimidated norpersuaded by
teamreputation, verbalabuse, physicalassaultsorthreats. Ifyouwon, lamwillingtotakethe heatand|
donotcareaboutthe community’sreaction.|havefriendsoutside the debate communityandlhavemy
dogs. ldon’'tneedto be yourbuddyand | certainly do not care about my social standing within this so-
called “community.”’Engage in overly abusive discourse inthe round, threats, intimidation, oractual
assaultsofanopponent, anotherjudge, oraudiencemembersand youwillnotonlylose theround, but
you can pretty much write off my ballotforthe rest of your career. These organizations won’tdomuch
aboutit, but | will | do what | can to stop the downward spiral of this activity.

BonnieEllis Mt. Hood CC/University of Nevada-Reno | prefer policy for ‘should’ resolutions.
Try to stick to the actual resolution (Ks are fun, but often we justdo them for no otherreason than
because we can.)Thingsneedtobeorganized enough thatl canfollow along the with train ofthought-
jumping aroundordroppingargumentsjustmeans I'mless likelytorememberthem, especiallyifyou
don’ttellmetoconsideritattheend. Signposting willhelp. Clash is pretty significant, obviously. I need
to see you cancelling outtheirarguments with yoursuperioronesor!’ll probably vote based onwhois
wearing the most purple or something. Anything you want me to consider when voting, please PLEASE
give me arefresherin yourlast speech. Keep things fun, light, and amusing. Imagine everyone needs you
tohelpthemhave agoodday. Ifyoudoabadjob... well, you couldlose. Don’t be jerks to each
other. Justbecause you're not outright calling someone stupid, does notmean Iwon’tpick up on your
body language and intonation. | will be especially critical in cases where
misogyny/sexism/racism/homophobia/transphobia or any other prejudices may be at play. | firmly stand
thatdebate shouldbeaplacewherethedisenfranchisedhaveachancetospeakandbeheard,aswell
asaplace for the privileged to learn how to check that behavior. I’'m not too critical on speaks, nor
attire. The contents of the arguments are what | care about. That being said, kindness and me
understandingyou (NO SPREADING)willbe consideredin speaker points. Dehumanization is a big
one. Ifyou can show me how your position leads notjust to the fewest people being hurt orkilled, but
themaccessing mostoftheirneeds and rights, | will probably vote for you. Additionally, don’tfeel the
needtotieittonuclearwar- | preferoutcomesthatarerealistic.Impactsthatinvolve reducing poverty,
disenfranchisement, oppression, the perpetuation of racism, sexism, xenophobia, homophobia,
transphobia, etc. Argue more rights for people thattypically don’thave them, especially ifit solidifies
theirown powertofightforthemselves. Argue againstnormalizing violence against minorities. (In
summation,  am an avid feminist, anti-racist, anti-classist, anti-capitalist). Speed: not too fast. |
have a difficult time following when competitors use spreading. | also find it excludes those with
limitations suchas hearingimpairments, attentiondisorders, orlanguage barriers fromparticipating



fullyinaneventthatshouldbe madeasaccessible aspossibletoeveryone.lwon’texclude youjustfor
spreading, butifl can’tunderstand you, | can’t vote foryou.Jargon: Idon’t care aboutas much, lam
familiarwith mostofit- but preferably, use lay terms when possible to keep itaccessible. | won’ttake
points away, butitwillmake itmuch easiertofollowifjargon s limited towhenit's necessary. lalsodo
notconsidertermslike ‘advantages’tobejargon.ldiddebatefortwoyears, IPDAfor1and NPDAfor1.1
am a Comm Studies Major. So while | have a knowledgeable background, ithas been afew years since |
have debated, and | am somewhat rusty. Keep thatin mind.

MikeEpley CityCollegeofSanFrancisco |viewdebateasaneducationalrhetoricgame.ltrynot
tointervene if the debate meets two vital *principles:1. By default, | will do my best to enforce the
publishedrulesofanyevent!’mjudging-basedonmyinterpretation/understandingofthem.’'mopen
todifferentinterpretations, butless so toargumentsthat“rulesare bad.” If you volunteerto competein
an activity for a prize (the ballot), you’'ve committed to follow the rules as the first qualification to
receivetheprize. Asfaraslcantell, that'sthe only way tokeepany competitive activity fair. 'm unlikely
to bend on my commitmentto rule adherence as | see itas a gateway to competitive equity.2. By
default, Iwilldomybestto perpetuate aculture ofinclusivityandaccessinforensics. | like it when
debaters are considerate and bring good willand good humor. Ultimately, I’'mdownforwhateveryou
wanttodo. Ifyou have specifictheory questions, ask me before the round. Bonus points for weird stuff
that'snotabusive orexclusive. |believe I'mfamiliarwith mostofthe normsofcollege-leveldebate, but
| have some weaknesses. | have some difficulty flowing top-speed arguments with high-level accuracy. If
you're unsure whatmy threshold s, look for visual cues orask. Speed atyour ownrisk. I did about 5
years of Parli, so if you’ve been doing policy since fifth grade you probably know some jargon and theory
thatldon’t. AsSean Thaiputsit, "Don'ttry tounderstand mynon-verbals, because | don'tunderstand
them."Linguistically, 'm morefluentin Englishthan lamin Debate. The only "philosopher" | know
decently well isFoucault.

Joseph Evans ElCamino College college parlidebate at EICamino College and UCLA. | coached at
CSULBwhileingraduate school,and lamnow currently afull-time professorand coachatElCamino
College.lviewdebate asagame ofintellect,andtherefore | believe thatany method ofdebateisviable
when used as a strategic ploy to win. | will try to list my views on the major themes within debate. The
way | evaluate the round: I tend to fall back to evaluating the round through the eyes of a policy maker.
Unless | am told otherwise, | tend to fall back on Net Benefits. This means that | will evaluate the
arguments based on how clear the impacts are weighed for me (probability, timeframe, and magnitude).
I willhoweverevaluate the round based on how you constructyourframework. If (forexample)youtell
me to ignore the framework of Net Benefits for an ethics based framework... | willdo so. On the flip
side, | will also listento arguments against framework from the Neg. You win the framework if you
provide me clear warranted arguments foryour position, and weigh outwhy your frameworkis best.
Speed:lamusuallyafastdebaterandthuslbelieve thatspeedisaviablewayofpresentingas
much evidence as possible within thetime alloted. | canflowjustaboutanythingand I'm confidentthat
you can notoutflow me fromthe round. Thatbeing said, | value the use of speed combined with clarity.
Ifyou are justmumbling yourway through your speech, | won'tbe able to flow you. While lwon'tdrop
youfortheactofbeingunclear... I willnotbe able to geteverything on the flow (which lam confidentis



probablyjustasbad).CounterPlans: Iwilllistentoany CPthatispresentedaslongasitiswarranted.In
termsof CPtheoryarguments...lunderstand mosttheoryandhave beenknowntovote onit. Alll askis
for the theory argument to be justified and warranted out (this also goes for perm theory on the
aff). Topicality: lhaveamediumthresholdforT. | willevaluatethe positionthe sameas others. | willlook
atthe Tthe way the debatersinthe roundtellme. | don’thave any preferenceinregards reasonability
vs.competinginterps. YourunTthe way your see fitbased onthe round. Ifthe negdecidestokick out
of the position,  usually don'thold itagainstthem (unless there is offense). | will vote on T if the Aff
makesastrategicmistake (itisaneasyplaceformetovote).  Kritical Arguments: | believe that any
augmentthatispresentisaviable waytowin. Kriticalargumentsfallintothatcategory. lamwell versed
in many ofthe theories that most criticalarguments are based in. Therefore if you run themiwill listen
to and vote on them as long as they are well justified. | will not vote on blips as kritical
arguments.Framework: | willlistento any altframework thatis presented (narrative, performance,
kritical Etc.) Ifyoudecide torunadifferentframeworkthatfalls outside the normofdebate...youMUST
justify the framework.Evidence: Have it (warranted arguments for parli)!

JoeFaina LAVC
Rick Falvo El Paso CommunityCollege

Bonnie Gabel McHenry County College Structure, logic, persuasiveappeals  Civility Those
thatare notfull ofjargon and technical debate aspects Speaker will receive low points for this

Jimmy Gomez Orange CoastCollege The mostimportantcriteriaisthelanguage ofthearguments.|
payverycloseattentiontohowthingsare structured andworded. | expect respect for all involved.
Butalsoenjoythe shadybackandforththatcanhappenaslongasit'srespectful. Anything anti-
establishment. | hateit.

Ashley Graham EICamino College Thisis probably the mostimportant thing to know aboutme: |
believe thatdebate isagame. Therefore everythingto meis viewed asaway towin. While education
can happen and critical thinking can happen, ultimately you want the ballot otherwise there’s no impact
to how | judge debate rounds.Overall a clear framework and specifically a way to evaluate the round are
goingtobeimportantinfindingawaytoevaluate the argumentsinround. Thatbeing said, impactswin
rounds. Structure and signposting are also extremely important. On Topicality: thisisa
voterforme; howeveritcan also be used as atool to secure ground orfor competing interpretations.
Thisisuptoyouaswhetherornotgoingforthe Tinthe LORisthebestchoice.|don'tdislike Tdebates
justmultiple poorly warranted T rounds. On Kritiks: Iwillvote onthe Kaslong asthere is some type of
legitimate alternative/solvency mechanism. | have voted on the K and have no unique pre-disposition
againstthem.On Speed: Overall speedis okay. Usually Ifindthatanincreaseinspeedleadstoa
decrease in clarity. Mosttimes speed is unnecessary butagain it is your strategic choice. On
NFA-LD:herethe rules are much more explicitand Iwillvote where the rulestellmeto. Thisdoes not
mean | will outright intervene, but it does mean that | will have a higher propensity to vote on
proceduralsthatarerunwhentherules are violated. Forexampleifthereisapositionaboutspeed,
then the chance that | will vote on itis high unless there’s some brilliant response.



