Chathi Anderson
Irvine Valley College Evidence and how it links to the criteria defined in the
round. You can throwat me what you like, but Ihave only voted on a Konce-it wasexpertly explained to
me how the aff's defense and arguments linked to either the DA or K. I prefer debates about the
resolutions, but I love to see competitors have fun with it. I'mthe judge that loves metaphor rounds-if
that helps. With regard to arguments, I expect analysis and explanations in the debate round. I
understand the jargon and rules of debate, but what I am not an expert on is the philosophies and
evidence you bring into the round. Some I probably know a lot about, others I may not, so I expect
everything to be explained in round. Ido not mean you have to hold my hand through things, but I am
nota fan ofabbreviated/techie debate that relies on a judge to be a bank of knowledge. Eye-rolls,
snarky attitudes, yelling, and straight updisrespect will not sit well with me. Save that for the van/bus
ride home. I do, however, havea very dry sense of humor, so I do love some jabs here and there, but
theymust allbe in good fun. If I feel someone is crossing a line, Ihave no problems saying so in round.
I hate extinction arguments/impacts. Otherthanthat, I haven't come across anything that I
won't consider. I doexpect it to link to the criteria defined in the beginning. Follow the framework set
up in the beginning, and all should be good.
I do not have aproblem with speedor jargonas long as
your speech isunderstandable. I have a mild hearingproblem and a constant ringing in my ears that
makes it difficult to separate words. If Iam unable to hear what you're saying, I will simply ask you to
clear. WhatIdonot like,however, is spreading forthesakeofoverwhelmingtheopposition.Please do
not drop half your arguments simply because the opposition hit them all. I also expect explanations and
analysisonallthe arguments, sobe mindfulof that when setting up yourcase.
Tim Anderson Elgin Community College
I am not a debate judge, so I view everything as a
communication event. I do not often judge debate (if I do, it's IPDA) so Idon'thave adebate judging
philosophy, and in conjunction with thephilosophyofIPDA, Idon't feel I need one
Don't act like a
jerk (either verbally ornon-verbally) to your competitor orthe judge.
Again, Iam
notadebate judge, so I basically judge things as if I am evaluating two different persuasive speeches.
As I judge debate as a communication event, there
should be no speeding, no jargon, and no hang-ups on breaking standard debate protocol/technical
elements. I don't know standard protocol, but I am a college educated individualcapable of
evaluating argumentson myown. I do notappreciate beingtold what I should/should not do (i.e., "you
HAVE TO/MUST vote for the
") or arguing to win on a violation of a rule is falling on
deafears. Oh, and I feel that theelongated "thank you's" before each speech sound disingenuous,
sarcastic, and condescending. Just gettothe substance.
Joan Andrews Tyler JuniorCollege InIPDA,I amlooking forlogicalargumentation, public
speaking skills, sourcesupport and courtesy. This shouldbe a “real world”discussion on an
important issue. Mybackground is asan Interp/Speaking coach. However, I have judged IPDA for over
three years.
Courtesy is extremely important. Of course, students
should point out flaws in their competitor's argument. However, the attitude should be "I think my
way is better" not"you are wrong, stupid ordeliberately misleading us." Also, I expect excellent public
speaking skills. I will be looking for proper posture, fillers and eye contact. Asthe PhiRhoPiIPDA rules
state, “extemporaneousdeliveryis required.” ThePhiRho Piballotalso asks for judges to rate
students on source support. So, I will be listening for sources (just like in Extemp).
I will listen to anylogical argument. Do notwaste timepointingoutaninfraction that would lead
toatechnical win in parliamentarydebate. Instead, use your time refuting the logic your competitor’s

argument. Please donot keep telling me that I should vote for you. Instead, usethis valuable timeto
support yourargument. Students will be keeping up with theirowntime.
All parliamentary and
LDdebate jargon shouldbe completelyavoided. To be clear, if you use speed, I will simplyputmypen
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
beavoided. I will not be flowing the debate. Instead, I will be listening andevaluating your argument
logically.
Jay Arntson Pasadena City College This judging philosophy only pertains to parliamentary debate. I
perceive my role as adaptingmyself to the sort of round the debaters would like tohave more so than
debaters adapting to me. I will pretty much entertainanyargumenta debater wishes toadvance. I
typicallysee debate asa game ratherthana requirementto reflect theso-called realworld.
I don't
mind debaters being assertive but needs tobebalanced with empathy and compassion. Ibelieve
language has power and debaters should own the implications of their rhetoric. The argument I vote for
will only be the one the debaters in the round assert and not one of my own. My RFD will always be
specifictoan argumentthe debatersmade in the round. Iamfine with debaterskicking arguments. Inround abuse is easier to vote for than potential abuse. I am willing to vote on any procedural or
kritik/project. I am comfortable with debate theory.
I will adapt to whatever speed the debaters
choose to have. Please adjust to debaters with disability concerns. I am familiar with flowing speed and
understanding technical jargon. Ihave judged debate for 10+ years in a variety offormats(Policy,
Parliamentary, Lincoln-Douglas, IPDA, etc). I graduated from UC Berkeley as a double major in
Philosophy and Rhetoric. My Masters is in Communication Studies from Cal State Long Beach. I have
been a debate coach for 12 years.
Rafaela Baker Saddleback College
The most important criteria I consider when evaluating a debate
is if the competitorprovidesbalanceto theirargumentation (eachpoint theymake shouldbebalanced
and well-structured). Ialsoconsiderthe criteriatheychooseformetoevaluate 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 cannot assume that Iam going to “fill-in” what they mean if
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 thepoint they aremaking (they aren’tgrantedjust because
theyare called)and theyshould respect that the judge knowswhat theyaredoing when evaluating the
POO. Language isahuge factorforme, and if debater is rude, disrespectful, and useslanguage that
demonstrates alack of civility toward competitor or judge chances arethey will be droppedfrom the
round. Iamcomfortablewithproceduralsrunin NPDA,andamcomfortable inunderstandinghowthey
areexecuted. However, Iamnotafanofproceduralsin IPDA and theyshould only be run if one side is
being abusive and not giving the opponent sufficient grounds for argumentation. Otherwise, nice clean
argumentationandpersuasive appealsareencouraged. I don’t flow when a debater spreads (it is
distracting and doesn’t add value to the debate IMO). I am comfortable with jargon and technical
elementsas long as theyare necessary and called for. If jargon andtechnicalelementsareused,
debater must knowhow toarticulate properly and make the opponentunderstand why theyare using

jargonortechnicalelements. I won’t justgrantaccesstoa debaterforusing technicaljargon if they
aren’tutilizing it properly, or if theyare notproperlyexplaining why technical jargon is necessary.

NicholeBarta Irvine Valley College Are you upholding your burdensand the criteria of the round? I
expect debaters to be polite to each other opponents as well as team members. I expect debaters to use
anappropriatetone with answerpoint of information questionsand during cross-examination. I can
only write as fastas I can write andonly take into consideration what is on my flow.Iexpect debaters to
bepolitetoeach other opponentsas well as team members. Iexpect debaters to use an appropriate
tone with answer point of information questions and during cross-examination.The opposing team has
the right to "clear" if theybelieve the team is spreading.Jargon is fine. If you plan on running a "k" or
"t" make sure you do it properlyandexplain it don'tassume that Iamgoingtodraw the conclusion. DO
NOT run these if you cannot run them. Please, do not waste ourtime and then kick them in your next
constructive. *IPDA should not have jargon
Alicia Batice Pasadena City College As a judge, I believe my role is to facilitate a respectful and
educational space for students. I should adapt to the students rhetoric, students should nothaveto
adaptto my preferences. Ievaluatearguments in the debate that students emphasize. Example, if
impact calculus is where you want my attention then that’s where I’llput my focus.
I expect
students to be polite towards one another. I understand being assertive about your arguments but do so
in a civilmanner. Donotpersonallyattack youropponentbybelittling theirarguments, Iconsiderthisto
be very petty, offensive and ineffective in the debate. In the world, you’ll encounter more people with
differentviewpointsthan peoplewhoagreewithyou; let’susethisspace topracticebeingprofessional
andarticulateaboutourstances.
Again, I believe as a judge, I should adapt to students. I 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 to do the rest of the work. For example, if aff wants to PERM a counterplan, don’t just say
“PERM. We can do both.” Explain why we can doboth orexplain why this is a test of competition.I
consider myself to be aflow judge. I like organizationand structure. I don’t like flipping through myflow
to find where to put your argument. Let me know, where you areand 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. I like organization and structure during debates. Please, use taglines and internal signposts.I
donot tolerate speed, atall, forany reason, inboth IPDA andParli. Iunderstand the need to speed up in
order to getall your argumentsout, but Ialso believe that being more concise solves this problem. Do
not sacrifice quality forquantity. I do notgive verbal signs to slow down, I will simply put my pendown
and stop flowing, so be sure to check in (eye contact) with me. Additionally, I do take in consideration
the “clear” or “slow” from your opponents. If asked to slow down please comply.
Bob Becker Northwest College
Asa critic, I believe my task is to weigh theissuespresented in
the round. I don't enjoy intervening, and trynotto do so. To prevent my intervention, debaters needto
use rebuttals to provide a clear explanation of the issues. Otherwise, if left on my own, I will pick the
issues Ithinkare important. However, Iamnot an information processor. Iamahumanbeing and so

are you. If you want me to consider an issue in the round, make sure you emphasize it andexplain its
importance. Don’t try to suck up to me. You can befriendly without being smarmy. Be professional.
That said, I’m here to have fun, and I hope you are, too. When it stops being fun, we need to think
aboutthe chess club. When weighing issues, Ialwayslook to jurisdictional issuesfirst. I will give the
affirmative some leeway on topicality, but if they can't explain why their case is topical, they will lose. I
thinkthere needsto be resolutionalanalysisto justifyaffirmative choices. Although some arguments
are more easily defeated than others, I am willing to listen to most positions. I don't mind speed, but
sometimesI physically can't flowthatfast. I will tell youif I can't understand you. Remember, it is YOUR
responsibility to make sure I understand what you are saying. Above all, be professional. This activity is
fun. That’s why I’mhere, and I hope that is the reason you arehereas well.I believe policy debate,
parliamentary debate, and IPDA should develop different skills regarding research and delivery, but I do
notbelieve that they should differ in their development of critical thinking. IPDA is still debate. It needs
to have clash and argument. Goofing off for half an an houror so is not a good use of my time, orof
yours. You can usedebateterminology in frontof me. Inherency, stock issues, topicality, evidence,
plans, etc., areall DEBATE terms, and don’t belong to one format or another. Impress me with your
ability to explain the issues to me.
I don't mind speed, but sometimes Iphysically can't flow that
fast. I will tell you if I can't understand you. Remember, it is YOUR responsibility to make sure I
understand what you are saying. Above all, be professional. Thisactivity is fun. That’s why I’m here,
and I hope that is the reason you are here as well.
August Benassi Moorpark College Logicandempirically based evidence. I expect competitors to
be immensely respectful to one another. Personal insults or a snarky, sarcastic tone will weigh heavily
against those thatuse them. Again logic and more importantly absence of logical fallacies. In
particularbe carefulof the slipperyslopes(noteverything leadstonuclearwar)and false cause (ipso
hocergopropter hoc and non causa pro causa). Debate (and especially ipda since it was sold asa
"laymen'sdebate") should beaccessible andunderstandable to EVERYONE. Speed and jargon makethis
impossible. Speed especially is the kiss of death. Jargon follows pretty closely after.
Tyler Billman Southeastern Illinois College
Margaret Bilos Harper College I value good discussion and listening to each other. I expect the
affirmative to create a reasonable set of definitions and resolution. If, to the common person, the link
isn't evident or can’t be reasonably explained, then theyare setting up an impossible scenario. If it is
reasonable, Iexpectthenegative to listentotheargumentsand respond reasonablyto them. It'sfineto
present an off-case, but it is frustrating to have to evaluate 2 debates within the time frame of one
debate. Listen and respond. I expect debaters to treat each other with civility. I expect us to see
eachotheras people and not opponents. Iexpect you toaskeachother yournamesand use themin a
conversational way. Iexpect you to lookat each otherwhile youare speaking, asking andanswering
questions. Iexpect you totreateach otherlike you are debating each other for the sake ofenjoying an
argument, not that you are demanding ordirecting the judge to vote a certain way.I am open to all
strategiesused within the frameworkof theevent. However, if you areasking howmanydebate tricks I
prefer you touse, I would imagine none. Iprefer that you topicalityis only used in egregious situations.
If you are reasonablydebating andlistening and responding toeach then really, this shouldn't bean