JoshuaGreen Prairie State

Ryan Guy Modesto Junior College Video Recording: | always have a webcam with me. If you would
like me to record your round and send it to you ask me. I'll only do it if both teams want it, and default
to uploadingfiles asunlisted YouTube links and only sharing them with you on my ballot (I'llleave a
short URL that will work once | am done uploading... typically 4n6 URL.com/XXXX). This way no one ever
has to bug me about getting video files.Me:l debated NPDA at Humboldt Statel've coached Parli, NFA-
LD, andalittle bitof BP, IPDA, and CEDA since 2008.1teach argumentation, debate, public speaking, and
avariety ofother COMM studies coursesThe Basics:PostAFFsyouhaverunonthe caselistorl get
grumpy (https://nfald.paperlessdebate.com/)Use speechdrop.netto sharefilesin LD and Policy Debate
roundsNOTE: Ifyouare paperonlyyoushould have acopyforme andyouropponent. Otherwise you
willneed todebate ata slowerconversational pace so | canflow all youredv. arguments. (i'mfine with
fasterevidence reading if | have a copy or you share it digitally)I’m fine with the a little bitof speed in
NFA-LD andParlibutkeepitreasonable or | might miss something.Procedurals/theory are fine but
articulate the abusel preferpolicymaking butl am okay with Kritical positions. Thatsaid, runitwellor|
mightbe grumpy.ldefaultto net-benefitsunless youtellme otherwise Tellme why youwin. General
Approachto Judging:lreally enjoy good clashinthe round.|wantyoutodirectly tearintoeachother's
arguments (with politeness and respect). From there you need to make your case to me. What
arguments stand and whatam I really voting on. Ifatthe end of the round I'm looking ata mess of
untouched abandoned arguments you all have epic failed.Organization is very important to me. Please
road map and tellme where you are going. | can dealwith you bouncing around—if necessary—but
please letmeknowwhere we are headed and where we are at. Clevertag-lines helptoo. Asarule |do
nottime road maps.llike to see humorand witin rounds. Thisdoes notmean you can/should be nasty
or mean to each other. Avoid personal attacks unless there is clearly a spirit of joking goodwiill
surrounding them. Ifsomeone gets nasty with you, stay classy and trustme to punish themforit.Ifthe
tournament prefers that we notgive oral critiques before the ballothasbeenturnedinlwon't. If thatis
notthe caselwillaslongaswearerunningonschedule.I'malwayshappytodiscusstheroundatsome
othertime during the tournament. NFA-LD SPECIFICTHINGS:Files:|would like debaterstouse
www.speechdrop.netforfile exchange. Itisfasterand eatsup less prep. Ifforsome reasonthatis not
possible, | would like to be on the email chain: ryanguy@gmail.com. Ifthere is notan email chain |
would like the speech docs on aflashdrive before the speech. I tend to feel paperonly debate hurts
education and fairessinthe round. If you only use paper | would like a copy forthe entire round so |
may read along with you. Ifyou can't provide this digitally or on paper, you will need to slow down and
speak ata slow conversational pace so | can flow everything you say.Disclosure: I'm a fan of the case list
I think it makes forgood debate. If you are notbreaking a brand new aff it better be up there. Ifitis not |
ammorelikelytovoteon"accessibility"and"predictably" standardsin T.Hereisthe caselistasof2018.
Getyourstuffonit: https://nfald.paperlessdebate.com/Ifyouropponentisanti-case listyou shouldrun
a wiki spec argument on them. | think that teams who chose to not disclose their affirmatives are
abusive toteamswhodo.LD with no cards: Itmightnotbe arule, butl thinkitis abusive and bad for LD
debate. | mighteven vote on theory that articulates that.Specifics:Speaker Points: Other than a couple
offthe wall occurrences my range tends to fallin the 26-30 range. If you do the things in my “General
ApproachtoJudging”section, yourspeakswillbe higher. Topicality: Hey Aff...betopical. Tand other



proceduraldebatesareawesomeifyou canbreakfree oftheboringgenericTdebateswe seemtohear
in every round. I’'m cool with the “test of the aff’approach but please be smart. I'll vote on T, just make
sure you have all the components. | preferarticulated abuse, but will vote on potential abuse if you
don'tansweritwell. munlikely to voteonan RVI. In generallenjoyagood proceduraldebate butalso
love rounds were we get to talk about the issues. That said if you are going for a procedural
argument...youshouldprobablyreallygoforitintheendormoveontoyourotherarguments.Kritiques:
Itendtobe more of afan ofpolicymaking rounds. Thatsaid | willvote onKritical posistions. Please keep
inmind that lhave notread everyauthoroutthere and you should notassume anyoneinthe round has.
Make sure you thoroughly explain your argument. Educate us as you debate. Make sure your alternative
solvesforthe impacts of K.I'm notafan of this memorizing evidence / cards trend in parli. If you don’t
understandacritical/ philosophical standpointenough toexplainitin yourown words, then you might
notwanttorunitinfrontof me.Weighing: Please tellme why you are winning. Pointto the impact level
ofthe debate. Tellme where to lookon my flow. | like overviews and clear votersin the rebuttals. The
ink on my flow (or pixels if 'min a laptop mood)is your evidence. Why did you debate betterin this
round? Do some impact calc and show me why youwon.Speed: | think going a little bitfasterthan
normalconversationcanbe goodfordebate. Thatbeing said; make sureyouare clear,organizedand
are still making good persuasive arguments. If you can’tdo that and go fast, slow down. If someone calls
clear...please do so. If someone asks you to slow down please do so. Badly done speed can lead to me
missing something on the flow. I'm pretty good ifI'm on my laptop, butitis your bad if I miss itbecause
you were going fasterthan you were effectively able to. Side Note on NFA-LD: | getthatthereisthe
speedis “antithetical”’ to nfa-ld debate line in the bylaws. | also know thatalmosteveryoneignoresit. If
youare speakingatarateatrained debaterandjudge cancomprehend | thinkyou meetthe spiritofthe
rule. If speed becomesaproblemin the roundjust call “clear” or "slow." Thatsaid if you use "clear" or
"slow"tobe abusive andthengofastandunclearl mightpunishyouinspeaks. I'llalsolisten and vote
ontheoryinregardstospeed, butl willNEVER stoparound forspeedreasonsinanyformofdebate. If
youthink the otherteam should lose for going fast you will have to make thatargument. Safety:
Ibelieve thatdebate isanimportanteducational activity. I thinkitteaches folks to speak truth to power
andtrainsfolks to be good citizens and advocates forchange. Asajudge | neverwanttobealimiting
factoronyourspeech. Thatsaid the classroomandstate/federallaws putsomerequirementsonusin
terms of making sure that the educational space is safe. If| everfeel the physical well-being of the
peopleintheroundare beingthreatened, |laminclined to stop the round and bring itto the tournament
director.IPDA:'maNPDAand NFA-LDjudgeforthemostpart. EveninIPDAIpreferthatyousignpost
yourarguments and follow logical structure for advantages, disadvantages, contentions, etc. You get 30
minutes prep, you should cite sourcesandprovide me withevidence. Arguments supported with cited
evidence andempirics are more likely togetmyballot. Ingenerall amokay withanythingin IPDA thatl
am okay with in LD and NPDA. Meaning | will vote on procedural arguments, Kritiques, and other debate
theoryifitis run well. 'malso generally okay with alittle speed under the guidelines | provided above.
Ingenerallfollowargumentsonmyflow. Make suretorespondto eachotherbecause adebate without
clash isboring.

HannahHaghighat = Orange CoastCollege Typically,impactcalculusis what|value most. Stock
issuesare keyand lwantthere to be clashinadebate, so make sure you are topical. lalsovalue



speakers who engage with the audience and are immediate in their style of speaking. | expect
debaterstoberespectful ofone another. Thereisnoreasontoberudetoeachother. With partner-to-
partnercommunication, | preferyoupassnotestoeachother. Ifyouneedtospeaktoeachother,make
sureyouarestillbeingrespectfulofthe personwhoisspeaking.lamaTabulaRasajudge. Make sure
youconnectthe dotsformeand make meaningfulconnectionthroughoutthedebate. Be clear,andtell
me why I should vote foryourteam.  Idonotlike speed. Talklike ahuman. Deliveryis partofbeing
persuasive. lamokaywithjargonaslongasitis purposefulandisn'tjustbeing thrownaround without
reason. lunderstand the value of proceduralarguments and believe they are anecessary part of
debate. However,lamopposedtousing proceduralsjusttousethem, particularly whenarguments
don'tmake sense and don'tapplyto the round. Atthe end of the day, | wantto see adebate thatisfun,
clean, and hasclash.

DavidHale East LosAngeles College I'lusetherubricforIPDAasmyguide. lexpectthe
debaterstounderstandthe expectationofthetournamentasitrelatestoboundry. Anythingelse...1
guessl'limakeacallwhenlseeanissue? (IPDA)Strategiesthatseemtoalignwithabitofsell

ratherthanahyperfocused linebyline.l'llexpectstudentsto adjustbasedontheirneeds.lhave a
highschool level ability to process speed but probably won't be heavly flowing the case.

DougHall Casper College | am looking for a solid argument, clear logic, evidenced based
messaging, and a room free from hostility. | will listen to procedural arguments but am not
predisposed to vote for them. They MUST BE well placed and linked clearly. | need to hear
VERY clear violation, standards, and voters to even consider voting for a procedural argument. If
a Kiritik, | need to hear a real link to the resolution or aff case. Also, if your Kritik smells at all like
a project K or prewritten speech, | will drop you immediately. More than anything, | want you to
enjoy the round, make impassioned logical arguments, and do what you do best.

Wade Hescht Lone Star College - North Harris

AmyHileman Northern Virginia Community College  Good arguments well explained Be nice Fairly
openbutdonotoverusedebate jargon. Debate should be accessible andwellexplainedtoall. No
speeding

M'Liss Hindman TylerJuniorCollege Clarityofargumentsandhowwelltheylinktowhathasbeen
saidintheround. lalsolike overallorganizationtobeclear.  Politenesstooneanotherandgood
sportsmanship.lamratheropento mostargumentsbutdon'tprefer”squirrel"cases. | do not like
excessive speed or jargon. | prefer good communication skills.

DewiHokett Palomar College

Fallon Hopper Competed for Lone Start College Kingwood/San Jacinto College All debaters should
be respectfuland studentsandjudgesareinvolvedinaneducateddebate. | liketosee goodclash
and supportineachargument. lwillentertaintopicalityargumentsaslongastheyarenecessaryand
not usedasafillerfornegativearguments. | expectstudentstorespecttheiropponents while
having a knowledgeable debate. There is no need to speed through argumentation. | do not like
spreading. The purpose ofdebateistoeducate oneanother. |donotlike critiques. | preferthatthe
argumentation hassolidlinkstothe casewithimpacts. Please provide a straightflowinwhichboth
theopponentand judge canfollow. lamperfectlyfine withjargonandtechnicalelements
ofdebate. Debateisan educational/communicationevent.have nointerestinhowmanywords
youspeakinaminute.lam focused on the education and arguments in the round.