issue. My preference is that you treatthisasa communication event. As such, you shouldn’t be
speeding through rounds, you shouldn't be using jargon that a non-debate person would have a hard
timeunderstanding and you should be attentive to the communication skillsthataid yourethos. Ido
expect that you use organization, but Ido not want to hearoutlineelementsspat at me. The people
who listen, communicate, have thoughtful arguments and speak well will be successful.
Francesca Bishop
El Camino College
I try my best to be tabula rasa. While to be perfectly
tab is impossible, I attempt to vote on what comesout of your mouth wheneverpossible. That means I
will listen toanything, write it down, and take it at face value (unless you lie to me, thenall bets are off).
I expect debaters to make all the necessary links and internal links—don’t have me todo it for you; I
may make associations you don’t like. Tell me why I should care about aparticular argument—why it
matters in the debate. Saying, “it’s a voter!” isn’t compelling; tell me why and weigh the impacts. I look
to the criteria or framework, so be sure there is one, and that your arguments flow through it. In the
case of a tie, oramess, I’ll vote opp on presumption. At PRP, the culture is to stand up when
speaking. Idon’tlove tag-teamarguing—so unless yourpartnerisabout to lose you the round, let him
orher speak. That said, you won’t lose the round if you tag-team, but you or your partner could lose
speaker points. Passing a note orasking your partneranoccasional POI is fine. You can ask me
questions if you like, but just be civil andhavefun.
I had my years of debating; it is now your turn.
There are lots of things I believe about debate and the world in general, but I trynot to bring them into
the round. Absent instructions from you, my preconceptions are as follows: I believe there is a
distinctionbetween value andpolicypropositions(I wouldneverrun afact case, butyou can ifyou want
to). If it is a policy resolution, I like to have harms somewhere in the case even if they are tagged
something else. I thinkkritiks are largely stupid in parli debate, but I vote onthem quite often, because I
voteon whatwins. Justknowthatmybehaviorhasneverbeen changedbysomeprefiatalternative, so
win on the flow. I believe that topicality is a voting issue and I don’t need articulated abuse, unless
someonetellsme Ido. IthinktheGovernment shouldupholdthe resolution, andthe Opposition should
negate it; therefore, without instructions otherwise, I will default against a topical counterplan. Because
I tryto base mydecision based onlyon argumentsthat are made in the round, I don't assumeanything.
Therefore, you need to tell me why something matters. For example, don't expect me to assume climate
change is happening or that it'sbad, or for that matter, thatnuclearwaris bad. Likewise, you don't have
to run only liberalpositions. Argumentsarejust that--arguments. I don't assume you believe themor
care if theyare "true." Ingeneral, know that Ibelieve that debate is agame.
Any speed is fine but if
you’re seizing through your speech, you mayneed toslow down. NFA/LD: I default to the rules when it
comes todelivery andevidence, though it is wise to invoke them if you want me to vote ona particular
violation. Ioften call for cards after the round.IPDA: Idefault to the rules when it comes todelivery and
content, but my interpretation is not that this form of debate is not entirely theory-free.
Brianna Bitout Harper Community College Foralldebate, fullyformedargumentsimpactedto the
weighing mechanism are key. I need to know why your argument matters in the round. I alsoprefer
whentheseargumentscomefromclashontheflowratherthanoverprocedurals(unlesstheyare truly
warranted). In IPDA, Iexpect you to calleachotherbyname aswell asreferto me byname (Bree or
BriannaorMs. Bitout isfine). Thiseventrequiresahigh levelofdecorum,soyoushould beniceto each

other and anyone else in the round. Do not interrupt each other. If Ifeel you have violated anyofthis, I
will drop you.For Parli and LD, I'mabit more lenient. Idonot mind passionate arguments, but there
shouldbeabsolutelyno ad hominemattacks,and debatersshould refrain frombeing rude. Do not talk
to your partner. Passing notes or whispering to each other QUIETLY while the other team is speaking is
acceptable unlessit becomesexcessive. If you start feeding your partner information while theyare
giving theirspeech, I will not flowwhat is being said. You have your chance totalk; let yourpartner think
for their self. I try and remain tabula rasa, so make sure you refute everything and drop nothing,
especially in Parli and LD. Drops matter. Turns matter. Magnitude of impacts matters. Idon't like
slipperyslopesand otherlogicalfallacies. Idon’tlikepersonalexamplesbeing used to make a case.
Unlesswe’re havinga valuedebate, I’mnota huge fanoftheoryarguments. During rebuttals, theonly
thing I write arethe voting issues you tell me, so make sure you’re clearabout whatarguments solidify
the win for your side. In IPDA, don't speed. This event is about persuasion, so persuade me to vote for
you; don't try and spread your opponent. There should beno jargon or any sort ofprocedurals. My
philosophywhen it comestoIPDA isthat I shouldn'thave toflowyourspeechesinordertounderstand
what's being said or who I will want to vote for.In Parli and LD, I recognize speed asa tool that one can
use. Thatbeing said, Ido not flow speed well. So, you are certainly welcome totryand speed, but at the
end of the round, my flow is the one that matters, so if it's not on my flow, it doesn't count. I'm familiar
with most jargon and have no problemwith it beingused. Asfarasproceduralsgo, again, I recognize
themasa tool in a debater'stoolbox. Thisdoesnot mean theyshould beabused. Use themonlywhen
absolutely necessary.
Justin Blacklock San Antonio College The most important criteria that I look for in debate is clarity.
Although many forms of debate have pushed a heavy focus on jargon and speed based strategy, I am of
the believe that debate should be persuasive despite the audience members' knowledge of debate as it
hasbecome. Thisbeingsaid,Iamwillingtotakeanyargumentsthatdonotappearabusivetotheother
teamsabilityto clash. Justas in any other forensics events, professionalism in dress, demeanor and
treatment of all involved in the process is expected. As long as teams/individuals remain courteous and
exemplify positive competition behaviors.
Logical flow is the most important to me. I am
notafanofperformative debate strategies. Jargon, Iamfine with. Most technicalelementsare OK.
However,speedshouldnotbeafactorindebate.Ifyou makeahabitofusing speedto youradvantage,
make sure you make an effort to slow down and use signposts.
David Bowers Kansas City Kansas Community College 4 yearscoaching NFA-LD(Competed 4), 4 years
coaching NPDA (Competed 5), 2 years coaching HS CX, Competedin 2 years of CEDA/NDTOverall -- Iam
nothereto tell you what you should read in rounds or ignore argumentsbased onpreference (with a
few exceptions obviously, I won't listen to racism/sexism/ableism good type arguments), I will try and be
asobjective aspossible in debates. What that meansfor you is that I need clear framingontheimpact
debate to help me understand what todo with you argument. Sans that I would default to a utilitarian
framework.I have listened to/votedfor/readjust aboutevery"type"of argument in debate, asa result I
don't have a preference about how you go about debating. If there are questions about specific
arguments I'm happyto answerthemprior to the round, feelfree to ask.I wish myphilosophywasmore
useful. Please, feel free to approach me atthe tournament and asquestion priortoprep. As long as

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

Allison Bowman Moorpark College I try to just look at arguments made in the round. Both sides
should weightheirimpactsandexplain whytheyshould win. I expect everyone tobe respectful to
theiropponents. Also,don't feellike you need to stand when speaking I love counterplan debate. Iam
notthebiggest fan of Ks. If you do choose to run a K spend extra timeonalt. solvency. . I have no
problem with speed or jargon.
Alex Brehm Lower Columbia CollegeEvery round of debate is different and I consider many criteria
when judging, but I find myself regularly making decisions based on topicality and the precise wording of
a resolution. It is critically important that all debaters uphold their burdens and stay true to the ground
given to them by the resolution. I will not vote in favorof any debater whose primaryargumentation is
extra-topical, non-topical,orgroundbelongingtotheotherside.
Good rounds of debate are
energetic, spirited, and sometimes contentious. Idon'tnecessarily want to see competitors trade
passionaterebuttalforproperetiquette. That being said, itisof courseessentialthatallmembers of our
community feel respected and valued. To that end, please be kind and respectful while maintaining your
competitive spirit.
STRATEGIES: I do not appreciate spreading. Stylistically, I am looking for
argumentation and delivery that don't require an advanced degree in communication to
understand.POSITIONS: I do mybest to keep mypersonal ideologyoutof myevaluation, and make
judging decisions based on what happens in the round. That being said, I have certain strong beliefs that
I struggle to compromise. I am overwhelmingly in favor of strong public schools and closing the
opportunitygap in education. Idefend human rightsand condemn violationstohuman dignityaround
the world. Ibelieve thatdiversity (in all senses) is good and that we should celebrate what makes us
unique. These (and other) core values that I 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 minor issues. Using unnecessarily
strong terminologyto makethistype of claimisunlikelytoearn my sympathies. The IPDAbylawsstate
thatthisformatof debate strives "to provide contestants with aforum in which they can enhance their
education through the laboratory of productive, "real-world" competitive debate experiences." I believe
stronglyinthismission topracticea formofdebatethat can beappliedtootheracademic,professional,
and personal settings and speak to a variety of public audiences.There is no "real world" application for
spreading (with thepossible exception of reading adisclaimer atthe end ofa radio advertisement). I
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

Brianna Broady. Pasadena City College
As a judge of primarily individual
events, it is important that debatersare clear with their arguments. Iamnotopposed toanyspecific
argumentsas long as you provide clear evidence and warrants to justify your stances. Be respectful to
each otherandhave fun inyourround.Be sure to communicate witheach other. Clearly respond to
eachother’sarguments and engage in clash.
I would say that I amopen to any
argumentas long as it is well thought outand clearlystructured. It isalso crucialthat argumentsare
fairlyeasytofollowalong.I preferspeedtobeata conversationalpace and forjargon andtechnical
elementsto remainata minimumorclearlydefined.

Nate Brown Santa Monica 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
skills in general influent my decision.For IPDA, I don't want to hear any NPDA jargon. I want a very
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.
Iamnot interestedinframework/karguments.Iusuallyfind Topicalityawasteof timebecause I
usually findthe Affto be reasonably topical. But if they aren't, then T is appropriate.
Speed is
stronglydiscouraged. I can't flowitand don't like it. Typical NPDA jargon in NPDA isfine, but you might
want toexplain it to me anyway, just in case. There should be zero NPDA jargon or speed in IPDA. In
IPDA, Iamjust some person pulled off the street tohearapublicdebate. I will notlike non-public style
or strategy inIPDA.
Patrick Carberry

College of LakeCounty

Daren Carpenter Tyler Junior College In IPDA, Iamlooking forlogicalargumentation, public
speaking skills,sourcesupportandcourtesy. Thisshouldbea“realworld”discussiononanimportant
issue. My background is as an Interp/Speaking coach. However, I 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, I expect excellent public speaking skills. I will be looking for
proper posture, fillers and eye contact. As the Phi Rho Pi IPDA rules state, “extemporaneous delivery is
required.” The Phi Rho Pi ballot also asks for judges to rate students on source support. So, I will be
listeningforsources(justlikeinExtemp).
I will listen to any logical argument. Do not waste time
pointingoutaninfraction that would lead toatechnical win in parliamentarydebate. Instead, use your
time refuting the logicyour competitor’sargument. Please do not keep telling me that I should vote for
you. Instead, usethis valuable timeto support your argument. Students will be keeping up with their
own time.
Allparliamentaryand LDdebate jargon should be completelyavoided. Tobe clear, if
you use speed, I will simplyput mypen down and those comments will bedisregarded. 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. I will not be flowing the debate.
Instead, I will be listening and evaluating your argument logically.

Nathan Carter Northern Virginia Community College Your speaking style andorganization Benice
and play the game fairlyI dislike K, but I will listen to it I am a flow judge. I do not mind speed but give
me a roadmap. I do not like Tag Team debate, please do not do it.
Chase Cashion Tallahassee The most important criteria that I consider is the judging criteria set by
the debaters. I value substantive, logical arguments, and am looking for the team who defends judging
criteria in the most complete way.
I expect that the debaters will treat each other with respect. I
won't be voting for teams thatare rude totheir competition. Pleasantriesarefine, butplease do them
off time.
In policy style debates, I'mgoing to be looking for the teamthat has the strongest
impacts. It is important that each team explains the impacts for all of their advantages and
disadvantages. I canonlyvote on what thedebaterssay, sodon'taskmeto fillin theblanks.I amhappy
to support/vote on any argumentgiven bythedebaters, as long as it isthoroughly explained, and it is
connected back to the judging criteria. Iprefer that the competitors not spread, as I want to be able to
flowallof your arguments. Iamokay with anyotherdebate jargon (framework, critiques, etc), as long
as the team gives a road map, and tags all of their arguments.
Vlada Casteel College of theCanyons
Ralph Castellanos
Santiago Canyon College
Substantive arguments that satisfy the judging
criteria. I'll vote foranyargumentsthatare wellarticulated and competitive in the round. Run whatever
you'd like, just make sure it's well articulated. Do whateveryou want, aslongasboth sidesfollowthe
same rules.
I vote foranything. I have voted on T, K, etc. I am not against any typeof argument.
I'm fine with speed and jargon. Don't spread your opponent out of the round.
Sean Connor Orange Coast College My most important criteria forevaluating a debate would be
weighingtheargumentsin conjunctionwith whateverhad beenofferedasthe criteriaestablishedby
thedebaters. If none is established, I generally weigh on netbenefitsorutilitarianism. Iexpect the
debaters to be cordial with one another, and have little tolerance for belittling comments,
condescending remarks, or disrespectful nonverbal communication.
I am open tomost strategies
including topicality and kritik so long as it makes logical sense. Iamprimarilyan IE coach so someof
the jargon or nuance (including speech) of debate may escape me. However I can only judge on what I
understand andbelieve the better debater is willing toadapt theirlanguage to meet the needsof their
audience.
Sarah Contreras Del Mar College Ability of competitor to make clear, rational
arguments.Professional speaking style...NOT speed. Bepoliteto judge and competitors. I do not
believe jargon belongs in IPDA. The arguments made should be understood by anyone. I do not
appreciate speed. I do not like FIATs.
Marquesa Cook-Whearty

Palomar College

Jenny Corum Billman Southeastern Illinois College I preferdebate that is clearly structured and
impacted. I’mfine with any type of argument– critical,procedural, orotherwise. I will consider myself
thanked so you don’t have to.
Ipreferdebate that is clearlystructured and impacted. I’mfine

with anytypeofargument– critical, procedural,orotherwise. Iwillconsidermyselfthankedsoyou
don’t have to.
Paul Cummins Southeastern Illinois College
Shaw Davari Orange Coast College Clear Arguments.
Berespectful to one another. I will
listen to anything.
Just be clear and explain arguments thoroughly. Don't speak fast and explain all
terms.
Krishna Desai COLLEGE OF DUPAGE Clear arguments that include strong support and clear structure.
I really listen tothe content oftheargumentandam not concerned with droppedarguments. Be
respectful, be kind, communicate competently. One speaker should be speaking at a time.
None
If I can't hear, Idon't know what you're saying. If Idon'tunderstand you, I cannot process your
arguments nor vote for you. Therefore, you need to be sure I can hear and understand you.
Justin Dougherty
Nassau Community College
When judging IPDA, I ascribe to the principles of
IPDA as prescribed by their constitution and/or by-laws. Hence, I expect a highly rhetorical and
oratorical-based style/approach from both debaters. This means you lose my ballot if you insist on
excessive speed, "spreading"orthe actof stackingtoo manycontentions,not being cordial, orthe use
of unnecessary meta-debate jargon and/or techniques. That being said, a basic knowledge and basic
practice ofdebate theoryisexpected aswell. Standduring CX. Avoidlooking at your opponent. Be
cordial atall times.
A clear AFF structure is needed; even though I am open to various typesof
structure -itjustneedstomakesense. Regardlessofchosenstructure,pleasemakesuretaglinesare
clear, evidence is clearly sourced, and however you connect your warrants (examples, narratives, etc.)
shouldbe clearas well.Anditgoeswithoutsayingthateachargument shouldhaveimpacts. ForNEG,
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 overall approach is.
Speed, kritiks, andover-reliance
on procedurals and meta-debate is the quickest way to lose my ballot.
Kyle Duffy

College of theCanyons

StephanieEisenberg Chabot College willupdate

will update

will update

will update

Darren Elliott 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 racist and
sexist argumentsandad Homs). For an argumenttobea round winner you need to win the impact the
argumenthasin relation to the impacts youropponent might be winning and howall ofthose affect/are
afffected by the ballot ordecision (think framework for the debate). No predispositions against any
strategy be it a Disad/CP/Case or Kor T/Frameework on the Neg ora straight up policy or KAff. Win
what it is you do and win why that matters.Good luck. Have fun.
Scott Elliott Kansas City Kansas Community College What you need to know 10 minutes before your
round starts:I will most definitely vote ontopicality. Win the interpretation and violation, and I will vote

negative. You areeithertopical or you are not. If you are not, you lose. See belowfor more detail.That
argument you always wanted to run, but were afraid to run it….this may be your dayto throw the Hail
Mary. Ipreferimpact turnsandargumentsthatmost judgesdislike.Affirmatives stillhave to win basic
stock issues. Iprefer counterplans and disads. But Ialso believe that theaffirmative hasa burden to
defend the ontological, epistemological, pedagogical and ethical assumptions of the affirmative
argumentstheyhave chosen.I have probablywritten, cut cardsforand against, and coached teams
about, the “cutting edge”argument you are thinking of running. I have also voted for it and against it
dependingupon how thatargument is deployed in the round.I amnot intimidated norpersuaded by
teamreputation, verbalabuse,physicalassaultsorthreats.If youwon, Iamwilling to takethe heatand I
donot careaboutthe community’sreaction.Ihavefriendsoutside the debate communityandIhavemy
dogs. Idon’tneedto be your buddy and I certainly do not care about my social standing within this socalled “community.”Engage in overlyabusive discourse in the round, threats, intimidation, oractual
assaultsof an opponent, anotherjudge, oraudiencemembers and you willnotonlylose the round, but
you can prettymuch write off my ballotforthe rest of your career. These organizations won’t do much
about it, but I will I do what I can to stop the downward spiral of this activity.

BonnieEllis Mt. Hood CC/University of Nevada-Reno
I preferpolicy for ‘should’ resolutions.
Try to stick to the actual resolution (Ks are fun, but often we just do them for no other reason than
because we can.)Thingsneed to beorganized enough thatI can followalong the with trainofthoughtjumping aroundordroppingargumentsjust means I’mless likelyto rememberthem, especially if you
don’ttell me toconsider itat the end. Signposting willhelp. Clash ispretty significant, obviously. I need
to see you cancelling out theirarguments with your superior onesor I’ll probably vote based on who is
wearing the most purple or something. Anything you want me to consider when voting, please PLEASE
give me a refresher in your last speech. Keep things fun, light, and amusing. Imagine everyone needs you
tohelpthemhavea good day. If you do abad job… well, you could lose.
Don’t be jerks to each
other. Just because you’re not outright calling someone stupid, does not mean I won’t pick up on your
body language and intonation. I will be especially critical in cases where
misogyny/sexism/racism/homophobia/transphobia or any other prejudices may be at play. I firmly stand
thatdebate shouldbeaplacewhere thedisenfranchisedhaveachance to speakand beheard,aswell
as a place 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 I care about. That being said, kindness and me
understanding you (NOSPREADING) willbe consideredin speaker points.
Dehumanization is a big
one. If you can show me how your position leads not just to the fewest peoplebeing hurt or killed, but
themaccessing most of their needs and rights, I will probably vote for you. Additionally, don’tfeel the
needtotie it tonuclear war- Iprefer outcomes that arerealistic.Impactsthat involve reducing poverty,
disenfranchisement, oppression, the perpetuation of racism, sexism, xenophobia, homophobia,
transphobia, etc. Argue more rights for people that typically don’thave them, especially if it solidifies
theirown power to fight for themselves. Argue against normalizing violence against minorities. (In
summation, I am an avid feminist, anti-racist, anti-classist, anti-capitalist).
Speed: not too fast. I
have a difficult time following when competitors use spreading. I also find it excludes those with
limitationssuchashearing impairments, attentiondisorders, orlanguagebarriersfromparticipating

fullyin an event that should be made asaccessible aspossible toeveryone. I won’t exclude you just for
spreading, but if I can’t understand you, I can’t vote for you.Jargon: Idon’t care about as much, I am
familiar with most of it- but preferably, use lay termswhen possible to keep it accessible. I won’t take
points away, but it will make it much easier to follow if jargon is limited to when it’s necessary. Ialso do
notconsidertermslike ‘advantages’tobe jargon.Ididdebate fortwo years, IPDAfor1and NPDA for1.I
am a Comm Studies Major. So while I have a knowledgeable background, it has been a few years since I
have debated, and I am somewhat rusty. Keep that in mind.
Mike Epley
City College of San Francisco I view debate asaneducational rhetoricgame. I trynot
to intervene if the debate meets two vital *principles:1. By default, I will do my best to enforce the
published rulesof anyevent I’m judging - based on my interpretation/understanding of them. I’mopen
todifferentinterpretations, but less so to arguments that “rules are bad.” If you volunteer to compete in
an activity for a prize (the ballot), you’ve committed to follow the rules as the first qualification to
receive theprize. As far asI can tell, that’stheonly way to keep any competitive activity fair. I’munlikely
to bend on my commitment to rule adherence as I see it as a gateway to competitive equity.2. By
default, I willdo mybest to perpetuatea culture of inclusivityand accessin forensics. I like it when
debatersare considerate and bring good will and good humor. Ultimately, I’m down forwhateveryou
want to do. If you have specific theory questions, ask me before the round. Bonus pointsfor weird stuff
that'snot abusive orexclusive. Ibelieve I’m familiar with most ofthenormsof college-leveldebate, but
I have some weaknesses. I have some difficulty flowing top-speed arguments with high-level accuracy. If
you're unsure what my threshold is, look for visual cues orask. Speedat your own risk. I did about 5
years of Parli, so if you’ve been doing policy since fifth grade you probably know some jargon and theory
that I don’t. As Sean Thaiputsit, "Don't trytounderstand my non-verbals, because I don't understand
them." Linguistically, I’m more fluent in English than Iam in Debate. The only "philosopher" I know
decently well is Foucault.
Joseph Evans El Camino College
college parlidebateat El Camino Collegeand UCLA. I coached at
CSULB while ingraduate school, and Iamnowcurrentlya full-time professorand coachatElCamino
College. I viewdebate asagameofintellect, andtherefore Ibelieve thatanymethodof debate is viable
when used as a strategic ploy to win. I will try to list my views on the major themes within debate.The
way Ievaluate the round: Itendto fall back to evaluatingthe round through the eyes ofapolicy maker.
Unless I am told otherwise, I tend to fall back on Net Benefits. This means that I will evaluate the
arguments based on how clear the impacts are weighed for me (probability, timeframe, and magnitude).
I will however evaluate the round based on how you construct your framework. If (forexample) you tell
me to ignore the framework of Net Benefits for an ethics based framework... I will do so. On the flip
side, I will also listen to arguments against framework fromthe Neg. You win the framework if you
provide me clear warranted arguments for your position, and weigh out why your framework is best.
Speed: Iamusuallyafastdebaterand thus Ibelieve that speed isa viable wayofpresentingas
much evidence aspossible within the timealloted. I can flowjust about anything and I'm confident that
you can not out flow me fromthe round. That being said, I value theuse of speed combined with clarity.
If you are just mumbling your way through your speech, I won't be able to flow you. While I won't drop
you for the act ofbeing unclear... I will notbeable to get everything on the flow (which I am confident is

probablyjustasbad).CounterPlans: I willlisten to anyCP that ispresentedaslong asit is warranted.In
termsof CP theoryarguments... Iunderstand mosttheoryandhave been known to vote on it.All Iaskis
for the theory argument to be justified and warranted out (this also goes for perm theory on the
aff).Topicality: Ihavea mediumthreshold forT. I will evaluatethe positionthe sameasothers. I willlook
at the Tthe way the debaters in the round tell me. Idon’thave any preference in regards reasonability
vs. competing interps. You run Tthe way your see fit based onthe round. Ifthe neg decides to kick out
of the position, I usually don't hold it against them (unless there is offense). I will vote on T if the Aff
makesa strategicmistake (it isaneasyplace forme to vote). Kritical Arguments: I believe that any
augment that ispresent isa viable wayto win. Kriticalargumentsfall intothat category. Iam well versed
in many ofthe theories that most critical arguments are based in. Therefore if you run them i will listen
to and vote on them as long as they are well justified. I will not vote on blips as kritical
arguments.Framework: I will listen to anyaltframework that is presented (narrative, performance,
kritical Etc.) If you decide to runa differentframeworkthat fallsoutside the normof debate... you MUST
justify the framework.Evidence: Have it (warranted arguments for parli)!
Joe Faina

LAVC

Rick Falvo

El Paso CommunityCollege

Bonnie Gabel McHenry County College
Structure, logic, persuasive appeals
Civility Those
that are not full of jargon and technical debate aspects Speaker will receive low points forthis
Jimmy Gomez Orange Coast College The most important criteria is the language of the arguments.I
payveryclose attention to howthingsarestructured and worded. I expect respect for all involved.
Butalsoenjoythe shadybackand forththat canhappenaslong asit'srespectful. Anything antiestablishment. I hate it.
Ashley Graham El Camino College
This is probably the most important thing to know about me: I
believe that debate is a game. Therefore everything to me is viewed asa way to win. While education
can happen and critical thinking can happen, ultimately you want the ballot otherwise there’s no impact
to how I judge debate rounds.Overall a clear framework and specifically a way to evaluate the round are
goingtobe important in findinga waytoevaluate the argumentsin round. Thatbeing said, impactswin
rounds. Structure and signposting are also extremely important.
On Topicality: this is a
voter for me; however it can alsobeusedasa tool to secure groundorfor competing interpretations.
This isup to you as whether ornot going for the Tin the LORis the best choice. Idon'tdislike Tdebates
just multiple poorly warranted Trounds. On Kritiks: I will vote on the K as long asthere is some typeof
legitimate alternative/solvency mechanism. I have voted on the K and have no unique pre-disposition
against them.On Speed: Overall speed is okay. Usually I findthat an increase in speed leadsto a
decrease in clarity. Most times speed is unnecessary but again it is your strategic choice.
On
NFA-LD: herethe rules are much more explicit and I will vote where the rulestell me to. This does not
mean I will outright intervene, but it does mean that I will have a higher propensity to vote on
procedurals thatare run when the rules are violated. For example if there is aposition about speed,
then the chance that I will vote on it is high unless there’s some brilliant response.