PatriciaHughes RioHondoCollege I|preferfun, topicalrounds; with articulated, well warranted
andimpacted case arguments. While lunderstand the beastof competition, thereisnoneedtobe
rude. | willvote down ateamifthey are rude or condescending. There is no need to belittle the other
team; it does not prove your intelligence. Bullying is unacceptable and poor sportsmanlike. When
weighingaround, llookfirstatstockissues, thenweighthe clashontheadvantage vsdisadvantage,
using the judging criteria. | like clear analysis of the functionality of each position (plan/counter
plan/advantage/disadvantage). Simply put, explainhowyourwarrantsleadtoyourimpactsonthe
advantage/disadvantage. Also explainhow yourimpacts happen, and what yourimpacts mean.
Terminalize,butonlyuse nuclearwarormassextinctionifitis actually warranted. On plan/counter
plan,explaineachplank,howthe planfunctions (works),andhowitisgoingtosolvetheissueathand.
Fiatisnotclearanalysis. Counterplans should have a clear explanation of mutual exclusivity.
Permutations should have anew plan textwith both planand counterplan, withanexplanationofhow
they work together. | also have a soft spot for clearly articulated significance arguments. Also, make sure
to call out points of order. I have amoderate tolerance for speed; however, lamnota fan ofit. |
like clear and articulate arguments. | believe speed is a useless tool that is irrelevant to everyday life. Do
notspread or | willdrop the firstteamto spread. | pay close attention to calls of slow/clear/speed. If
anyoftheaboveare called,andtheteamsitis calledagainstdoes notsloworimprove articulation, they
willbedropped.Whenitcomestotheoryarguments, usethemsparingly. Proceduralsare usefultools
whenstockissues are notmetby Aff. Calltopicality and trichotomies when the Affisnotupholding their
primafacia burdens. Donotrun procedural as atime skewtactic, orasan argumentused in every
round. | take the rules of debate seriously. Abusing these arguments will notend well for you. When
running a procedural, | am looking for clear articulation of the violation, standards, and impacted voters;
aswellas counterdefinitions. | do consider RVIarguments; however, they should include counter
standards and voters.

JeannieHunt Northwest College | wantto be able to judge the round with no intervention on my
part. Thatmeans a couple ofthings. You need to establish aframework that | can follow to evaluate
theround. | don’tcare whatthat frameworkis, butl wantone—policy making, critical, big picture, etc.
Thatframeworkis what|willfollow, so please don’t setthe round up asastockround,andthenaskme
to look at the big picture at the end. More importantly, give me something to look at in the end. |
wouldlovetohearsomeimpactanalysis, somereasonstoprefer,somethingtangibleformetovoteon.
Absentthat, Ihave tointervene. Make yourownarguments. Ifyouare speakingfor, orallowing
your partner to speak for you, | am not flowingit. It should be yourargument, not a regurgitation of
whatyourpartnersaid three secondsago. Prompting someone with a statementlike, “gotothe DA”is
fine. Making an argument that is then repeated is not. Because | don’t want to intervene, | don't
appreciate pointsoforder. You are asking me to evaluate the worth ofan argument, which skews the
round in atleasta small way. Additionally, | think | flow pretty well, and | know | shouldn’t vote on new
arguments. lwon't. Ifyoufeel particularly abusedinthe round, and need to make a pointof some sort,
youcan, butas astrategytoannoythe otherteam, orme, itisilladvised. There are no specific
argumentsthat| preferoveranother. | will vote on pretty much anything, and  am game for pretty
much anything. |doexpectthatyou will not subjectyourselfto performative contradictions. Ifyourun
ak, youshouldbe willingtolive inthe round with the same k standards you are askingus to think about.



However, it is the job of the opposing team to point that out... This is true of any theory based
argumentyou choose to run. lamold, which means that | thinkthe 1AC isimportant. If you are not
goingtoaddressitafterthe 1AC, letme know so | don’thave to spend time flowing it.Critical rounds
invite the judge to be a partof the debate, and they bring with them a set of ethics and morals thatare
subjective. | love critical debate, but competitors need to be aware that the debate ceases to be
completelyobjectivewhenthejudgeisinvitedintothediscussionwithaK. Make sure the frameworkis
very specific so | don’t have to abandon objectivity all together. Delivery styles are much less important
tomethanthe quality ofthe argument, butthatdoesn’tmean you should have nostyle. Youshouldbe
clear, structured and polite to everyone in the round (including your partnerifitis team). You can at
leasttake yourhatoffandtuckyourshirtin. Having abad attitude is asbad as having abad argument.
Speedis nota problem ifitis clear.

SasanKasravi DVC 1.Attheendoftheday,alll’'mreally concerned withwhenmakingadecisionis
whatthe largestimpactin the round s, then I'll consider whether | buy that the team who made the
argumentaccessesthatimpact, andifl buy that yourimpactisthe mostimportantandthatithappens,
I'llvote foryou. With thatsaid, | try to intervene asllittle as possible, so itwould be bestif thisanalysis is
givenby youdirectly, ratherthan me having to decide on my own whatthe mostimportantimpactin
theroundis. .lamnotparticularlytraditionalistaboutdecorum. My primary concerns arefirstthat
the debaters are all comfortable, and second that they’re in a position to put forward their best work.
Maybeforyouthatmeansbeing somewhatformaland standingandallthat,and that’stotally cool. But
if you think the quality of your debate is going to be better by you wearing a hoodie and sitting down
while you speak, then | willnothold thatagainst you— certainly notin my decision aboutthe round.

3.1thinkthisisaweird question. | willtellyouwhatarguments I’'mpredisposed AGAINST, and
the only realheads up that | feel | should give is thatl am not particularly a fan of Kritiks. I've voted for
them before, and I'll probably have to vote for them again in the future — I'm just nota big fan. To
explain, forme, itcomes down to two things.Akritik argues that something in the debate I'mjudging
hasrealworldimpactsbeyondthe hypotheticalimplicationswe’re talkingaboutandthatthose should
comefirst. Thatpresents twoissuesforme. Thefirstis thatif I really believe that my vote in this debate
isgoing to create significantimpactsinthe realworld, then I thinkit's reasonable forme tointervenein
how | vote slightly more than | would otherwise, because it’s kind of unfair to tell me that my vote is life
ordeath forreal people inthe real world, but notgive me any autonomy in whether I believe you or not.
Second, Ifindthatmostkritiks have veryweak solvency arguments. More oftenthannot, | don’tbelieve
thatmy vote ina community college debate round is actually going to serve a significantroleinending
capitalism (forinstance). 4.I'm comfortable with these things. My concernis firstand foremost
INCLUSIVITY inthe debate. In otherwords, | will be able to keep up with your speed orjargon, butl
don’tenjoyjudgingroundswhere I feelthatone side lost simply because they weren’tfastenough or
exposedtoenoughtechnicaldebate. | preferthe winnerofthe debate to have strongersubstancein
theirargumentation. So please do me afavorand be inclusive of all of your opponents and the other
judgesthat may be on your panel. But with that said, atthe end of the day | am tabula rasa and will
make my decision based on my flow.



Natalie Kellner Contra Costa College

TylerKline  Saddleback College Mytwobiggestcriteriainroundare clashandimpactcalculus.
While lunderstand the need forprocedural arguments | preferthey be limited to the necessity. The
debate should be on the chosen resolution rather than unnecessary abuse arguments. All claims should
be impactedouttothe highestlogicaldegree, expressthe importance of who, what,and where has
beenimpactedandtowhatdegree. = Theround shouldbe conducted fairly and with civility on both
sides. Forparliamentary rounds lamaccepting of partnerto partnercommunication butitshould be
shortand notdistracting. | will only flow the information given by the assigned speakerbut | do not
appreciate a ventriloquist act. Competitors are expected to act respectfully to each other as well as the
judge. Proceduralarguments shouldonlybe runwhenabsolutely necessary. Ifthereisalegitimate
breach of procedure oran abuse of the rules then the corresponding argumentis warranted. Any
competitorspreading willbe dropped. Speedwillbe metwithanimmediatedrop. | seethe necessity
for jargon but do not just hurl terms at me with no link or explanation.

Jared Kubicka-Miller Santiago Canyon College Bestargumentswin. Don't speak over each
other. Partner communication affects speaker points, but not the win/loss. Topicality is about
ground. Impacts are everything.l do my best to see what speed is within everyone's ability. | have never
found myself voting for the number of arguments. Speed isn'ta replacement for critical thinking.

Chris Langone Oakton CC

Alexis Litzky City College of San Francisco 10 years coaching/judging/directing at San Francisco
State University, now in my fourth year as a full time professor and coaching policy, parliamentary,
and LD debate at City College of San Francisco.

My threshold for argumentation is relatively low: | coach and will vote on any argument that is well
supported and persuasively presented. Excellent warrants and evidence will take you farther than
empty tagline debating. | like topic specific education, but | also like new interpretations of
education and the topic. | love this activity because in many debates | have witnessed | learned
something new about the topic and about the debaters involved.

What does this really mean for debaters?

1 - I try to let the debaters control the interpretation and framework of the debate. Try to be clear
and focused about what you think the criteria or role of the ballot is/should be, and what that
means for me. This is the first question | resolve whenever I'm making a decision.

2 - You should run and go for arguments that you think are germane to the topic and politically
salient for you, not what you think | want to hear. | have literally voted for every "type" or "genre" of
argument, and | wish you would spend less time trying to overly adapt to my judging preferences.

| take judging seriously, and you should know that | approach every debate with the same sense
of importance whether it is a first-time Novice or a 2-year long competition with your favorite rival. |
try to provide as much intellectual and professional integrity as one can, and | hope you do the
same.

This also means that there is no specific bright line that you need to pass on theory for me to vote
for it, or any kind of specific component of an argument that will help you win. There are some
normative standards that always affect judges, like you need to have some sort of impact to win
the debate. But | can’t in good faith say that impacts are always more important that links, but link
debates can be incredibly salient if the neg is making a good solvency press.



3 - | love the flow. Not in an overly fetishistic sort of way, but | definitely take the practice the
seriously. My students think it's weird, and maybe it is. But | love the satisfaction of tracking
arguments throughout the debate. This does not mean that if you drop an argument it'’s over for
you, but you do have to tell me why you decided to spent 6 minutes on framework rather than
answering DA. It's also the primary tool that will help me resolve many debates. Unless, of course,
you tell me why it shouldn’t matter. In which case, | will probably still flow (because I’'m me) but
please don’t take that as an affront to you.

Some thoughts on style:

My background in CEDA/NDT debate means that I'm fine with speed, but there is a limit to how
much | actually think that’s required. People who are trying to sound fast but actually aren’t fast
will not be rewarded. People who are clear, fast, and engaging with the arguments and the other
team will be rewarded. People who actually use the flow and respond to specific arguments will be
rewarded. You're also more likely to win the debate. | particularly appreciate it when debaters
highlight arguments they think will become particularly key or relevant to the debate.

Also, CASE DEBATE CASE DEBATE CASE DEBATE. WHERE DID ALL THE CASE DEBATE
GO!?

Other than that, | have some general love for:
e New ways of understanding the same old business.

Critical interrogation.

Thought experiments.

Surprises.

Debates that inspire and challenge my sense of political engagement.

Hannah Arendt.

Using evidence. | actually like text, and wish we spent more time debating out the

interpretation(s) of text and language rather than racing to a terminal impact that may or

may not have an internal link to your argument. Evidence with warrants is generally a good

idea, you explaining those warrants in the debate is more likely to garner a win than simply

“Extend this person, 2k here.”

o Jokes, smiles, and sassy attitudes. These will get you infinitely farther than rude, brutish,
and hurtful debates. You have the rest of your life to be as serious as you want, use this
unique space and time to enjoy yourself and learn about the topic and each other.

Enjoy yourself, and remember to have fun! It's the weekend and we like to be here!

Blake Longfellow DVC

Daniel Lopez Hartnelll mostly look to impact of arguments/advocacy. Whoever can show the clearest
impacttypically gets my ballot. However, | have no problemevaluatingeach roundand applyingan
appropriate ruling based on procedure, decorum, or any other issue presented as significant. | expect
debate studentstobecivilwitheachother.ldislike yellingandname calling (inallitsvariations). Weare
all here to share ideas. | do have an inclination to social justice, but will not rule solely on those
arguments. ldislike ridiculousend-worldscenarios; everythingdoesnotleadtonuclearwaror4 more
yearsofasittingpresident.|prefermorerealisticarguments. |preferdebate tobe asaccessible as
possible. Arguments should notbe hidden behind a veil of debate tactics. Donot spread in myround,
and always clarify if someone does notknowthe terminology. Proceduralargumentsare adouble-
edged swordinmyroom.lwillintervenewhenunfairtacticsareemployed, butlstronglydislike running
a procedural simply for the sake of running a procedural.



ChrisLowry Palomar College
Bill Lucio Highland Community College

Beth MacDonald Del Mar CollegeWhich side upholds the value better or best establishes &
upholds the criteria.  Assertive, but courteous interactions. FACE THE AUDIENCE/JUDGE, not



opponent. Signpost/Roadmap throughout debate. Extend arguments to end. Voters great. Don't
like FIAT Icanhandleany speed. CLASH and extendarguments throughtoend ofround.

Lisa McNeil EI Paso CommunityCollege

Floyd McConnell San Jacinto College North

Jasmine McLeod Mt.SanAntonioCollege

Sarah Metivier Schadt McHenry County College Structure and Logic, persuasive appeals, no
jargon Civility but don'toverdoiit Idon'thaveaparadigmforlPDA They will receive low

speaker points

ErikMiller  N/A  Clarityandlogic. ljudgebased onmomentum. Whatandwho'sissuesarewe
talking aboutatthe end of the round and have any significant points been sweptunderthe rug by the
opposition.  Absolute politieness and sincere cordiality. No hushed arguing with your partner while
the opposition is speaking, no eye rolling or mocking facial expressions. No yelling. | like impacts,
butingeneralnone. | wantthe speakerstoforget"the flow"and crystalize the debate into voters atthe
end. Speed isn't a problem for me, but you'd better be intelligible. | like theory and definition
arguments, butlam mainly looking for clash and the Aff/Gov to meetaburden of proof. I'mextremely
pragmatic.

ScarlettMiller CasperCollege Argumentationandlogic. lexpect that all debaters willtreat
each other with civility. llistenforsound, logicalargumentation. I'mnotpredisposedto considerany
specificarguments | do notlike speed, butunderstand it's place in the activity. | have extensive
experience in debate, so jargon and technical elements, including procedural arguments, don'tbother
me.

Jacob Montez Las Positas College

Joshua Montez laspositas weightoflogicalpoints Thehighest none dependsonhowwellit
was delivered

LaurenMorgan COLLEGEOFDUPAGE The most important criteria for me is good
argumentation/persuasionthatemploysabalance ofethos, logos, pathosappeals withreasoning.
Oftenindebate, Ifind speakers donotprovide sufficientreasoningto supporttheirpoint. Be surethat
you employ solid reasoning. In parli, use of the weighing mechanismis also paramount; ifitis the
criteria by which you are asking me to judge the debate, then | expect you to use it to show me why
yourpositionbestfulfills the criteriaby which you've asked me tojudge the debate. I expect all
debaterstobe competentcommunicatorsand use decorum. Thereisnoneedtodevolveintoad
hominemattacks, especiallywhenthinlyveiled. Bothverbalandnonverbalcommunication matter.
Ibelieveintrichotomy, sonoteverydebateisapolicydebate andsheeramountofevidence
(cutcards)is notsufficientfor me to vote foryou. lamnotopposed to Targuments, butifitappears
you are running itas a matter or protocol or to turn the debate into the one you would like to have
ratherthantheoneyou've beenprovided, thatwillnotbe in yourfavor. Howyou communicateis as



importantaswhatyou say. I am not a fan of speed/spread nor overuse of technical elements.
Create clash on the topic you've been provided, and debate it.

Nidsa Mouritsen University of Nevada, Reno Substantive argumentation is the most
importantcriteriaforme. It'simportantto me thatyouunderstand and canarticulate your points well,
particularly if you are arguing something unusual. Fordecorumthe onlythingthatreally matters
tomeis that you are courteous to your partnerand opponents. | don'thave a predisposition foror
against any particulararguments. | enjoy fast technical debate, but substance is more important
than being gamesy. So while | think fast debate is fun and challenging, a good, substantive slow debate
is just as valuable to me.

Stephanie Mu Pasadena City College My background has mostlybeenin|E’sbutlamopentoany
argumentyouwanttohaveaslongaseverythingisclear, logical, and respectful. Organizationand
structure are importantas | default to using my flow as basis of judging. | don’t mind being bluntand
directbutbe considerate. Youcanbeassertivewithoutbeingaggressive.Berespectfulofeachother
and mindful of yourrhetoric. lamopentoany strategy/position/argumentthatyoufindimportantas
longas argumentsare clearly articulated and organized.Don’thave anissue with itbut | preferword
choice over speed. Be mindful of speed with fellow debaters and adjust accordingly so that it is
accessible foreveryone in the room. Jargon and technical elements are fine so long as you articulate the
effect/weight it has in round. P.S. have fun!

Douglas Mungin Solano Community College

David Nadolski Oakton Community College = Solidargumentsaswellasorganization ofclash,and
speakingatasane speed. I'mnotahugefanofinappropriate topicalityarguments. INotherwords, run
Tallday...but ONLY if its not whining and is very justified. Otherwise justgetto the debate

Politeness and thatthere be notable talk. This whole "its notmy turn butlll feed my partner
word forword whatto say"isterrible. You can passanote butno ventriloquism.and noKs. lama
leftleaning centristpolitically butlogicwill sway meregardless | say | despise speedbecauselcan't
think of a strongerword. Maybe abhor. Don'tdoit. |am okwith jargonandtechnicaltermsaslongas
they come with a quick definition in case IDK whatit is.

John Nash Moraine Valley |donothave ajudging philosophy. Whatthis meansisthat I typically
onlyjudge IPDA.Youshouldtreatthe round asif youare two people chatting around the dinnertable
discussing different sides of the same issue. Please never tell me “this is why you should vote for me” or
“thisis why I winthis point.” Please keep all debate lingo out of the round. Please make sure thatthe
debate you are runningis notone you have done prior or one that you have a premade case for.
Canned cases will always get you the loss. Have fun and be nice. Be nice and play fair. Do not do silly
thingslikethankthepeanutgallery.  EthosPathosLogos  Never doit!

William Neesenlrvine Valley College  In mostinstances whatyou tellme to look at. Setup what you
think it should be and defendit. Ifleft to my own accord | will be a policy maker.Whatyou need to know
isthatlhavedone/judgeddebate mywholelifeandlhave seemmanydifferentstylesofdebate.IPDAis
adifferentbeastand do nottreatitlike NPDA Be nicetoeach other, thereisnoreasontobeajerk.|



alsoamnotsureweare incourtsowe can be alittle less formal. I hate aff projects thatignore
the topic. | dislike RVIs Speed as a weapon sucks, so go only as fastas otherteam. Technical debate is
fun. IPDA should not have speed or jargon.

Junior Ocasio lllinois CentralCollege Don'tknow  Don'tknow  Don'tknow  Don'tknow

DaveOdasso San Diego Mesa College Ethical Clash. Do notdemean the otherteam or competitor.

Anything noton-case (Topicality, K, etc...) discussed, you will need to persuade me to believe
you, which is not easy. I'm not a novice. However speed is not educational, jargon needs to be
explained briefly, and | discussed "technical elements" previously. Please know that debate is a form of
professional communication and should be performed as such.

Andy Orr College of Southern Idaho My primary criteria revolves around the burdens in
debate. Twosidesjointhe roundalready resolved ontheissue. The affirmative hasthe burden of
proof, and must provide an advocacy. The negative hasthe burden of rejoinder, and must argue against
the affirmative's position. Tomeetthis burden, the negative can eitherdefend the status quo, having
both presumption, ormayadvocate foradifferentchange (asthe affirmative has para-metricized the
resolution).My primaryroleistolistentothe arguments presented and determine iflam persuadedto
supportorrejectthe resolution. Thus, afterburdens, I willlook to the on-case stockissues. The only
stockissuethatisadefaultvoterisinherency. Ifthe statusquois alreadyaddressing the problem, then
thereisnoreasontopreferthe plan. Disproving harms and significance are atbestmitigations. If you
winthose arguments, there stillisnoreasonnottovoteforthe plan. Solvencyand advantages mustbe
turned tobecome voters. You'llneed to prove the plan causes the opposite effect. Howeverifyou
mitigate eitherofthese, you'll need to pairit with adisadvantage or counter plan to give me areason
nottotrythe plan.Nextllook to off-case positions, including topicality and critiques. These musthave
good structure andbe complete init’s construction (I won’tfillin the blanks foryou regarding warrants
and jurisdiction). Additionally any off case argument needs a clear under-view when it is presented (not
justin the rebuttals) indicating how it fits into the round, and how | should consider itin my vote. |
prefer rebuttals based on debate theory to be the first counter/refutation against an argument. In
essence, they are a reverse voting issue (you should reject this argument on face based on this theory),
and donoteasilyfitintoaline-by-line. Take afew moments and tell me the theory story, then (justin
caseldon'tbuyit)getinto actually refuting the argument. As a communication instructor, | believe
the purpose of this activity is to prepare students to critically think and engage othersinameaningful
way. Ergo, students should deliver arguments clearly and with at a rate that emphasizes
communication. | am convinced that a fewer, well-developed arguments can prove to be more
persuasive than a larger quantity of thinly-constructed arguments. Furthermore, students should
addressargumentpartsindividually ratherthangroupingduringthe constructive speeches. Thefinal
rebuttals are the appropriate place to provide summary voters to address the important issues
advancedin constructive speeches. I have no preference interms of philosophical, theoretical, or
empiricalarguments aslongasthey containthe three partsto make themanargument. Be sure that
each partis present: claim, warrant, conclusion (impact). Use this strategy: a. | say...... b. because...... C.
andthismeans... On Policy & FactDebate:Fororganization, sign postyourtaglines, and give your