Joshua Green Prairie State
Ryan Guy
Modesto Junior College Video Recording: I 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
touploading filesasunlisted YouTube links andonly sharing them with you on my ballot (I'll leave a
short URL that will work once I am done uploading... typically 4n6URL.com/XXXX). This way no one ever
has to bug me about getting video files.Me:I debated NPDA at Humboldt StateI've coached Parli, NFALD, and a little bit of BP, IPDA, and CEDA since 2008.I teach argumentation, debate, public speaking, and
a varietyof other COMM studies coursesThe Basics:Post AFFsyou have run on the case list orI get
grumpy (https://nfald.paperlessdebate.com/)Use speechdrop.net to share files in LD and Policy Debate
roundsNOTE: If you arepaperonlyyou should have a copyforme and youropponent. Otherwise you
will need to debate at a slower conversational pace so I can flowall your edv. arguments. (i'm fine with
faster evidence reading if I have a copy or you share it digitally)I’m fine with the a little bitof speed in
NFA-LD and Parli but keep it reasonable or I might miss something.Procedurals / theory arefine but
articulate the abuseI preferpolicymaking but Iamokay with Kriticalpositions. That said, run it well or I
might be grumpy.I default to net-benefitsunlessyou tell me otherwiseTell me why you win.
General
Approach to Judging:I really enjoy good clash in the round. I want you to directlytear into each other's
arguments (with politeness and respect). From there you need to make your case to me. What
arguments stand and what am I really voting on. If at the end of the round I'm looking at a mess of
untouched abandoned arguments you all have epic failed.Organization is very important to me. Please
road map andtell me where you are going. I can dealwith you bouncing around—if necessary—but
please let me know where we are headed and where we areat. Clever tag-lines help too. Asa rule Ido
nottime road maps.I like to see humorand wit in rounds. Thisdoes not mean you can/should benasty
or mean to each other. Avoid personal attacks unless there is clearly a spirit of joking goodwill
surrounding them. If someone getsnasty with you, stay classy and trust me topunish them for it.If the
tournamentprefers that we notgive oral critiques before the ballot hasbeen turned in I won't. If that is
notthe case I willaslongasweare runningon schedule. I'malwayshappytodiscussthe round atsome
other time during the tournament.
NFA-LDSPECIFICTHINGS:Files: I would like debaterstouse
www.speechdrop.net forfileexchange. It is fasterand eatsup less prep. If for some reason that is not
possible, I would like to be on the email chain: ryanguy@gmail.com. If there is not anemail chain I
would like the speech docs ona flashdrive before the speech. I tend to feel paper only debate hurts
education and fairness in the round. If you only use paper I would like a copy for theentire round so I
may read along with you. If you can't provide thisdigitally or on paper, you will needto slow down and
speak at a slow conversational pace so I can flow everything you say.Disclosure: I'm a fan of the case list
I think it makes for good debate. If you are notbreaking a brand new aff it better be up there. If it is not I
ammore likelyto voteon"accessibility"and"predictably"standardsinT. Here isthecase listasof2018.
Getyourstuff on it: https://nfald.paperlessdebate.com/ Ifyouropponent isanti-case listyou shouldrun
a wiki spec argument on them. I think that teams who chose to not disclose their affirmatives are
abusive to teams who do.LD with no cards: It might not be a rule, but I think it is abusive andbad for LD
debate. I might even vote on theory that articulates that.Specifics:Speaker Points: Other than a couple
offthe wall occurrences my range tends to fall in the 26-30 range. If you do the things in my “General
Approach to Judging”section, yourspeakswillbehigher.Topicality: HeyAff…be topical. Tandother

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. I preferarticulated abuse, but will vote on potential abuse if you
don'tanswer it well. I’munlikely to vote on an RVI. In general Ienjoyagoodproceduraldebate but also
love rounds were we get to talk about the issues. That said if you are going for a procedural
argument...youshouldprobablyreallygoforit intheendormoveon to yourotherarguments.Kritiques:
Itendto be more of afanofpolicymaking rounds. Thatsaid I willvoteonKriticalposistions.Please keep
in mind that Ihave not read everyauthor out there andyou should notassume anyone in the round has.
Make sure you thoroughly explain your argument. Educate us as you debate. Make sure your alternative
solves for the impacts of K.I’m not a fan of thismemorizing evidence / cards trend in parli. If you don’t
understand a critical / philosophical standpointenough to explain it in yourown words, then you might
not want to run it in frontof me.Weighing: Please tell me why you are winning. Point to the impact level
of the debate. Tell me where to look on my flow. I like overviews and clear voters in the rebuttals. The
ink on my flow (or pixels if I’m in a laptop mood) is your evidence. Why did you debate better in this
round? Do some impact calc and show me why you won.Speed: I think going a little bitfaster than
normalconversation canbe goodfordebate. Thatbeing said;makesureyouare clear,organizedand
are still making good persuasive arguments. If you can’t do 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'mpretty good if I'm on my laptop, but it is your bad if I miss it because
you were going faster than you were effectively able to. Side Note on NFA-LD: I get thatthere is the
speed is “antithetical” to nfa-ld debate line in thebylaws. I also know thatalmost everyone ignores it. If
you are speaking at a rate atrained debater and judge can comprehend I thinkyou meet the spirit ofthe
rule. If speed becomesaproblem in the round just call “clear” or "slow." That said if you use "clear" or
"slow" to be abusive and then gofast and unclear I might punish you in speaks. I'll alsolisten and vote
ontheory in regardsto speed, but I will NEVERstop a round for speed reasons in any form of debate. If
you think theotherteam should lose for going fast you will haveto make that argument.
Safety:
Ibelievethat debate is an important educational activity. I think it teaches folks to speak truth to power
andtrainsfolks to be good citizens and advocates for change. Asa judge Inever want to bea limiting
factoron yourspeech. Thatsaid the classroomandstate /federallawsput some requirementsonusin
terms of making sure that the educational space is safe. If I everfeel the physical well-being of the
people in the round arebeingthreatened, Iaminclined to stop the round and bring it tothe tournament
director.IPDA:I’ma NPDAand NFA-LDjudgeforthemostpart. EveninIPDAIpreferthatyousignpost
your arguments and follow logical structure for advantages, disadvantages, contentions, etc. You get 30
minutesprep, you shouldcitesourcesandprovide me withevidence. Argumentssupported with cited
evidence and empirics are more likely to get myballot. In generalIamokay with anything in IPDAthat I
am okay with in LD and NPDA. Meaning I will vote on procedural arguments, Kritiques, and other debate
theory if it is run well. I’malsogenerally okay with a little speed under the guidelines Iprovided above.
IngeneralIfollowargumentsonmyflow.Make suretorespond to eachotherbecause adebate without
clash is boring.
Hannah Haghighat
Orange Coast College Typically, impact calculus is what I value most. Stock
issues are key and I want there to be clash in a debate, so make sure you aretopical. I also value

speakers who engage with the audience and are immediate in their style of speaking. I expect
debatersto be respectful of one another. There is no reason to be rude toeach other. With partner-topartnercommunication,I preferyoupassnotesto eachother. If youneedto speaktoeach other,make
sure youare stillbeing respectfulof the person who isspeaking.I ama Tabula Rasa judge. Make sure
youconnectthe dotsformeand make meaningfulconnectionthroughout thedebate. Be clear,and tell
me why I should vote for your team. I do notlike speed. Talk like ahuman. Delivery is part ofbeing
persuasive. Iamokay with jargon as long as it ispurposeful and isn't justbeing thrown around without
reason. Iunderstand the value ofproceduralarguments and believe theyareanecessary part of
debate. However, Iamopposed tousing proceduralsjust touse them, particularly when arguments
don't make sense anddon't apply to the round. At theend of the day, I want to see adebate that is fun,
clean, and hasclash.
DavidHale
East LosAngeles College
I'll use the rubric forIPDAas my guide. Iexpect the
debaterstounderstandtheexpectationofthe tournamentas itrelatestoboundry. Anythingelse...I
guessI'llmakeacallwhenI seean issue?
(IPDA)Strategiesthatseemtoalign witha bitofsell
rather thanahyper focused line byline. I'll expect studentsto adjust basedon their needs. I have a
highschool level ability to process speed but probably won't be heavly flowing the case.
Doug Hall
Casper College I am looking for a solid argument, clear logic, evidenced based
messaging, and a room free from hostility. I will listen to procedural arguments but am not
predisposed to vote for them. They MUST BE well placed and linked clearly. I need to hear
VERY clear violation, standards, and voters to even consider voting for a procedural argument. If
a Kritik, I 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, I will drop you immediately. More than anything, I want you to
enjoy the round, make impassioned logical arguments, and do what you do best.
Wade Hescht Lone Star College - North Harris
Amy Hileman Northern Virginia Community College Good arguments well explained Be nice Fairly
openbutdonotoveruse debate jargon. Debate should be accessible and well explainedtoall. No
speeding
M'Liss Hindman Tyler Junior College Clarity ofargumentsandhowwellthey link to what hasbeen
said in the round. Ialso like overallorganization to be clear. Politenessto oneanotherand good
sportsmanship. Iamratheropento mostargumentsbutdon'tprefer"squirrel"cases. I do not like
excessive speed or jargon. I prefer good communication skills.
Dewi Hokett Palomar College
Fallon Hopper Competed for Lone Start College Kingwood/San Jacinto College All debaters should be
respectfuland studentsand judgesare involved in an educated debate. I like to see good clash and
support in each argument. I willentertaintopicalityargumentsaslong astheyarenecessaryand not
usedasafiller for negative arguments. Iexpect students to respect their opponents while
having a knowledgeable debate. There is no need to speed through argumentation. I do not like
spreading. The purpose of debate is to educate one another. I do not like critiques. I prefer that the
argumentation hassolid linksto the case with impacts. Please providea straight flowin which both
theopponent and judge can follow.
Iamperfectlyfine with jargonand technicalelements
of debate. Debate isan educational/communicationevent. Ihave no interest in how manywords
you speakin a minute. Iam focused on the education and arguments in the round.