citationagainatthe end ofthe card. Thatwaywe knowyou havefinished quotingmaterial. Avoidoral
prompting as much as possible. | consider it to be rude and disrespectful toward your partner.
Additionally, partofthisactivityislearningtoworkasateamanddependingonanotherpersonforyour
success. This is an essential skill in life and you would never use verbal prompting in a business meeting,
salespitch, orpolitical speech. Ergo, itreallyhasnoplaceinanactivity designedto createin students
thoseskills. OnValue Debate:Valuedebateisbydefinition,ametaanalysis ofatopic. Thefirstlevel of
thatdebate is the overarching value. Students should presentand defend a value that has been carefully
chosen to have anon-absurd and debatable counter value e.g. capitalism vs. socialism and notfreedom
vs slavery (forces the opponent to be morally repugnant). Wonderful debates can occur on by debating
valuelevel, buttheyrarelywillwinthe debate because people (smarterthanus)havediscussedthese
forgenerationsand we stillhave no certain truths. Criteriaare the nextlevel ofthe metadebate. Again
we could have awonderfuldiscussiononthe meritsofactutilitarianismvs. the categoricalimperative,
but it would not settle the issue, nor would it persuade the judge on either side of the resolution
(although you canwin around by defaultifyour opponentis notable to effectively articulate theirvalue
orcriterion). Criterions are mostusefuliftreated separately as atestofyourcontentionsratherthana
policy-type mechanismfortesting (achieving)the value. Your contentions are the realheartofthe
debateand shouldbethe mainfocus. Claim,warrant,and conclusionareessentialtoeveryargument
and can be contested on each orevery one ofthose tenants. The key in value debate is to provide
contextaftergiving yourargumentas to how itaffects the criterionand proves your case & value. |
would find it difficult to vote for a kritik in general, and it would be extremely unlikely in a value round.
First, there is already so much to coverin a limited amount of time; | don’t think one can do the kritik
justice (in otherwords, | am not often convinced of their educational/rhetorical value because we
simply donothave enough time to reach thatgoal). Thatbeing said, ifthereisanin-round instance
promptinga performative kritik, I think there can be a directlink made toeducation and the ballotbeing
usedasatool. Second, these arguments by theirnature avoid the proposed topic. Thus, they skew
preparation time when run by the affirmative and are seemingly a method of last resort when put
forward by the negative. Moreover, in a value debate, a kritik provides no ground (or morally
reprehensible ground) on which to make a countercase. Thus, the only way to rebuttalistoargue
against the philosophical grounding (which leads to a muddled debate at best) or the alternatives which
makesitade-factopolicydebate (andiscontrarytothe purpose of valuedebate). My role is to
selectthe bestdebater(s)in the round, notthe mostcleaver, fastesttalker(s). Thus, "dropping"an
argumentis notanindependentvotingissue forme. Ifthe opposition hasbeennon-responsive, you
mustargue the pointand explain the relevancetothe round. Iwillnotpunish ateam simply because
they were "spread" out of the round; don't be afraid to actually debate the issues!

JenPage Cypress College
Kelsey Paiz Chabot College
JustinPerkins Cypress

Rolland Petrello Moorpark College  Onceuponatimelsaidthatlwasatabularasajudge. Thenasl
gotolderlrealizedthatformethisisanimpossible standard. lamunwillingtoabandonmy knowledge



orcommon sense inevaluating adebate —especiallyintoday's world ofalternative facts. lamafirm
believerthatthe topicis whatneeds to be debated (especially in a setting where youhave ahand in
choosingthetopicyoudebate). Thatsaid, |believe thatthere are manytypesof claims and ifyou want
to debate policy exclusively then strike the non-policy topics. As an adjudicator, | consider myself a critic
ofargumentratherthan ascorekeeper. Let'sbe honest; notallargumentsare created equalandjust
because someonedropsanargumentdoesn'tmeanthatyouwin theroundautomatically. Ifyou want
me to vote on anargument, explain why your position is the mostimportantone in the round vis a vis
theotherarguments. While debate isa contestationofideasanditcangetheatedintellectually, that
does notmeanitshould notbe civil. Ifitbecomes hostile orad hominemin nature, then your speaker
points willreflect my disdainforthatstyle. Thisis notanarbitrary ornegotiable choice. AsaDirectorof
Forensics | view one of my roles as safeguarding this activity for future generations. This means that our
activity needs the support of administrators. Ifl would notfeel comfortable showing adebate toan
administrator forfear of their reaction, then itis a debate that is doing a long term dis-service to our
community. | am open to most sound arguments. That said, there are arguments that | have
concernswith and you should knowwhattheyare:1. Kritiks - | have voted on kritiks - some that | liked
and somethat|hated, butveryfew. Theones|preferare very specifically linked to the argumentation
inthe round and the topicitself. Additionally, I find mostK's to be very poorly explained. Never count
onmetobe as versedinthe litas you are when you've researched it specifically for the purpose of
runningitinaround. Ifldon'tunderstand it, then you didn'texplain itwellenough.2. I[dentity Politics -
Thisisaveryrisky propositioninfrontof me foranumberofreasons. First, | find these argumentstobe
more exclusionary thaninclusive forotherdebatersin the round. Second, itrequires me to evaluate
yourexperience and usually the premiseis thatlamnotina position to do so because of my identity.
Third, the validation of personal narrative is very difficultin the context of the limited time of a debate
round. Interms of what | like - |did NDT and CEDA inthe mid '80's. Asaresultlamanold school
traditionalist. | think the stock issues are stock issues fora reason. Additionally, since | spentfour years
asa 1N, llove agood case debate and think it is not only the most practical application of critical
thinking skillsin a debate round, itisalostart. 1don'tjudge enoughdebate to flow like | once could,
butlamalso notahouseplant. If | can'tkeep up with you I will verbally indicate itand then itisup to
you whether to respond to that notice or not. | do notlook kindly on speed for speed's sake and will
judge your speed based on how necessary | perceive itwas. |look even less kindly on speed as solely a
strategictoolagainstslowerdebaters. Tome, thatis avoiding the debate out of your own fearand
ultimately misrepresents what debate should be to the outside observers that we need. Anything else,
feel free to ask me pre-round.

AmandaPettigrew  Moraine Valley |donothave ajudging philosophy. Whatthis meansisthat|

typically only judge IPDA. You should treat the round as if you are two people chatting around the

dinnertablediscussingdifferentsides ofthe sameissue.Please nevertellme “thisiswhyyoushould

vote forme” or“thisiswhy | win this point.” Please keep all debate lingo out of the round. Please make

sure thatthe debate you are runningis notone you have done priororone thatyou have a premade

case for. Canned cases will always get you the loss. Have fun and be nice. Be nice and playfair.
EthosPathosLogos Do not useit!



ThuyPham  Mt. San Antonio College

HillaryPhillips College of the Canyons

TylerPierce Casper College While I have enough debate experience to be totally ok with jargon,
procedural, and theory based arguments, I mostly value effective communication and solid
argumentation. I don’t look for anything in particular, I just want solid clash and compelling
delivery and argumentation. Basically I want to see you do whatever it is that you do best.”

ScottPlambek San Diego Mesa College When evaluatingdebate, | value clear, enthusiasticdelivery
that is well-tailored to the audience. Additionally, | value a balanced approach to persuasion, that
embodies Ethos, Pathos and Logos (rather than the purely logic-driven approachestodebate). | expect
debaters to treat their team members and competitors with respect. In my opinion, there is no
justification fortreatinga competitor poorlyduringaround.  lamnotfamiliarwithadvanced debate
strategies andtactics. So, many ofthese would be ineffective while lamjudging, unless they are
explained clearly withinthe round. | am not familiar with advanced debate jargon. So, overly
technical approaches to debate/persuasion are unlikely to benefit competitors.

SheranaPolk OrangeCoastCollege |amlookingtosee whichteamupheldtheirburdensthebest.
Therefore, Ithinkthateachteamshouldbe clearinthe beginning oftheir presentationaboutwhatthey
needtodoinordertowin thedebate. Afterwards, | look to see if theirarguments did the best job at
upholdingtheirburdensandpointing outflaws andinconsistencies withthe otherteam. lalsoamafan
of stock issues. Therefore, if you are running policy then lam looking to see a discussion of advantages
vs.disadvantage. Ifyouarerunningavalue debate than | actuallywantbothteamsto discussavalue
anddothe job of connectingthe value to every singleargument. If youare running afactdebate than
make sure that you have sufficientand substantial arguments to prove your side accurate.

Debaters should be respectful and cordial with one another. If students are rude that will
definitely costthemspeakerpointsand possiblyeventheround. Thisactivity shouldhighlightthebest
of ourselves. So be assertive, be considerate, and have fun. Partner-to-partner communication is fine.
Make sure thatitis nottoo excessive. If you keep interrupting your partner than | feel that you don't
trustyour partnerand therefore | don't know if | should trustyour partner. Also, | only flow the person
who hastheflooris saying. Therefore, ifitneeds tobe on my flow make sure the person whose time to
speakisactuallythe one makingthe argument. llike clash. Iwantbothteamstoengage inthe debate
and really analyze the arguments that were made by their opponents. In each argument that is
presented | want clear and accurate evidence that supports the positions that you are making and | want
you to impact your arguments out. Whatdo | or the community atlarge getif | vote for your side?
Really walk me through the resultsof youridea. Ultimately, lamwillingtolistentoanypositionaslong
asitis clearly and thoroughly explained, thatitexplicitly links to the resolution, thatitis impacted out,
and that it simply makes sense. For|IPDA | abhorspeed, jargon, and technical elements. IPDA is not Parli
and it should not be treated like Parli. Therefore, speak in a normal conversational tone, present
evidence, and havethoughtfulargumentsthatare wellexplainedand connectbacktoyourside of the
topic. acompetitor who treats an IPDA round as justsingle person parli will be less likely to win my
ballots. ForParliand NFA-LD, lamnotafanofspeedeither. Ineedtobe able tounderstand youandif
you are going too fast then | am less likely to catch everything on my flow. If my flow is missing
arguments than | may miss the crucial argument that would lead to vote for your side. | will clear
competitors who are going too fast. If | clear you and you stillhave decided notto adjust your speed



then you will lose the round. Competitors can also clear each other if you think that others are going
toofastaswell. If competitors don'tadjusttheir speaking style thenrunanargumentonit. Asfaras
jargonandtechgoeslamopentolistentoanyargumentwithanylabelingthatthe competitor wantsto
provide. Justclearly explain andlinkeach argumentbackto the resolution. lamnotahugefanofK's
simply because the vast majority of them are not explained well, does not link at all to what is
happeningintheround, andis justa cheap ploy to getoutofdiscussing theissue. SoifyourunaK
make sure thatit really connects to what is happening inthe round and make sure thatitis explained
well. For T debates lamdownto listentothem. | don'tthink that T's must have articulated abuse in
orderforthe T tofunction. If Govteam mis-defined the round, even ifit still gives debatable ground to
the opp, | will still vote in favor of the T. However, if the T is ran just to use up time | become very
unsympathetic to the opp and itmay be more challenging to win my ballot. | like CP's butmake sure
that they arenon-topical.