Patricia Hughes Rio Hondo College I preferfun, topical rounds; with articulated, well warranted
and impacted case arguments. While Iunderstand the beast of competition, there is no need to be
rude. I will vote down a team if theyare rude or condescending. There is no needto belittle theother
team; it does not prove your intelligence. Bullying is unacceptable and poor sportsmanlike.
When
weighingaround, Ilookfirstat stockissues,thenweigh theclashontheadvantagevsdisadvantage,
using the judging criteria. I like clear analysis of the functionality of each position (plan/counter
plan/advantage/disadvantage). Simplyput, explainhowyourwarrantsleadto your impactson the
advantage/disadvantage. Alsoexplain how your impactshappen, and what your impacts mean.
Terminalize, butonlyuse nuclear waror massextinction if it is actually warranted. On plan/counter
plan,explaineachplank,howtheplan functions(works), andhowitisgoingto solvetheissueathand.
Fiat is not clear analysis. Counter plans should have a clear explanationof mutual exclusivity.
Permutations should havea new plantext with both plan and counterplan, with anexplanation ofhow
they work together. I also have a soft spot for clearly articulated significance arguments. Also, make sure
to call out points of order.
I have a moderate tolerance for speed; however, I am nota fan of it. I
like clear and articulate arguments. I believe speed is a useless tool that is irrelevant to everyday life. Do
not spread or I will drop the first team to spread. I pay close attention to calls of slow/clear/speed. If
anyof theaboveare called,and the teamsitis calledagainst does not sloworimprove articulation, they
willbe dropped.When it comesto theoryarguments,usethemsparingly. Proceduralsareusefultools
when stockissuesare not met byAff. Call topicalityand trichotomies when the Aff isnotupholding their
prima facia burdens. Do not run proceduralas a time skew tactic, oras an argumentused in every
round. I take the rules of debate seriously. Abusing these arguments will not end well for you. When
running a procedural, I am looking for clear articulation of the violation, standards, and impacted voters;
as well as counter definitions. Idoconsider RVI arguments; however, they should include counter
standards and voters.
JeannieHunt Northwest College
I want to be able to judge the round with no intervention on my
part. That means a couple of things. You need to establish aframework that I can follow to evaluate
the round. I don’t care what that framework is, but I want one –policy making, critical, big picture, etc.
That framework is what I will follow, so please don’t set the round up asa stock round, andthenask me
to look at the big picture at the end. More importantly, give me something to look at in the end. I
wouldlovetohearsome impactanalysis, some reasonstoprefer,somethingtangibleformetovoteon.
Absentthat, Ihave to intervene.
Make your ownarguments. If you are speaking for, orallowing
your partner to speak for you, I am not flowing it. It should be your argument, not a regurgitation of
what yourpartner said three secondsago. Prompting someone with a statement like, “go to the DA” is
fine. Making an argument that is then repeated is not. Because I don’t want to intervene, I don’t
appreciate pointsoforder. You areasking me toevaluate the worth of an argument, which skews the
round in at least a small way. Additionally, I think I flow pretty well, and I know I shouldn’t vote on new
arguments. I won’t. If you feel particularly abused in the round, and need to make a point of some sort,
you can, butas a strategy to annoy the other team, or me, it is ill advised.
There are no specific
arguments that I prefer over another. I will vote on pretty much anything, and I amgame forpretty
much anything. Idoexpect that you will not subject yourself to performative contradictions. If you run
a k, you should be willing to live in the round with the same k standards you areasking us to think about.

However, it is the job of the opposing team to point that out… This is true of any theory based
argument you choose to run. I amold, which means that I think the 1AC is important. If you are not
going to address it after the 1AC, let me know so I don’t have to spend timeflowing it.Critical rounds
invite the judge to be a part of the debate, and they bring with them a set ofethics and morals that are
subjective. I love critical debate, but competitors need to be aware that the debate ceases to be
completelyobjective when the judge isinvitedinto thediscussion with aK. Make sure the frameworkis
very specific so I don’t have to abandon objectivity all together. Delivery styles are much less important
to me thanthe qualityof the argument, but thatdoesn’t mean you should have no style. You should be
clear, structured and polite toeveryone in the round (including your partner if it is team). You can at
least take yourhat off and tuck your shirt in. Having abad attitude is asbad as having abadargument.
Speed is not a problem if it is clear.

Sasan Kasravi DVC 1. At the endoftheday, all I’m really concerned with when making adecision is
what the largest impact in the round is, then I’ll consider whether I buy that the team who made the
argumentaccessesthat impact, and if I buy that your impact isthe most important and that ithappens,
I’ll vote for you. With that said, I tryto intervene as little aspossible, so it would bebest if this analysis is
given by you directly, rather than me having to decide on my own what the most important impact in
the round is. . Iam not particularly traditionalist about decorum. My primary concerns arefirst that
thedebatersare all comfortable, and second that they’re in aposition toput forward theirbest work.
Maybeforyouthat meansbeing somewhatformaland standingandallthat,and that’stotallycool. 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 I will not hold thatagainst you — certainly not in my decision about the round.
3. I thinkthisisa weird question. I will tell you what arguments I’mpredisposed AGAINST, and
theonly real heads up that I feel I should give is that I amnotparticularly 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 not a big fan. To
explain, for me, it comes down to two things.A kritik argues that something in the debate I’m judging
hasrealworld impactsbeyond the hypotheticalimplicationswe’re talking about andthat those should
come first. That presents twoissues for me. The first is that if I really believe that my vote in this debate
is going to create significant impacts in the real world, then I think it’s reasonable for me to intervene in
how I vote slightly more than I would otherwise, because it’s kind of unfair to tell me that my vote is life
or death for real people in the real world, but not give me any autonomy in whether Ibelieve you or not.
Second, Ifindthatmost kritikshaveveryweaksolvencyarguments. Moreoftenthannot,I don’tbelieve
that my vote in a community college debate round isactuallygoing to serve a significant role in ending
capitalism (for instance).
4. I’m comfortable with these things. My concern is first and foremost
INCLUSIVITY in thedebate. Inotherwords, I will be able to keep up with your speed or jargon, but I
don’t enjoy judging rounds where I feel thatone side lost simply because they weren’t fast enough or
exposed to enough technical debate. Ipreferthe winner of the debate to have stronger substance in
theirargumentation. So please do me a favor and be inclusive of allof your opponents and the other
judges that may be on your panel. But with that said, at the end of the day I am tabula rasa and will
make my decision based on my flow.

Natalie Kellner Contra Costa College
Tyler Kline
Saddleback College
Mytwobiggest criteria inroundare clashand impactcalculus.
While Iunderstand the need for procedural arguments Iprefertheybe limited to thenecessity. The
debate should be on the chosen resolution rather than unnecessary abuse arguments. All claims should
beimpacted outto the highest logical degree, express theimportance of who, what, and where has
been impacted andto what degree.
The round should be conducted fairlyand with civilityon both
sides. Forparliamentary rounds Iamaccepting of partnerto partner communication but it should be
short and not distracting. I will only flow the information givenby the assigned speaker but I do not
appreciate a ventriloquist act. Competitors are expected to act respectfully to each other as well as the
judge. Proceduralarguments should onlybe run when absolutelynecessary. If there isa legitimate
breachofprocedureor an abuse of the rules then the corresponding argument is warranted. Any
competitorspreading will be dropped. Speed will bemet with an immediate drop. I see thenecessity
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. I do my best to see what speed is within everyone's ability. I have never
found myself voting for the number of arguments. Speed isn't a 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: I 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. I like topic specific education, but I also like new interpretations of
education and the topic. I love this activity because in many debates I have witnessed I 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 I 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 I want to hear. I have literally voted for every "type" or "genre" of
argument, and I wish you would spend less time trying to overly adapt to my judging preferences.
I take judging seriously, and you should know that I 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. I
try to provide as much intellectual and professional integrity as one can, and I 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 I 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 - I love the flow. Not in an overly fetishistic sort of way, but I definitely take the practice the
seriously. My students think it’s weird, and maybe it is. But I 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, I 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 I 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. I 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, I have some general love for:
• 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. I 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.”
• 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 HartnellI mostly look to impact of arguments/advocacy. Whoever can show the clearest
impact typically gets my ballot. However, I have no problemevaluating each round andapplying an
appropriate ruling based on procedure, decorum, or any other issue presented as significant.
I expect
debate studentsto be civilwitheachother. Idislike yelling andname calling (inallitsvariations).Weare
all here to share ideas. I do have an inclination to social justice, but will not rule solely on those
arguments. Idislike ridiculousend-worldscenarios; everythingdoesnot lead tonuclearwaror4 more
yearsofa sitting president.Iprefermore realisticarguments. I prefer debate to be as accessible as
possible. Arguments should not behidden behind a veil ofdebatetactics. Do not spread in my round,
andalways clarify if someone does not know theterminology. Procedural argumentsarea doubleedged sword in my room.I willintervenewhenunfairtacticsareemployed, but Istronglydislike running
a procedural simply for the sake of running a procedural.

ChrisLowry

Palomar College

Bill Lucio

Highland Community College

Beth MacDonald
upholds the criteria.

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

opponent.
like FIAT

Signpost/Roadmap throughout debate. Extend arguments to end. Voters great. Don't
I can handle any speed. CLASH andextendarguments through toendof round.

Lisa McNeil

El 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't overdo it
I don't haveaparadigmforIPDA
They will receive low
speaker points
Erik Miller
N/A
Clarityand logic. I judge based on momentum. Whatand who'sissuesare we
talking about at the endof the round and have any significant points been swept under the 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.
I like impacts,
but in general none. I want the speakers toforget "the flow" and crystalize the debate into voters atthe
end. Speed isn't a problem for me, but you'd better be intelligible. I like theory and definition
arguments, but Iam mainly looking for clash and the Aff/Gov to meet aburden of proof. I'm extremely
pragmatic.
ScarlettMiller CasperCollege Argumentationandlogic.
Iexpect that all debaters will treat
each other with civility. I listen for sound, logical argumentation. I'm not predisposed toconsiderany
specific arguments I donot like speed, but understand it's place in the activity. I have extensive
experience in debate, so jargon and technical elements, including procedural arguments, don't bother
me.
Jacob Montez Las Positas College
Joshua Montez laspositas
was delivered

weight of logicalpoints The highest

none

depends on how well it

Lauren Morgan COLLEGE OF DUPAGE The most important criteria for me is good
argumentation/persuasionthatemploysabalanceofethos, logos,pathosappealswith reasoning.
Often in debate, I find speakersdo not provide sufficient reasoning to supporttheir point. Be sure that
you employ solid reasoning. In parli, use of the weighing mechanism is alsoparamount; if it is the
criteria by which you are asking me to judge the debate, then I expect you to use it to show me why
yourposition best fulfills the criteria bywhich you've asked me to judge the debate.
I expect all
debaters to be competent communicators anduse decorum. There is no needtodevolve into ad
hominemattacks, especiallywhenthinlyveiled. Bothverbalandnonverbalcommunication matter.
Ibelieve in trichotomy, sonoteverydebate isapolicydebate andsheeramountofevidence
(cut cards) is notsufficient for me to vote for you. Iamnot opposed to Targuments, but if it appears
you are running it as a matter or protocol or to turn the debate into the one you would like to have
rather than the one you've been provided, that will notbe in your favor. How you communicate is as

important as what you 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
important criteria for me. It's important to me that you understand and can articulate your points well,
particularly if you are arguing something unusual.
Fordecorumthe onlything that really matters
to me is that you are courteous to your partnerand opponents. I don'thave a predisposition foror
against any particular arguments.
I enjoy fast technical debate, but substance is more important
than being gamesy. So while I 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 mostly been in IE’s but I am open toany
argument you want to have as long aseverything is clear, logical, andrespectful. Organizationand
structure are important as Idefault to using my flow as basis of judging. I don’t mind being bluntand
directbutbe considerate.You canbe assertivewithoutbeingaggressive.Be respectfulofeachother
and mindful of your rhetoric. Iamopen to any strategy/position/argument that you find important as
long asargumentsare clearly articulated andorganized.Don’t have anissue with it but Iprefer word
choice over speed. Be mindful of speed with fellow debaters and adjust accordingly so that it is
accessible for everyone 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
speaking ata sane speed. I'mnotahuge fanof inappropriate topicalityarguments. INotherwords, run
T all day... but ONLY if its not whining and is very justified. Otherwise just get to the debate
Politeness and that there be no table talk. This whole "its not my turn but Ill feed my partner
word for word what to say" is terrible. You can pass anotebutnoventriloquism. and no Ks.
I ama
left leaning centristpoliticallybut logic will swayme regardless I say Idespise speed because I can't
think of a stronger word. Maybe abhor. Don't do it. I am ok with jargon andtechnical termsas long as
they come with a quick definition in case IDK what it is.
John Nash
Moraine Valley Idonothavea judging philosophy. What this means isthat I typically
only judge IPDA. You should treatthe round as if you aretwo people chatting aroundthedinner table
discussing different sides of the same issue. Please never tell me “this is why you should vote for me” or
“this is why I win thispoint.”Please keep all debate lingo outof the round. Please make sure thatthe
debate you are running is not one 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
thingslike thank the peanut gallery.
Ethos Pathos Logos
Never do it!
William Neesen Irvine Valley College In most instances what you tell me to look at. Set up what you
think it should beand defend it. If left to my own accord I will be a policy maker.What you need to know
isthatIhavedone/judgeddebatemy wholelifeandIhaveseemmanydifferentstylesofdebate.IPDAis
a differentbeast and do not treat it like NPDA Be nice toeach other, there is no reason to be a jerk. I

also am not sure we are in court so we can be a little less formal.
I hate aff projects that ignore
the topic. I dislike RVIs Speed as a weapon sucks, so go only as fast as other team. Technical debate is
fun. IPDA should not have speed or jargon.
Junior Ocasio Illinois Central College Don't know