MiguelPorfirio DelMarCollegelsthere clash? Ordotheyjustruntopicalityarguments.lwas
taught thatthereisalwayssomethingtodebate. Keepthingsnice
andcivil. Who's plan has the mostsolvency Speedisokas
longasyouslowdownyourtaglinesandarticulate yourwords. IfIcan't hearwhatyou're saying,
thenwhatyou're telling meisthatyou don'tcare about yourargumentand neither should .

ErikaPortillo El Paso CommunityCollege

Jeff Przybylo Harper Clearargumentation. Eloquence matterstomeinallformsofdebate. Treat
each otherwithrespect. Well reasoned and supported arguments. Forthe mostpart,lam
anlEjudgeandcoach. |judgeabouttenparliroundayearand 10 IPDArounds. lunderstandtherules
andjargon forthe most part. If you wantto debate "debate"you are goingtolose me. Ifyou MUST
make technical arguments about the debate-- make them, be clear and move on.

ReedRamsey DVC 1. The short of it is | am a policy maker who evaluates impacts first and
foremost, butl stillexpectthe debate tohave good warrants/evidence forjustificationofarguments. If
you compare impacts through a nuanced calculus your odds are much higher for picking up my ballot. |
tend to vote for the team who makes medolesswork 2. Myonly expectationforproperdecorumis
thatyoutreateachotherwithrespect. 3.lampredisposedtolistentothings suchas: Disadvantages,
counter plans, Topicality/theory arguments,and criticisms. 4.Forthe technicalside ofthedebate |
anticipate youbeingable toidentify arguments, butl Do notwantyou to make jargonand crutch. The
thing | evaluate more than anything are practical breakdowns of argumentsand applyingthemas
specificas possible. Speedis okay forme, butlamafirmbelieverthatyou can make justas many
concise arguments at a slower rate.

SalimRazawi Las Positas College

ZachRosen Saddleback College Persuasivenessofargumentation. Any competitor can speakaat
ahighrate orinvoke atheoreticalargument. Very fewdebaters qualify theirchoices, however, and
fewer stillactively attempt to persuade the judge to agree with their position as opposed to simply
stating thattheiropponentiswrong. Tobe cordialandprofessional. Thereisnoroomorneedtoact



inanyothermanner. |ampredisposed to vote againstarguments like topicality orkritiks when not
adequatelyjustified by the debaterinvokingit. Whenitcomesto structuralarguments |do notbelieve
intabla rasa. There is no evidence in either cognitive or cognitive neuroscience that such a state exists,
even atbirth, in human beings (contrary to Rousseau’s writings) If the technical argument is justified and
you can PERSUADE me of such, I'll vote on them.There is no consistent definition amongst coachesin
terms ofthe lexical definition of most of the terms thatare grouped underjargon. Unless youwantme
to impose my particular definition of aterm, define itand define it well. Orbetter yet, don’tuse itasa
crutch.l will strike any arguments from my flow that are given ata rate of higherthan 150 WPM (Ifl
thinkyou’re speeding, Iwillactivelytime youtodiscernifthisis the case atthe expense ofdocumenting
your arguments).

David Rosnovjak Harper College
Jessica Samorano LasPositasCollege
Jessica Ashley Samorano LasPositasCollegeLPCN/A° N/A  N/A N/A

HalSanford SantaRosadJuniorCollege For me, stockissues are the mostimportant criteria.
Affirmative's failure to presenta prima facia case is problematic, as is notdemonstrating by a
preponderance of persuasion the motive (harm),blame(inherency),plan, and solvency/advantage.
Viable counterplans should presentanon-topical, forced choice, notbeingperm-able. Be polite.Do
notbelittle orinsult. Partnercommunicationisfine, butlonly flow words fromthe recognized speaker.
Again, be nice! Remember, there is always somebody meaner and smarter than you who would love to
avengetheirfriendwhowas humiliated by arude competitor. Do youwantthatkarma, seriously?! Just
be nice.Relevantand well-structured arguments with real world examples are always nice. Weighing of
opposing positions through the lenses of probability, timeframe, and magnitude is also a winning choice.
Finally, a word of caution to those who plan on running critiques: Make critiques relevant to the
resolution, the opponents' case, orboth. Be smartaboutthis. In debate, thereisaresolution. Itisthe
focus of the debate, not a debater's personal agenda, which can be beautifully expressed in any number
ofindividualevents. IPDA should be ata conversationalrate. NFA-LD rules say speed is antithetical
tothe event, buteverybody seemstoignore the rules. Hmmm. Parliis oftenfast. Bottomline: ifeither
loranopponentsays"clear"(meaning youare notenunciatingwell)orspeed (meaningyouare talking
toofast), I strongly suggestyouheedtheirrequest,ormine. Asfarasjargongoes, explainittomesol
know you know what you're doing. Explainthe "perm," telling me thatboth the counterplan and plan
canberunwithoutnecessitating aforced choice, arequirementofaviable counterplan. Technical
elements are mostimportantin parliand in NFA-LD. Please structure arguments and provide warranted
arguments. If you are running a topicality challenge, | want the word(s)being challenged, your
interpretation ofwhatthatwordorphrase shouldbe, theopponent'sviolatinginterpretation, standards
that support your interpretation, and voters (a priori, fairness, education, etc.)

Annie Sauter Harper College I'm primarily an |.E. judge, but here's my debate spiel. As speakers,
we must pride ourselves on being effective communicators. That being said, I'm not used to speed. |
don't favoritone bit, and I find it extremely hard to follow. Anyone can talk fast. What | care about is
how



well you are relaying your ideas and your argument. | pay close attention to your also weighing
mechanism. When yousetupaclearweighingmechanismandsuggestitascriteriaforhow I should
evaluatethe restdebate, that'swhatI'mmostlikelytodo. Debate the thing you're actually supposedto
bedebatingabout. Clashisfun. Clashiskey. Ireally value organization, and I don'tmind ifyou tellme
exactlywhereyourargumentshouldgoontheballot. |appreciate cordial, kind debaters who are able
toread theirjudge/fellow competitors and adjust their speaking style. | donotfavor teams who are
condescending, aggressive, or tell me what to do. If you're presenting a sound argument, you shouldn't
feelcompelledtoboss me around. Iflexperience this, orwitness ANY lack of respecttowards your
fellow competitor, expectan unfavorable ballot.I'm mostlikely to listen toand considerthe argument
thatpresentsthe mostimpacts. However, | should mentionthatlfindreally unrealisticdisads abitsilly
(e.g.We shouldn'tconvince companiesto investin wind energy because eventually turbines will
becomerobotsandtakeoverthe ENTIRE EARTH!Bleep-Blorp).Butreally, Realworld consequencesare
mostlikelygoingtomakemelistenand consideryourargument. | don't like jargon, but if you
throwoutjargon, backitup.Jargonitselfisnotenough. Take thetimetoexplainthelingoandelaborate
abitonwhyitapplies.Lastly, thisissupposedtobefun. Relax!' Youare awesome. Ifyou're having fun,
so aml.

WilliamSchubert Las Positas College N/A- N/A NA N/A

JohnSchultz Tallahassee = The mostimportantfacetofthe roundisthejudging criteria. All of your
argumentsshould connectbacktothat. Arguingaboutotherphilosophicalelementsofthe opposing
team is misdirected energy. Also, don't simply summarize in your rebuttal. If you want to win the
round, the rebuttal should be bulletitems to support that. Have fun and be respectful of each
other. ljudgeinaholisticmanner. As|said above, pay attentiontothe JC. | expectdirectclashon
pertinentissuesintheround. Give mearoad map of where youintendtogoineachofyourspeeches.
I'malsoafan of highlighting fallacies of argumentationin youropponent's case. Notafan of speed.
Communicators who are persuasive,clean, and organized usually win my rounds. Speedkills. More is
notalwaysbetter. Ifyou spread and the otherteamsdrops points, ithas little bearing forme. Jargon
andtechnical elements are fine, but make sure you explainitall. Ask me if youhave any other
questions.

Shanna Shultz Sound argumentation is the starting point for any good debate; depth of
analysisisrewardedover"quantity" ofcleverattemptedargument.Inotherwords, depthoverbreadth
ispreferred.lenjoyhearingnewtypesofargumentsand case studiesapplied throughoutthedebate,
evaluating various applications of policy or philosophy to diverse settings. The ancient art of
civilityisthe foundation ofdiscourse. |expectfordebaters tobe firmandresolute butrespectfulaswell
asgraciouslisteners. Itendto prefer"real world" mpx calcs over technical mpx but | weigh them
both.|donotentertainargumentsthatare wellknown and developed (e.g. eco-femks orpolitics da)
that become justlingo on the flow without the actual work of extending and refutation. If you don't
have the time to run a complex argument (even it's well known in the community), thendon'trun it
[[looking at Ksin NFALD]]. I can keep up with speed and jargon, butbelieve that publicdebate
should be accessible to all audiences. It's the speaker's responsibility to make sure | am catching all their
arguments - | do my bestto keep up with everything, but | default to the speakers to tell me what |



should know. I have no explicit bias against or for technical elements as | recognize that all organizations
develop standards of competition. I'm here for it all!

ErinShadrick Casper College Be fair, be logical, use evidence to support your claims. I'm fine
with any kind of arguments.