Don't know

Don't know

Don't know

Dave Odasso San Diego Mesa College Ethical Clash. Do not demean the other team or competitor.
Anything not on-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 I 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. Two sides join the round already resolved on the issue. The affirmative hasthe burden of
proof, and must provide an advocacy. The negative has the burden of rejoinder, and must argue against
theaffirmative'sposition. To meet this burden, the negative can eitherdefend the status quo, having
bothpresumption, ormayadvocate for adifferent change (asthe affirmative haspara-metricized the
resolution).Myprimary role isto listen totheargumentspresented and determine if Iampersuaded to
support or reject theresolution. Thus, after burdens, I will look to the on-case stock issues. The only
stockissue that isadefault voterisinherency. If the statusquo isalreadyaddressing the problem, then
there is no reason to prefer the plan. Disproving harms and significance are at best mitigations. If you
win those arguments, there stillisno reasonnotto vote forthe plan. Solvencyand advantagesmustbe
turned to become voters. You'll need to prove the plan causes the opposite effect. However if you
mitigate either of these, you'll need to pair it with adisadvantage or counter plan to give me a reason
not to try the plan.Next I look to off-case positions, including topicality and critiques. These musthave
good structure and be complete in it’s construction (I won’t fill in theblanks for you regarding warrants
and jurisdiction). Additionally any off case argument needs a clear under-view when it is presented (not
just in the rebuttals) indicating how it fits into the round, and how I should consider it in my vote. I
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 do not easily fit into a line-by-line. Take a few moments and tell me the theory story, then (just in
case I don't buy it) get into actually refuting the argument.
As a communication instructor, I believe
thepurpose of this activity is toprepare students to critically think and engageothers in a meaningful
way. Ergo, students should deliver arguments clearly and with at a rate that emphasizes
communication. I 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
addressargumentpartsindividuallyratherthangroupingduringtheconstructivespeeches. Thefinal
rebuttals are the appropriate place to provide summary voters to address the important issues
advanced in constructive speeches.
I have no preference in terms ofphilosophical, theoretical, or
empirical argumentsas long as they contain the three parts to make them an argument. Be sure that
each part is present: claim, warrant, conclusion (impact). Use this strategy: a. I say...... b. because ...... c.
andthismeans... On Policy & Fact Debate:For organization, sign post your tag lines, andgive your

citation again atthe end of the card. Thatwaywe knowyou havefinishedquoting material. Avoidoral
prompting as much as possible. I consider it to be rude and disrespectful toward your partner.
Additionally, partof thisactivityis learning to workasa teamand depending on anotherperson for your
success. This is an essential skill in life and you would never use verbal prompting in a business meeting,
salespitch, orpolitical speech. Ergo, it reallyhasno place in anactivitydesigned to create in students
those skills. OnValue Debate:Valuedebate isbydefinition, a meta analysisofa topic. The first levelof
that debate is the overarching value. Students should present and defend a value that has been carefully
chosen to have a non-absurd and debatable counter value e.g. capitalism vs. socialism and not freedom
vs slavery (forces the opponent to be morally repugnant). Wonderful debates can occur on by debating
valuelevel, buttheyrarelywillwin thedebatebecause people (smarterthanus)havediscussedthese
for generationsand we still have no certain truths. Criteria are the next level ofthe meta debate. Again
we could have a wonderful discussionon the meritsofactutilitarianismvs. the categoricalimperative,
but it would not settle the issue, nor would it persuade the judge on either side of the resolution
(although you can win a round bydefault if your opponent is not abletoeffectively articulate their value
or criterion). Criterionsare most useful if treated separately as atest of your contentions rather than a
policy-type mechanism fortesting(achieving) the value. Your contentions arethe real heartofthe
debateand shouldbethe main focus. Claim, warrant,and conclusionareessentialtoeveryargument
and can be contested on each orevery one of those tenants. The key in value debate is toprovide
context aftergiving your argumentas tohow it affects the criterion and proves your case & value. I
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 cover in a limited amount of time; I don’t think one can do the kritik
justice (in other words, I am not often convinced of their educational/rhetorical value because we
simply do not haveenough timeto reach thatgoal). That being said, if there is an in-round instance
promptingaperformative kritik, Ithinkthere can beadirect link made toeducationandthe ballot being
used asa tool. Second, these argumentsbytheir nature 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 counter case. Thus, the only way to rebuttal is toargue
against the philosophical grounding (which leads to a muddled debate at best) or the alternatives which
makesita de-factopolicydebate (and is contraryto the purpose of valuedebate).
My role is to
select the bestdebater(s) in the round, not the most cleaver, fastest talker(s). Thus, "dropping" an
argument is not an independentvoting issue for me. If theopposition has been non-responsive, you
must arguethepointand explain the relevance tothe round. I will not punish a team 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 I debated for Chabot College, coached for Long Beach State and

am now ADOF at Chabot College. Most of my experience is in NFA-LD, but I have also
participated in/judged/coached parli and some IPDA. Although I do have debate experience,
I have been living more in the world of IEs, so it's wise to treat me more like an IE critic than
a debate one. I definitely prefer to hear discussion about the topic at hand over a critical
case, but will vote on any argument (T’s, CP’s, K’s, etc.) that is reasoned out, impacted, and
persuasive. Especially if you run a critical argument, as this was not my forte, make sure
you clearly explain everything about it and why it is more important for us to accept your
kritik and the world of the alt and reject discussion of the resolution. It is up to you as the
debater to impact everything out for me and tell me why I should be voting for you over the
other team.

I’m not a huge fan of speed in either LD or parli. While you don’t have to speak at a
“conversational” pace, if I can’t keep up with you, your arguments won’t end up on my flow. I
want to be able to hear and process your arguments so that I can determine a winner. Tags
and impact calculus are going to be the most important things to hit, and you can speed up
a bit during evidence.
I don’t mind if you communicate with your partner during a round, but the current speaker
must say the argument in order for it to end up on my flow. The current speaker should be
the one doing most of the speaking during their turn.
Above all, keep things civil and have fun!
Justin Perkins Cypress
Rolland Petrello Moorpark College
Once upon a time I said that I was a tabula rasa judge. Then
as I got older I realized that for me this is an impossible standard. I am unwilling to abandon my
knowledge or common sense in evaluating a debate –especially in today's world of alternative facts. I
am a firm believer that the topic is what needs to be debated (especially in a setting where you have a
hand in choosing the topic you debate). That said, Ibelieve that thereare manytypesof claimsand if you
want to debate policy exclusively then strike the non-policy topics. As an adjudicator, I consider myself a
critic ofargument rather than a scorekeeper. Let'sbehonest; notallargumentsare created equaland
just because someone dropsanargumentdoesn't meanthat you win the round automatically. If you
want me to vote on anargument, explain why your position is the most important one in the round vis a
vis theotherarguments. While debate isa contestation of ideasand it can get heated intellectually, that
does not mean it should not be civil. If it becomeshostile orad hominem in nature, then your speaker
points will reflect my disdainfor that style. This is not anarbitraryor negotiable choice. Asa Director of
Forensics I view one of my roles as safeguarding this activity for future generations. This means that our
activity needs the support of administrators. If I would not feel comfortable showing adebate to an
administrator forfear of their reaction, then it is a debate that is doing a long term dis-service to our
community.
I am open to most sound arguments. That said, there are
arguments that I have concerns with and you should know what theyare:1. Kritiks - Ihave voted on
kritiks - some that I liked and some that Ihated, but veryfew. The ones Ipreferare very specifically
linked to the argumentation in the round and the topic itself. Additionally, I find most K's to be very
poorly explained. Never count on me to be as versed in the lit as you are when you've researched it
specifically forthe purpose of running it in a round. If I don't understand it, then you didn'texplain it well
enough.2. Identity Politics - This is a very risky proposition in frontof me fora number of reasons. First, I
find these argumentsto be more exclusionary thaninclusive for other debaters in the round. Second, it
requires me toevaluate your experience andusually the premise is that Iamnot in aposition to do so
because of my identity. Third, the validation ofpersonal narrative is very difficult in the context of the
limited time ofa debate round. In terms of what I like - I did NDT and CEDA in the mid '80's. As a result I
am an old school traditionalist. I think the stock issues are stock issues for a reason. Additionally, since I
spent four years as a 1N, I love agood case debate and think it is not only the most practical application
of critical thinking skills in a debate round, it is a lost art. I don't judge enoughdebate to flow like I once
could, but I am also not a houseplant. If I can't keep up with you I will verbally indicate it and then it is up
to you whether to respond to that notice or not. I do not look kindly on speed for speed's sake and will
judge your speed based on how necessary I perceive it was. I look even less kindly on speed as solely a
strategic tool against slower debaters. To me, that is avoiding the debateout of your own fear and

ultimately misrepresents what debate should be to the outside observers that we need. Anything else,
feel free to ask me pre-round.
Amanda Pettigrew
Moraine Valley I do not have a judging philosophy. What this means is that I
typically only judge IPDA. You should treat the round as if you are two people chatting around the
dinnertablediscussingdifferent sidesof the same issue.Pleasenevertellme “thisis whyyou should
vote for me” or “this is why I win this point.” Please keep all debate lingo out of the round. Please make
sure that thedebate you are running is notone you have doneprioror one that you have apremade
case for. Canned cases will always get you the loss. Have fun and be nice.
Be nice and play fair.
Ethos Pathos Logos
Do not use it!

Thuy Pham

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.”

Scott Plambek San Diego Mesa College When evaluating debate, I value clear, enthusiastic delivery
that is well-tailored to the audience. Additionally, I value a balanced approach to persuasion, that
embodies Ethos, Pathos and Logos (rather than the purely logic-driven approaches to debate). I expect
debaters to treat their team members and competitors with respect. In my opinion, there is no
justification for treatinga competitor poorly duringa round.
Iamnot familiar with advanced debate
strategies and tactics. So, many ofthese would be ineffective while I am judging, unless they are
explained clearly within the round.
I am not familiar with advanced debate jargon. So, overly
technical approaches to debate/persuasion are unlikely to benefit competitors.
Sherana Polk Orange Coast College I amlooking to see which team upheld their burdens the best.
Therefore, Ithinkthateach teamshould be clearin thebeginningof theirpresentationabout what they
need to do in orderto win the debate. Afterwards, I look to see if their arguments did the best job at
upholdingtheirburdensandpointing outflawsand inconsistencieswiththe otherteam. Ialsoamafan
of stock issues. Therefore, if you are running policy then I am looking to see a discussion of advantages
vs. disadvantage. If you are running a value debate than Iactuallywantboth teamsto discussa value
and do the job of connecting the value to every single argument. If you are running afact debate than
make sure that you have sufficient and substantial arguments to prove your side accurate.
Debaters should be respectful and cordial with one another. If students are rude that will
definitelycostthemspeakerpointsand possiblyeventhe round. Thisactivityshouldhighlight thebest
of ourselves. So be assertive, be considerate, and have fun. Partner-to-partner communication is fine.
Make sure that it is not too excessive. If you keep interrupting your partner than I feel that you don't
trust your partner and therefore I don't know if I should trust your partner. Also, I only flow the person
who has thefloor is saying. Therefore, if it needs to be on my flow make sure theperson whose timeto
speak isactually theonemaking the argument. I like clash. I want bothteams to engage in the debate
and really analyze the arguments that were made by their opponents. In each argument that is
presented I want clear and accurate evidence that supports the positions that you are making and I want
you to impact your arguments out. What do I or the community at large get if I vote for your side?
Really walk me through the resultsof your idea. Ultimately, Iam willing to listen toanyposition as long
as it is clearly and thoroughly explained, that it explicitly links tothe resolution, that it is impacted out,
and that it simply makes sense. For IPDA I abhor speed, 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, andhave thoughtfulargumentsthat are wellexplainedand connect backto your side of the
topic. a competitor who treats an IPDA round as just single person parli will be less likely to win my
ballots. For Parli and NFA-LD, Iam not a fan of speed either. Ineedtobeable to understand you and if
you are going too fast then I am less likely to catch everything on my flow. If my flow is missing
arguments than I may miss the crucial argument that would lead to vote for your side. I will clear
competitors who aregoing too fast. If I clear you and you still have decided not to adjust your speed

then you will lose the round. Competitors can also clear each other if you think that others aregoing
toofast as well. If competitors don'tadjust their speaking style then run anargument on it. As faras
jargon and techgoes Iamopentolisten toanyargument with any labeling that the competitor wants to
provide. Just clearly explain and linkeach argument backto the resolution. Iam not ahuge fan of K's
simply because the vast majority of them are not explained well, does not link at all to what is
happening in the round, and is just a cheap ploy to get outof discussing the issue. So if you run a K
make sure that it really connects to what is happening in the round and make sure that it is explained
well. For T debates I amdown to listen to them. I don't think that T's must have articulated abuse in
orderfor the T to function. If Gov team mis-defined the round, even if it still gives debatablegroundto
the opp, I will still vote in favor of the T. However, if the T is ran just to use up time I become very
unsympathetic to the opp and it may be more challenging to win my ballot. I like CP's but make sure
that they arenon-topical.
Miguel Porfirio DelMarCollegeIsthere clash? Ordo theyjust run topicalityarguments. I was
taught that there isalwayssomething to debate.
Keep thingsnice
and civil.
Who's plan has the most solvency Speed isokas
longasyou slowdown yourtaglinesandarticulate yourwords. IfI can't hear what you're saying,
then what you're telling me is that you don't care about your argumentand neither should I.
Erika Portillo El Paso CommunityCollege
Jeff Przybylo Harper Clearargumentation. Eloquence matterstome in allformsofdebate. Treat
eachother with respect.
Well reasoned and supported arguments.
For the most part, Iam
anIE judge andcoach. I judge about tenparliroundayearand10 IPDA rounds. Iunderstand the rules
and jargon for the most part. If you want to debate "debate" you are going to lose me. If you MUST
make technical arguments about the debate-- make them, be clear and move on.
Reed Ramsey DVC 1. The short of it is I am a policy maker who evaluates impacts first and
foremost, but I still expectthe debate to havegood warrants/evidence forjustificationof arguments. If
you compare impacts through a nuanced calculus your odds are much higher for picking up my ballot. I
tend to vote for the team who makes me do less work 2. My onlyexpectation forproperdecorum is
that you treateachother with respect. 3. Iampredisposed tolistentothingssuch as: Disadvantages,
counter plans, Topicality/theory arguments,and criticisms.
4. Forthe technicalside of the debate I
anticipate you being able to identify arguments, but I Do not want you tomake jargon and crutch. The
thing Ievaluate more than anything arepractical breakdowns ofargumentsandapplying themas
specific as possible. Speed is okayfor me, but Iamafirmbeliever that you can make just as many
concise arguments at a slower rate.
Salim Razawi Las Positas College
Zach Rosen Saddleback College
Persuasiveness ofargumentation. Any competitor can speak at
ahigh rate orinvoke atheoretical argument. Very fewdebaters qualify their choices, however, and
fewer still actively attempt to persuade the judge to agree with their position asopposed to simply
stating that their opponent is wrong. To be cordialandprofessional. There isno roomorneedtoact

in any other manner. I ampredisposed to vote against argumentslike topicality or kritiks when not
adequatelyjustified by the debaterinvoking it. When it comesto structural arguments I do not believe
in tabla rasa. There is no evidence in either cognitive or cognitive neuroscience that such a state exists,
even at birth, 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 coaches in
termsofthe lexical definition of most of the terms that aregrouped under jargon. Unless you want me
to impose my particular definition of a term, define it and define it well. Orbetter yet, don’t use it as a
crutch.I will strike any arguments from my flow that are given at a rate of higher than 150 WPM (If I
thinkyou’re speeding, I will activelytime you todiscern if thisis the case at theexpense of documenting
your arguments).
David Rosnovjak

Harper College

Jessica Samorano

LasPositas College

Jessica Ashley Samorano

Las Positas College LPC N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

HalSanford Santa Rosa Junior College
For me, stock issues are the most important criteria.
Affirmative's failure to present a prima facia case is problematic, as is not demonstrating by a
preponderance of persuasion the motive (harm),blame(inherency),plan, and solvency/advantage.
Viable counterplans should present anon-topical, forced choice, not being perm-able. Be polite. Do
not belittle or insult. Partner communication isfine, but I only flow words fromtherecognized speaker.
Again, be nice! Remember, there is always somebody meaner and smarter than you who would love to
avenge theirfriend who washumiliated bya rude competitor. Do you want that karma, seriously?! Just
be nice. Relevant and 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 smart aboutthis. In debate, there is aresolution. It is the
focus of the debate, not a debater's personal agenda, which can be beautifully expressed in any number
of individual events. IPDA should be at a conversational rate. NFA-LD rules say speed is antithetical
totheevent, but everybody seems to ignore the rules. Hmmm. Parli is often fast. Bottom line: if either
Ioranopponent says"clear"(meaning youare notenunciating well)orspeed (meaningyouare talking
toofast), I strongly suggest you heed their request, or mine. As far as jargon goes, explain it to me so I
know you know what you're doing. Explainthe "perm," telling me that both the counterplan and plan
can be run without necessitating aforced choice, a requirement ofa viable counter plan. Technical
elements are most important in parli and in NFA-LD. Please structure arguments and provide warranted
arguments. If you are running a topicality challenge, I want the word(s)being challenged, your
interpretation of whatthat wordorphrase shouldbe,theopponent'sviolating interpretation, standards
that support your interpretation, and voters (a priori, fairness, education, etc.)
Annie Sauter Harper College I'm primarily an I.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. I
don't favor it one bit, and I find it extremely hard to follow. Anyone can talk fast. What I care about is
how

well you are relaying your ideas and your argument. I pay close attention to your also weighing
mechanism. When you set upa clearweighing mechanism and suggest it ascriteria for how I should
evaluate therest debate, that'swhat I'mmost likelyto do. Debate the thing you're actuallysupposed to
bedebatingabout. Clash is fun. Clash is key. I really value organization, and I don't mind if you tell me
exactlywhere yourargument should go on the ballot. I appreciate cordial, kind debaters who are able
to read their judge/fellow competitors and adjust their speaking style. I donotfavor teams who are
condescending, aggressive, or tell me what to do. If you're presenting a sound argument, you shouldn't
feel compelled toboss me around. If Iexperience this, orwitness ANYlack ofrespect towards your
fellow competitor, expect an unfavorable ballot.I'm most likely to listen to and consider theargument
thatpresents the most impacts. However, I should mention that I find really unrealisticdisadsa bit silly
(e.g. We shouldn't convince companies to invest in wind energybecause eventuallyturbines will
become robotsandtakeover the ENTIRE EARTH! Bleep-Blorp).But really, Real world consequences are
most likelygoingto makeme listenand consideryourargument.
I don't like jargon, but if you
throwout jargon, backitup. Jargon itself isnotenough. Take thetimetoexplain the lingo andelaborate
abit on whyit applies. Lastly, this is supposed to be fun. Relax!You areawesome. If you're having fun,
so am I.
WilliamSchubert

Las Positas College

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

John Schultz Tallahassee The most important facet of the round is the judging criteria. All of your
argumentsshould connect backto that. Arguingabout other philosophicalelementsof theopposing
team is misdirected energy. Also, don't simply summarize in your rebuttal. If you want to win the
round, the rebuttal should be bullet items to support that.
Have fun and be respectful of each
other. I judge in aholistic manner. As I said above, pay attention tothe JC. I expectdirect clash on
pertinentissues in the round. Give me a road map of where you intend to go in each of your speeches.
I'malsoafanofhighlighting fallacies ofargumentation in your opponent's case. Not afanof speed.
Communicators who are persuasive,clean, and organized usually win my rounds. Speed kills. More is
notalwaysbetter. If you spread andtheother teamsdropspoints, it has little bearing for me. Jargon
and technical elements are fine, but make sure you explain it all. Ask me if you have any other
questions.
Shanna Shultz
Sound argumentation is the starting point for any good debate; depth of
analysisis rewardedover"quantity"ofcleverattemptedargument.Inotherwords, depthoverbreadth
ispreferred.I enjoyhearing newtypesofargumentsand casestudiesapplied throughout thedebate,
evaluating various applications of policy or philosophy to diverse settings.
The ancient art of
civility isthe foundation ofdiscourse. Iexpect fordebaters to be firmandresolute but respectful aswell
as gracious listeners. I tend to prefer "real world" mpx calcs over technical mpx but I weigh them
both. I do not entertain argumentsthatare well known anddeveloped (e.g. eco-fem ks orpolitics da)
that become just lingo 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), then don't run it
[[looking at Ks in NFALD]].
I can keep up with speed and jargon, but believe thatpublic debate
should be accessible to all audiences. It's the speaker's responsibility to make sure I am catching all their
arguments - I do my best to keep up with everything, but I default to the speakers to tell me what I

should know. I have no explicit bias against or for technical elements as I recognize that all organizations
develop standards of competition. I'm here for it all!
Erin Shadrick Casper College Be fair, be logical, use evidence to support your claims. I’m fine
with any kind of arguments.
Taureanna Shimp

Modesto Junior College

KacyStevens COLLEGE OF DUPAGE I will listen to every argument a debater presents. However, as
much as I try, I do find it difficult to divorce myself from my knowledge of fallacious argumentation.
Thus, Itend to focus on logical links and howtheytieback to the weighing mechanism of the round. If
therearelinks to nuclear waror other hyperbolic scenarios that areeasily broken, Iamunlikelyto vote
on such unrealistic impacts, especially if they have been delinked.
IPDA should be dramatically
differentthan parli. When a debater turns an IPDA round into a parli round, I am likely to vote forthe
OTHER debater in the round. Delivery, organization, and ethos matter significantly more in IPDA than in
parli. I highly value courteousand respectful debate in both parli and IPDA. I believe strongly in the
idea thatone of the major distinctionsbetween debateargumentation and "verbal fighting" is the high
degree of respect debaters show each other in and out of rounds. Ethoshas its place in debateand
respect to othersdoesimpact ethos. I stronglybelieve inthe distinction between fact, value, andpolicy
resolutions. The burdens for each are vastly different and require teams to focus the debate in
drastically differentways. I hold true to the idea that setting upa case using the correct ‘resolutional’
type is aburden of thegovernment team.
Speed sometimes occurs, but should not be relied upon.
I will make it clear when the speed becomes so quick that I can no longer flow the debate by simply
putting my pen down. It should be a clear nonverbal indicator to every debater that I am no longer
flowingthedebatebecause of speed, andtherefore will not vote onthe arguments that are not onmy
flow. However, I will pick back up my pen and continue flowing when the speaking rate becomes
reasonable enough toflow. Ialso believe that speed impacts credibility. While debate relies heavily
upon logos, ethos and pathos should not be ignored. Beyond speed, I also highly encourage debaters to
use strong organization including, tag lines, roman numerals, capital letters, etc. Labeling and numbering
argumentsis oneof theeasiestwaystoensure thatboth teamsand thejudge(s)are on thesamepage.
Jargon alone doesnot make an argument;a debater's explanation ofthe jargon makesanargument.
Jargonalone willneverbevoted onbyme.I expectdebaterstoexplain whythe jargon is significantto
the round and how it should impact my voting. Technicalities can matter but only if thedebater(s)
impact out why the technical elements have a bearing on the round itself. Procedural arguments are a
part of debate for a reason but should not be relied upon solely to win rounds. If procedurals are
present, debaters should feel free to run them and IMPACT them, butnot force them to work.
Neal Stewart Moorpark College
I evaluate IPDA, like any other event, on a combination of
content anddelivery. Debaters should treat opponents, judges, and audience members with respect.
Feel free to make any argument you feel can be persuasively explained to a lay audience.
Speed, jargon, and technical elements should be appropriate to a lay audience.
TylerStewart Lower Columbia College, University of Nevada - Reno I don't want to see 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. I loathe
topicalityarguments but if there is a legitimate concern about trying to worm your way outof trying to
debate the opposing team on good terms I will side with the team arguing for topicality violation.
Don'tbe snarky, degrading of opponentsorschool/major. Don't talkover yourpartner. If your
opponentsneed clarificationonan argument, pleasegive itto them.
I'm biased in favor of left wing
ideasbut honestly I would not bank on thatbias saving apoorlythought out argument. I only disclose
thisbiasbecause it would be unrealistic to believe that my biaseshave noeffect on my voting. Ido not
as a rule disregard any argument someone wishes to make on the basis of personal disagreement with
theplanor critique. Give me one ortwo (max three) well thoughtoutarguments that have support for
high probability of impacts. For critiques I don't really care how strictly one sticks with particular
literature. It would be best if you can take a complicated and in depth value analysis and make it
digestibleforasmanypeopleaspossible.Havinggooddefinitionssetupwillhelpwith that.don'tmake
blanket statements about groups or ideologies. I want specific arguments against data analysis, values
andpolicyimpactsnot "X group isbad" or"they’re emulating Ygroup which is bad".
Never speed! I
usedtodo itbut have since realizehowcompletelyuselessofskillit is.Itcircumventshaving toactually
debate wellthoughtoutpointsbydrowningopponentsinaseaofargumentationanditactivelypushes
outpeople withhearingdisabilitiesorspeechimpairments.Asforjargon, sinceI'vebeenoutofdebate
fora couple years now I may not be familiar with new terminologyand it's my personal belief that if an
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 I can't stand is a
topicalitytime suck. If youbelieve youropponent hasmisinterpreted theresolutionand thathasmade
the debate unfair, that is the only argument I'm going to listen to. At that point I don't care about any
otherargumentsanddroppinga topicalityis an instant loss.Saying youropponent isbeingunfairand
needs to be punished with a loss will have to be your only argument your team makes.
Josh Sunderbruch
Harper I lookforconsistencyinargumentation.I expect logicalconnectionsto
be made with eloquence and without requiring intervention on my part.I expect debatersto remember
that theyare engaged in an educational activity that has its basis in the oratorical tradition. Debaters
should be courteous, thoughtful, and committed to the event asaneducational space. I will consider
almostanyargument if it is well-constructed. Forexample, I will vote on well-argued procedurals, butI
will also vote against them as a reverse-voting issue when warranted and when urged to appropriately. I
will vote for complex philosophical arguments that areapplied well, but I will not intervene on behalfof
some conventionbecausea debate theorist said I should in a journal. Iexpect counterplansto be both
counter-resolutionaland competitive, and I see maybeone well-run counterplan a year. In general, I
resist the idea that there is a single properformof debate and thatunwritten rules do the work for the
debaters--instead, I expect the necessary argumentation to take place in the round.
How do you
evaluate speed, jargon, andtechnicalelements?I will not flow speed and will simply drop my pen to
indicate asmuch. Iamokaywith jargon when it isaccurately used, but it is not a replacement for impact
analysis. Technical elements, likewise, have their place. I love well-run technical meta-debates.
However,I have littletolerance forcompetitorsrunning aspectsofdebatethat theydonotunderstand,
orexpecting that one formofdebate (i.e. IPDA) will conformto the rulesor conventions of another form
of debate (i.e. CEDA) just because.