TaureannaShimp Modesto Junior College

KacyStevens COLLEGE OFDUPAGE | will listento every argument a debater presents. However, as
muchas Itry, | dofind itdifficult to divorce myselffrom my knowledge of fallacious argumentation.
Thus, Itendtofocus onlogical links and howthey tie back to the weighing mechanism ofthe round. If
therearelinkstonuclearwarorotherhyperbolicscenariosthatare easily broken, lamunlikelytovote
on such unrealisticimpacts, especially if they have been delinked. IPDA should be dramatically
differentthan parli. When a debaterturns an IPDA round into a parliround, | am likely to vote for the
OTHER debaterin the round. Delivery, organization, and ethos matter significantly more in IPDA than in
parli.  Ihighlyvalue courteousand respectfuldebate in both parliand IPDA. | believe stronglyinthe
ideathatone of the majordistinctions betweendebate argumentation and "verbal fighting"is the high
degree of respectdebaters showeachotherinand outofrounds. Ethos hasits place indebate and
respecttoothersdoesimpactethos. I strongly believeinthe distinction betweenfact, value,andpolicy
resolutions. The burdens for each are vastly different and require teams to focus the debate in
drastically differentways. | hold true to the idea that setting up a case using the correct ‘resolutional’
typeisaburden ofthe governmentteam. Speed sometimes occurs, but should not be relied upon.
| willmake it clearwhen the speed becomes so quick that | can no longer flow the debate by simply
putting my pen down. It should be a clear nonverbal indicatorto every debaterthatlam no longer
flowing the debate because of speed, and therefore will not vote on the arguments thatare noton my
flow. However, | will pick back up my pen and continue flowing when the speaking rate becomes
reasonableenoughtoflow. lalsobelieve thatspeedimpacts credibility. While debate relies heavily
upon logos, ethos and pathos should not be ignored. Beyond speed, | also highly encourage debaters to
use strong organization including, tag lines, roman numerals, capital letters, etc. Labeling and numbering
argumentsisoneofthe easiestwaystoensure thatbothteamsandthejudge(s)areonthesamepage.
Jargonalone doesnotmake anargument;adebater's explanation ofthejargon makesanargument.
Jargonalonewillneverbevotedonbyme.lexpectdebaterstoexplainwhythejargonissignificantto
the round and howit should impact my voting. Technicalities can matterbutonly if the debater(s)
impact out why the technical elements have a bearing on the round itself. Procedural arguments are a
partof debate fora reason but should not be relied upon solely to win rounds. If procedurals are
present, debaters should feel free to runthemand IMPACT them, butnot force them to work.

Neal Stewart Moorpark College | evaluate IPDA, like any other event, on a combination of

contentanddelivery. Debaters shouldtreat opponents, judges, and audience members with respect.
Feelfree to make any argumentyou feel can be persuasively explained to alay audience.
Speed, jargon, and technical elements should be appropriate to alay audience.

TylerStewart Lower Columbia College, University of Nevada-Reno Idon'twanttosee maximized
magnitude with no attention to propensity for the bad effects to happen. High magnitude with no



probability to happen will not see my vote.I'm fine with critiques but prefer policy debate. | loathe
topicalityarguments butifthere is alegitimate concern about trying to worm yourway out of trying to
debate the opposing team on good terms | will side with the team arguing for topicality violation.

Don'tbe snarky, degrading ofopponentsorschool/major. Don'ttalk overyourpartner. Ifyour
opponentsneedclarificationonanargument, pleasegiveittothem. I'mbiasedin favor ofleftwing
ideasbuthonestly lwould notbank onthatbias saving apoorly thought outargument. lonly disclose
thisbiasbecauseitwould be unrealistictobelieve thatmy biaseshave no effecton my voting. Idonot
asarule disregard any argument someone wishes to make on the basis of personal disagreement with
the plan or critique. Give me one ortwo (maxthree) well thoughtoutarguments thathave support for
high probability of impacts. For critiques | don't really care how strictly one sticks with particular
literature. Itwould be best if you can take a complicated and in depth value analysis and make it
digestibleforasmanypeopleaspossible. Havinggooddefinitions setupwillhelpwiththat.don'tmake
blanket statements about groups orideologies. | want specific arguments againstdata analysis, values
and policyimpactsnot"Xgroupisbad"or"they’reemulatingY groupwhichisbad". =~ Neverspeed!|
usedtodoitbuthave sincerealizehowcompletelyuselessofskillitis. Itcircumventshavingtoactually
debate wellthoughtoutpointsbydrowningopponentsinaseaofargumentationanditactivelypushes
outpeoplewithhearingdisabilitiesorspeechimpairments.Asforjargon, sincel'vebeenoutofdebate
foracouple years now | may not be familiar with new terminology and it's my personal belief thatifan
argument can be made more accessible and easily understood by people unfamiliar with debate, then
it's going to be more persuasive overall.Off the top of my head the only technique | can't stand isa
topicality time suck. Ifyou believe youropponenthasmisinterpreted theresolutionandthathas made
the debate unfair, that is the only argumentI'm going to listen to. Atthat point | don't care about any
otherargumentsanddroppingatopicalityisaninstantloss. Saying youropponentisbeingunfairand
needs to be punished with a loss will have to be your only argument yourteam makes.

JoshSunderbruch  Harperllookforconsistencyinargumentation.lexpectlogicalconnectionsto
be made with eloquence and withoutrequiringinterventiononmy part.lexpectdebaterstoremember
thattheyare engagedinan educationalactivity thathas its basis in the oratoricaltradition. Debaters
should be courteous, thoughtful, and committedto the eventasaneducational space. |willconsider
almostanyargumentifitiswell-constructed. Forexample, I will vote onwell-argued procedurals, butl
will also vote against them as a reverse-voting issue when warranted and when urged to appropriately. |
will vote forcomplex philosophicalarguments thatare applied well, but I will notintervene on behalf of
some conventionbecauseadebatetheoristsaidlshouldinajournal. lexpectcounterplanstobe both
counter-resolutionaland competitive,and | see maybe one well-run counterplanayear.Ingeneral, |
resistthe ideathatthere is a single proper form of debate and that unwritten rules do the work for the
debaters--instead, | expectthe necessary argumentation to take place in the round. How do you
evaluate speed, jargon, and technical elements?l will notflow speed and will simply drop my pento
indicateasmuch.lamokaywithjargonwhenitisaccurately used, butitisnota replacementforimpact
analysis. Technicalelements, likewise, havetheirplace. | love well-runtechnical meta-debates.
However, | havelittletolerance forcompetitors running aspects ofdebate thattheydonotunderstand,
orexpectingthatoneformofdebate (i.e. IPDA)willconformtothe rules orconventions of anotherform
of debate (i.e. CEDA) just because.



SeanThai University of Nevada, Reno The mostimportantthing Ilook forin debate is strong
access to the impacts via the standards debate. The better the links the better your chances to win are.
Of course, this has to be contexualized via the facts that the your links should be resolving your
uniguenessclaims,andthatyourlinks have someexplanatory powerforhowtheyresolveimpacts,
especially specificimpactscenarios.  lhavelittleexpectationsofdecorumfromdebaters. Thebare
minimum that | require is simply that we be courteous and accepting to all people, and take into
account all theirneeds and accessibiltiy requests. I have little predisposition for strategies. |
evaluate everything largely on the flow. | excel attechnical debate. | evaluate technical debate, speed,
and jargon with no bias or predisposition.

KyraTillmans Las Positas College Logic Beclassy International POV If you can
deliveratechnicalargumentwith limited tonojargon, you're doingagood job. Ifyou're going too fast
and | can't understand you, you're missing the point.

Stephanie Todd Chabot College I debated and judged at San Francisco State University,
was the ADOF at CSU Fullerton and am now the DOF at Chabot College. Most of my
experience is in policy debate, but I have also judged/coached some parli and NFA-LD as
well.

I was a K/performance debater, but this impacts the way I like arguments explained
much more than the type or style of argument I prefer to evaluate. I will always vote for
a well explained argument that is fully warranted over the line by line. AKA, I frequently
vote for teams who are winning the fundamental thesis of their argument over teams
who are winning minor drops on the flow. I will give leeway to drops on the flow if you
are winning your central claims and doing a good job of impact analysis. If you plan to
win on minor drops in front of me, you had better impact them well and go all in on
them.

I enjoy a good, specific K debate where a complex theory is both clearly explained and
applied strategically. I enjoy an alternative that does more than simply "reject the team"
and love debaters who can tell me what the world looks like post-alt. I enjoy a well
applied, smart disad debate with real world scenarios and clear, coherent links to the aff.
I enjoy and miss the lost art of the case debate and think that it's an excellent strategy
against any style aff. I enjoy an interesting framework debate on both ends of the
spectrum, however you should know that if you want to use FW or T as a round-winning
argument you would do best to treat it like a disad with a clear impact. Otherwise I think
framework and topicality are great strategies to pin the aff to a specific advocacy to
garner links in the debate. I enjoy a well developed policy-focused affirmative. I enjoy
affirmatives that include performance, style and alternative methodologies. Pretty much,
I enjoy good debate.

I'd say my biggest dislike or pet peeve is when debaters use theory arguments to avoid
engaging the arguments from the other team. If you are going to go for theory at the end
of the debate, I need a clearly explained impact scenario and why this means the other
team should lose the entirety of the debate. I'm very sympathetic to “reject the arg, not
the team.”

I'm fine with cross talk and partner communication so long as one partner does not
dominate the conversation or consistently talk over the other. If that becomes an issue, it
will certainly affect your speaker points and may affect my decision.



A note on speed: I am fine with speed however I believe that many debaters in our
community would benefit from slowing down a bit, not just in rate of delivery but in
overall organization of their thoughts/arguments/etc. A well explained central argument
is more important than hitting every single piece of the flow or overwhelming your
opponents with repetitive cards. Likewise, I believe many debaters could benefit from
some sort of overview or round framing argument in their speeches, especially in the
rebuttals. In debates where neither team is giving me a clear view of how I should
evaluate the round, what I should prioritize or how I should weigh impacts, I will
generally default to the team who I feel is most persuasive from a rhetorical perspective.

I like fun debates, debaters who have fun, smart strategies and well developed
arguments, no matter the "style". I look forward to watching you do your thang!

GrantTovmasian Rio Hondo College The most important criteria for me is logical
consistency. lwillavoidintercedingonanyone'sbehalfuptoapoint. Please rememberthatalthoughl
approachtheround asimpartialas|can, thatdoesnotnegate thetruth, I stillam aware which country|
liveinand whois the presidentandkilling puppiesis wrong (also kicking them, and justviolence in
general, Ifrownupon) |lexpectalldebaterstoremaincordialand professionalthroughoutthe round.
Thedecorumisimportantsoasnottoisolate oroffendanystudent. Debate albeitadversarialinnature
should be based on arguments and not a personal attack and as such, each student should perceive this
as asafe place to expressideas and arguments. | prefergood on case argumentation over near useless
proceduralthatare simplyruninordertoavoid on case thorough analysis. Assuchlamabelieverthat
presentation and sound argumentation is critical towards establishing one's position. DA vs Advantages.
CPvsPlanareallsoundstrategiesand | hope students willuse them.Ifpermutationcanhappeninthe
realworlditcan happeninadebate round. If you are running a CP please make sure to explain its
status, especially if you are to claim dispositional (EXPLAIN) Please call Points of Orderand 95% of the
time | will respond with (point well taken, point not well taken) That aside, | am open to any line of
argumentationaslongasitis complete. Example: I willnotdo yourworkforyou, nolinknoargument,
noimpactnoargument,nowarrantNO ARGUMENT PERIOD.  Ifirmly believe thatspeedkills,as such
thefirstteamthatusesitas anoffensive ordefensive tacticwillgetalossinthatround. Critics,i.e. Kare
to be run only when one or the other side believes that it is more important than whatever else is
happening andisdirectly connectedto eitherthe actions of the otherteamorresolutioninitofitself. As
such, they should be willing to commit to it wholeheartedly and most important at the top of
everything. For example, if you truly believe that the other team is promoting cultural genocide,
seriously do not speak to me about agricultural benefits or disadvantages of the plan first, because then
| think you cheapen both the critique and your whole line of argumentation.