Sean Thai
University of Nevada, Reno
The most important thing I look for in 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 tobe contexualized via the facts that the your links should be resolving your
uniquenessclaims, and that yourlinkshave someexplanatorypowerforhow theyresolve impacts,
especially specific impact scenarios.
Ihave littleexpectationsof decorumfromdebaters. Thebare
minimum that I require is simply that we be courteous and accepting to all people, and take into
account all their needs and accessibiltiy requests.
I have little predisposition for strategies. I
evaluate everything largely on the flow. I excel at technical debate. I evaluate technical debate, speed,
and jargon with no bias or predisposition.
Kyra Tillmans Las Positas College
Logic Be classy
International POV
If you can
delivera technicalargument with limited to no jargon, you're doing a good job. If you're going too fast
and I 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!

Grant Tovmasian
Rio Hondo College
The most important criteria for me is logical
consistency. I willavoid interceding on anyone'sbehalf up toapoint. Please rememberthat although I
approachthe round as impartial asI can, that doesnot negate the truth, I still amawarewhich country I
live in and who is the president and killing puppies is wrong (also kicking them, and just violence in
general, I frown upon) Iexpect alldebaters to remain cordial and professional throughout the round.
The decorum is important soasnot to isolateoroffendanystudent. Debate albeitadversarialinnature
should be based on arguments and not a personal attack and as such, each student should perceive this
as a safe place to express ideas and arguments. I prefer good on case argumentation over near useless
procedural thatare simplyrun in ordertoavoid on case thorough analysis. Assuch Iamabelieverthat
presentation and sound argumentation is critical towards establishing one's position. DA vs Advantages.
CP vs Planareallsound strategiesand Ihope students will use them.If permutation can happen in the
real world it can happen in adebate round. If you are running a CP please make sure toexplain its
status, especially if you are to claim dispositional (EXPLAIN) Please call Points of Order and 95% of the
time I will respond with (point well taken, point not well taken) That aside, I am open to any line of
argumentationas long as it is complete. Example: I will notdo your work for you, no link no argument,
noimpact noargument, no warrant NO ARGUMENT PERIOD. I firmlybelieve that speed kills, assuch
thefirst teamthatuses it as an offensive ordefensive tactic will get aloss in that round. 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 and is directly connected to eithertheactions of theother teamor resolution in it of itself. 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
I think you cheapen both the critique and your whole line of argumentation.
Shannan Troxel-Andreas
Dana Trunnell Prairie State

Butte College

Roxanne Tuscany
Grossmont College
. I want to hear clear, well structured, arguments. I
want the speaker to label their points/sign posting throughout. I need a road map, throughout the
speech, notjust atthe top of the speech. Iam “flowing” thedebate, on legal pads, which meanson one
ortwopiecesofpaper. WhichalsomeansIamnot “wasting”paper.&#61514;I want to heararguments
that have claims, with reasoning/evidence.
Ibelieve that thisis an educationalactivitythat teaches
some very important skills fromthe areasofargumentation and public speaking. Ibelieve that the
developers of Parliput in some very sound parametersforhow the event should be run. Therefore, I
expect the speaker to stand. I only want to hear fromthe speaker, notfromtheir partner. You may
passnotes,butmake sure it isdiscreet.
Ata state ornational tournament, I know that there are
differentterms/jargon thathave developed fromindividual regions. Therefore, don’t assume that
everyone should know the same terms. If you use a term, quickly explain it, the first time you use it. I
welcome an opposing team to ask the otherteam for explanations of their terms. I do not expect that
team to respond with something like, “everyone should know this term”. If that is true, give us the
definition. Iseefartoomanydebatersmisusingand miscommunicationaboutjargon.Ibelievethereis
no place for spreading/speed in Parli or IPDA. Everyone who continues to encourage or allow spreading
isencouraging poorcommunication skills, defeatingthepurpose of Parli/IPDAdebate. It isn’t about
“my” ability to flow, it is about your ability to communicate logical, argumentation to any audience.

Arthur Valenzuela

LAVC

Jeani Vermillion Ranger College Whose argument makes the most sense and isthe most persuasive.
Debating is not personal and should not be taken as personal. Arguments should stay civil.
Ialwaystry to start with a clean slateand alloweachspeakertopersuade me. I cannot
evaluate speed, I tend to put my pen down until I can understand the speaker again. I'mnot up todate
on jargon or technical elements and do the best I can with them.
Rajiv Vijayakumar
Las Positas College
Clarity, don’t use technical jargon, debate the topic at
hand. Berespectful, debate the topic athand. Stay on topic, trynotto run topicality cases unless
absolutelynecessary, absolutelyno time space continuumorothergarbage like that, andtalkto an
audience member who is able to accept competent and reasonable logic.
Be clear, make sure I
understand what you are saying. If I don’t hear and/or comprehend what you say you won’t get
credited.
Trent Webb Nassau Community College
A clear AFF structure is needed; even though I am 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 clear as well. And it goes without saying thateachargument 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 overall approach is. Stand during CX. Avoid
looking at your opponent. Be cordial atalltimes.
When judging IPDA, I ascribe to the principles of
IPDA as prescribed by their constitution and/or by-laws. Hence, I expect a highly rhetorical and
oratorical-based style/approach from both debaters. This means you lose my ballot if you insist on

excessive speed, "spreading" or the act of stacking too many contentions, not being cordial, or the use
of unnecessary meta-debate jargon and/or techniques. That being said, a basic knowledge and basic
practice ofdebate theoryisexpected aswell. Anyuse of speed and/or meta-debate tactics is an
automatic loss of my ballot.
Nate Wensko Orange Coast College I believe that IPDA is IPDA and Parliamentary debate is
Parliamentarydebate. Bothevents should continue to be separate events. Iuse the pointsystem in
IPDAasaguideto who iswinning the round. I feelthatallargumentsandproceduralsare accessible to
the debaters as long astheyaredescribed in a manner thata lay judge could understand. Myposition
on evaluating a round of parliamentary debate is how well does the argumnets presented either solve or
linktothe impactspresentedbyeachteam. Formelink, solvencyand impactsare strongest whenthey
are detailedout ratherthan apileof statementsthatassume connectionsto theevidence orexamples
presented. Ialso think refutation that addresses theargumentsdirectly and not just dismissive in
nature weigh very well in the round. Decorum, I feel, now more than ever is important for teams in
opposition. Being thoughtfulandrespectfulto each duringthe round isa lessonthatneverlosesvalue.
Being responsible with rhetoric atthispoint in time is something we all needto continue topractice in
andout of the round. Debaters should beexemplarsoftheaforementionedasbest as theyfeel they
can be. I will consider all positions made in a round as I do now want to limit theaccess ofarguments
allowed in a round. One note on K, I feel that this position needs to be taken if and only if the round
truly calls forsuchan argument.Speech should be controlled in a waythat bothteamshaveaccessto
the roundand thepositionsbeing presented. Pleaserespect theother teamif they call for a slowdown
in presentation. Iamfine with jargon ortechnical elements in Parliamentary debate just be sure to not
assume the jargon ortechnicalelement speaksforitself because Iunderstandit, a littleground should
becovered whensuch positionsare presented. On partnercommunication: I feelthe most fairground
here is that I only flow the person that is speaking at that moment and not the person sitting. I think in
this way a partner is using a point of information to speak to their partner. I really enjoy listening to
final rebuttals and can bea strong deciding factor in the round, so atthispoint there areno more points
of information and only notes should be passed to each other.
Brandan Whearty
Palomar College
I default to how the debaters tell me to judge the
round.Ifthe debatersdisagreethen whoeverwinsthat argument.
Clear structure and nice
treatmentof one anotherareappreciated.
Opento any set of argumentsorstyle ofarguments. I
believe this is the debatersresponsibilityto tell me the levelof importance.
I am slightly hard of
hearing andhave damagedhands. Debate asyou normally would and I willadjust you if necessary. I
havedifficultywith morethanabout 5-7 pagesof argumentforeach side. Criticsof my judging saythat I
place too much weight on cleverness and style of presentation.
Janene Whitesell

Solano Community College

Brit Williams Highland Community College
Roger Willis 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
yes toall of these then you have mastered my criteria. Opponents will greeteach other byfirst or last
names and I will only mark refutation on my flow if a specific name is attached to it during the
constructive. I don't want to be told what I have to do. I'mnot being shown a stack of cut research that
makesmehavetovoteforsomeone.Whetherit'sparliorIPDAyou shouldavoidwordslike, "you must",
"you should strike this", "you have to vote for our side because we didthis/they didn't do this", or "here
is why we won". Every time Ideduct 3 speaker points and Iput you on mental timeout for 30 seconds
where I will flow nothing. Don't meet competitor hostility with hostility unless you want to assure a
hostile ballot. Arguing that something is or is 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'sgoing to teach yousomething. Speed = me not flowing. Jargon =
assumed enthymemes and sloppy debate (usually). Technical element = will accept them as needed.

Jim Wyman Moorpark College
The argumentsby theadversaries(I tryashard asI can not to
intervene). I lookfor the most real world argumentsthat make sense. I expect respect for each other
and for the judge. I don’t have a low threshold for foul language; but I would prefer not to hear it. I
believedebating to bea publicspeaking eventand, therefore, I have the same expectations I would
have for debateas forotherevents. In team debate I want partner intervention kept toa minimum. I
have now takentheposition that until the words are spoken bythe speaker, it is notflowedor heard.
I am what I would call a traditional debate judge. Ibelieve topicality is a valid argumentanda
voter. Conversely, I do not like artificial arguments. I consider Kritiks (or however it is spelled) to be
such an artificial argument. I have never voted on a Kritik because the ones I have heard are based upon
falsepremises(orunwarrantedpremises), falselinks(orunwarrantedlinks), orfalse conclusions(or
unwarrantedconclusions). Iuse ajudicialparadigmand do not findanicheforthese argumentsin my
philosophy. I donot like speed debating (I think it takes away fromthe integrity of the arguments).
Some jargon is okay if it is part of the current debate setting. I amnot sure what technicalelements
really means. I, mainly, rely on traditional debate theory.

Jacqueline Yu MT. SAC & UC BERKELEY
Iamopen to all forms of argumentation, so long asI can
understand thespeakerand flow yourargument. Buttry your best to keep the debate about thetopicat
hand. It'sneverfun watching a debate where the opposing teamgets screwed over with theirprep
because oftopic manipulation. Also HAVE FUNand BE NICE TOONE ANOTHER! It isa competition, but if
you are rude to your opponent or partner, judges see right through it. Dress to impress and be
professional. The role ofeach debater is to convince the judge that theyarethe more right debater in
the round. Prove your points, make your arguments, butdo so followingbasic ethical guidelines (0
tolerance forracist/sexist/homophobic language).
1) Was the debate topicanswered 2) Did you
refute the opposing team's points 3) Were yourpoints backed up with reason andfact - 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 better debater." Do not spread - if I cannot make out the words you're
saying, how can I understand your argument? Make the debate enjoyable for everyone, meaning we
(even an inexperienced audience) can follow and flow your debate and learn fromthe round.