Shannan Troxel-Andreas Butte College

Dana Trunnell Prairie State



Roxanne Tuscany GrossmontCollege . I want to hear clear, well structured, arguments. |
wantthe speakerto labeltheir points/sign posting throughout. | need a road map, throughout the
speech, notjustatthe top ofthe speech. lam“flowing” the debate, onlegal pads, whichmeansonone
ortwopiecesofpaper. Whichalsomeanslamnot“wasting”paper. &#61514;lwanttoheararguments
that have claims, with reasoning/evidence. Ibelievethatthisisaneducationalactivitythatteaches
some very important skills from the areas of argumentation and public speaking. I believe thatthe
developersof Parliputin some very sound parameters forhow the eventshould be run. Therefore, |
expectthe speakerto stand. | only wantto hearfromthe speaker, notfromtheir partner. You may
passnotes,butmakesureitisdiscreet. Atastate ornationaltournament, | knowthatthere are
differentterms/jargon thathave developed fromindividual regions. Therefore, don’tassume that
everyone should know the same terms. If you use aterm, quickly explainit, the firsttime youuseit. |
welcome an opposing teamto ask the otherteam for explanations of theirterms. 1do notexpect that
team to respond with something like, “everyone should know this term”. Ifthatis true, give us the
definition. Iseefartoomanydebatersmisusingand miscommunicationaboutjargon.Ibelievethereis
no place for spreading/speed in Parlior IPDA. Everyone who continues to encourage or allow spreading
isencouraging poorcommunication skills, defeatingthe purpose of Parli/IPDAdebate. Itisn’tabout
“my” ability to flow, itis about your ability to communicate logical, argumentation to any audience.

Arthur Valenzuela LAVC

JeaniVermillion Ranger College Whose argument makesthe mostsense and isthe mostpersuasive.
Debating is not personal and should not be taken as personal. Arguments should stay civil.
lalwaystrytostartwitha clean slateandalloweach speakertopersuademe. | cannot

evaluate speed, Itend to putmy pendown until | can understand the speakeragain. I'mnotup todate

on jargon or technical elements and do the best | can with them.

Rajiv Vijayakumar Las Positas College Clarity, don’t use technical jargon, debate the topic at
hand. Berespectful,debatethetopicathand. Stayontopic, try nottoruntopicality casesunless
absolutelynecessary, absolutely notime space continuumorothergarbagelike that,andtalktoan
audience memberwho is able to accept competent and reasonable logic. Be clear, make sure |
understand what you are saying. If|don’thear and/or comprehend what you say you won’t get
credited.

TrentWebb NassauCommunityCollege  Aclear AFF structure is needed; even though lam open
to various types of structure - it just needs to make sense. Regardless of chosen structure, please make
sure tag lines are clear, evidence is clearly sourced, and however you connect your warrants (examples,
narratives, etc.)should be clearas well. And itgoes withoutsaying thateach argument should have
impacts. For NEG, direct clash is your friend, but you should link any off-case positions to whichever NEG
philosophy you've espoused. Just be clear as to what your overallapproachis. Standduring CX. Avoid
looking atyouropponent. Be cordial atalltimes. When judging IPDA, | ascribe to the principles of
IPDA as prescribed by their constitution and/or by-laws. Hence, | expect a highly rhetorical and
oratorical-based style/approach fromboth debaters. This means you lose my ballotif you insiston



excessive speed, "spreading" or the act of stacking too many contentions, not being cordial, or the use
ofunnecessary meta-debate jargon and/or techniques. Thatbeing said, a basic knowledge and basic
practice ofdebatetheoryisexpectedaswell. Anyuse of speed and/ormeta-debatetacticsisan
automatic loss of my ballot.

NateWensko Orange CoastCollege | believe that IPDA is IPDA and Parliamentary debate is
Parliamentarydebate. Bothevents should continue to be separate events. luse the pointsystemin
IPDAasaguidetowhoiswinningtheround. Ifeelthatallargumentsand proceduralsareaccessible to
thedebatersaslongastheyaredescribedinamannerthatalayjudge could understand. My position
on evaluating a round of parliamentary debate is how well does the argumnets presented either solve or
linktotheimpacts presentedbyeachteam. Formelink, solvencyandimpactsare strongestwhenthey
aredetailedoutratherthanapile of statementsthatassume connectionstothe evidence orexamples
presented. lalso think refutation thataddresses the argumentsdirectly and notjust dismissivein
nature weigh very wellintheround.  Decorum, | feel, now more than everisimportantforteamsin
opposition. Being thoughtfulandrespectfultoeachduringtheroundisalessonthatneverlosesvalue.
Being responsible with rhetoricatthis pointintime is something we allneed to continue to practice in
and out ofthe round. Debaters should be exemplars ofthe aforementioned as bestas they feelthey
canbe. I willconsiderall positions made inaround as | donow wantto limitthe access ofarguments
allowed inaround. One note onK, | feel that this position needs to be taken if and only if the round
truly calls forsuchanargument.Speech should be controlledinawaythatbothteams haveaccessto
theroundandthe positionsbeing presented. Pleaserespectthe otherteamifthey call foraslowdown
in presentation. lamfine with jargon ortechnical elementsin Parliamentary debate justbe sure to not
assumethejargonortechnicalelementspeaksforitselfbecause lunderstandit, alittleground should
be coveredwhensuchpositionsare presented. On partnercommunication: Ifeelthe mostfairground
hereis thatlonlyflow the person thatis speaking atthatmomentand notthe person sitting. I thinkin
this way a partneris using a point of information to speak to their partner. | really enjoy listening to
finalrebuttalsand canbe a strong deciding factorinthe round, soat this point there are no more points
of information and only notes should be passed to each other.

Brandan Whearty PalomarCollege | default to how the debaters tell me to judge the
round. Ifthe debatersdisagreethenwhoeverwinsthatargument. Clear structure and nice
treatmentofoneanotherare appreciated. Opentoanysetofarguments or style ofarguments. |
believe thisisthe debaters responsibility totellme the level ofimportance. | am slightly hard of
hearingandhave damagedhands. Debate as younormally would and I willadjustyouifnecessary. |
have difficulty withmorethanabout5-7 pagesofargumentforeachside. Criticsof myjudging saythat|
place too much weight on cleverness and style of presentation.

Janene Whitesell Solano Community College
BritWilliams Highland Community College
RogerWillis Mt. San Antonio College

MelindaWomack Santiago Canyon College



Brandon Wood College of DuPage Did you persuade me with complete arguments? Did you make
this seem like a general audience could follow and enjoy? Did you treat your opponent with respect? Did
you speak passionately and compellingly? Did you not talk about the value of education? If you answer
yestoall ofthese then you have mastered my criteria. Opponents willgreeteach otherbyfirstorlast
names and | will only mark refutation on my flow if a specific name is attached to it during the
constructive. | don'twanttobe told what | have to do. I'm not being shown a stack of cutresearch that
makesmehavetovoteforsomeone. Whetherit's parliorIPDAyou shouldavoidwordslike, "you must",
"you should strike this", "you have to vote for our side because we did this/they didn'tdo this", or "here
iswhywewon". Every time |deduct 3 speaker points and | putyou on mental time out for 30 seconds
where | will flow nothing. Don't meet competitor hostility with hostility unless you wantto assure a
hostile ballot. Arguing thatsomethingis oris not"educational"is ultimately a weird form of whining
that has infected debate. Experiencing something that is unfair, like circular arguments or bad
definitions, iseducational. It'sgoingtoteachyousomething. Speed = me not flowing. Jargon =
assumed enthymemes and sloppy debate (usually). Technical element=willacceptthem as needed.

JimWyman Moorpark College Theargumentsbytheadversaries (Itryashardaslcannotto
intervene). llookforthe mostrealworld argumentsthatmake sense. |expectrespectfor each other
andforthe judge. | don’thave a low threshold for foul language; but | would prefer notto hearit. |
believe debatingtobe apublicspeakingeventand, therefore, | have the same expectations | would
have fordebate as forotherevents. Inteam debate | want partnerintervention kepttoa minimum. |
have now taken the position that until the words are spoken by the speaker, itis notflowed or heard.

lamwhatlwould calla traditional debate judge. | believe topicality isavalidargumentand a
voter. Conversely, | do notlike artificial arguments. | considerKritiks (or howeveritis spelled)tobe
such an artificial argument. | have never voted on a Kritik because the ones | have heard are based upon
falsepremises (orunwarrantedpremises), falselinks (orunwarrantedlinks), orfalse conclusions (or
unwarranted conclusions). luse ajudicial paradigmanddonotfindanicheforthese argumentsinmy
philosophy. Idonotlike speed debating (Ithinkittakes away fromthe integrity of the arguments).
Somejargonisokayifitis partofthe currentdebate setting. |am not sure whattechnical elements
really means. |, mainly, rely on traditional debate theory.

JacquelineYu MT.SAC & UCBERKELEY lamopentoallforms ofargumentation,solongaslcan
understandthe speakerand flow yourargument. Buttry yourbestto keep the debate aboutthe topicat
hand. It's neverfun watching a debate where the opposing team gets screwed over with their prep
because oftopic manipulation. Also HAVE FUNand BENICE TO ONE ANOTHER! Itisa competition, butif
you are rude to youropponentor partner, judges seerightthroughit. Dress to impress and be
professional. The role of each debateris to convince the judge thatthey are the more rightdebaterin
the round. Prove yourpoints, make yourarguments, butdo sofollowing basic ethical guidelines (0
tolerance forracist/sexistthomophobic language). 1) Was the debate topicanswered 2) Did you
refute the opposingteam's points 3) Were yourpoints backed up with reasonand fact-Make me able
to look over the flow of the debate and think "from start to finish, this debate proved its point and



convinced me you were the betterdebater." Do not spread-ifl cannot make outthe wordsyou're
saying, how can | understand your argument? Make the debate enjoyable foreveryone, meaning we
(evenaninexperienced audience) can follow and flow your debate and learn from the round.



