OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
TELANGANA SOCIAL WELFARE RESIDENTIAL EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS
SOCIETY, HYDERABAD .

CIRCULAR

Rc.No. RDC/RDCG/37/2021 | Date:03.01,2022

Sub: TSWREIS - Higher Education Wing — Initiation of Intelligent Analysis and
Critical Thinking (I-ACT) Clubs (Debate Clubs) in TSWRDCs — Structure &

+ Rules — Reg.
Ref: Instructions of the Secretary, TSWREIS during the meeting with Principals,
TSWRDCs dated 04.12.2021 .
@e@

During the review meeting with the Principals of TSWR Degree Colleges
DATED 04.12.2021, the Secretary, TSWREIS reviewed the ongoing academic
projects and co-curricular activities at TSWRDCs. In this, regard, to improve the
communication skills of the students, Secretary, TSWREIS suggested to initiate

debate clubs across all the degree colleges and instructed the Higher Education

Wing to design and structure the debate format and also curate the list of debate
topics/resolutions. Further, the debate clubs would run in the name of Intelligent
Analysis and Critical Thinking (I-ACT) Clubs as per the recommendations of the
Secretary, TSWREIS. ‘

" All the Principals of TSWRDCs are hereby instructed to conduct the I-ACT
clubs regularly following the structure as suggested in Annexure-l and maintain an

exclusive register to record the session details. '

Sd/-
SECRETARY
Copy io:
1. All the Principals, TSWRDCs. ‘
2. Zonal Coordinators (North & South), TSWREIS.
3. File. '




' Annexure-|
' Debate Clubs @ TSWRDCs

o Structure for Debate: The debate club must copsist of two groups. One

supporting a resolution (affirmative team), and one opposing the
resolution (opposing team). Each team must consist a minimum of three
members and a maximum of five members.

The judging panel constituted by three faculty members must assess the
quality of the evidence and arguments and the performance in the debate.
Debate Preparation: The debate teams must be organized and the
topics/resolutions fo be debated must be ready at least a week in advance

from the day of the debate.

Conducting Debate:

vi.

Vii.

viii.

’

* Debate opens with the affirmative team (the team that supports the resolution)
presenting their arguments, followed by a member of the opposing team.
The first speaker on the affirmative team presents arguments in support of the
resolution (5 minutes). '
The first speaker on the opposing team présents arguments opposing the
resolution.
(5 minutes).
This pattern is repeated for the second speaker in gach team. Finally, each
team gets an opportunity for rebutting the arguments of the opponent.
The judging panell may include a short recess for teams to prepare their
rebuttals, if needed (5 minutes)
The opposing team begins with the rebuttal, attempting to defend the
opposing arguments and to defeat the supporting arguments without adding
any new information (3 — 5 minutes). This is followed by the rebuttal of the
+ affirmative team (3 - 5 minutes)
Each team gets a second rebuttal for closing statements with the affirmative
team having the last opportunity to speak (3 - 5 minutes each)




ix. Speakers should s
peak slowly and clearly. The
as the debate proceeds. JUdges should be taking notes

x.  There cannot ' i
be any interruptions. Speakers must wait their t
urns

A

o Post-debate Discussion and Assessment:

1. When th is fini
. e formal debate is finished, allow time for debriefing and discussion
e
m ers of the audience should be given an opportunity-to ask questions
and to contnbute their own thoughts and opinions on the arguments
presented.

2. The judging panel can use the assessment rubric (Appendix-1) as template
for scoring the teams performance and announcing fhe winners.

o Frequency of debate clubs: The debate club must be conducted on the

second and fourth Wednesday of every month during the club activity hour.
\ « Topics for debate: The judging panel/students can choose from the topics
\ suggested in Appendix-2.
. Record: The debate club activities must be recorded with details including
\ date on which program was conducted, list of students who partICIpated and

\ the names of the judging, panel etc.
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Appendix-1

{
i
Debate Assessment Rubric l

Debating Team Name: Team —A (A quma/@uv}_

Name of Assessor: & \leofta Date: 0% ' ot]>>. 5

' S.NO | Statement Score .
1 The speakers’ statements clearly supported | $ 413 (21
their position in the debate P |
| 2 The speakers’ statements appeared to be | 5 | 4 32 |1
i well researched and documented P
'3 The speakers addressed the opposing |5 4321
! team and made appropriate eye contact s
4 Arguments were presented with clarity and | 5 | 4 3121 1
l appropriate volume. N ,
5 Speakers were well rehearsed with minimal | 5 41321 ‘
reliance on notes 1.,
|6 Rebuttals were specific to opposing |5 |4 2 (1
arguments and expressed with clarity A
7 Rebuttals showed evidence of good |5 |4 |3 |2 |1 ‘
‘ listening skills o ;
'8 Concluding arguments and statements |5 |4 321 ‘
: were effective and convincing A I
9 Speakers adhered to the rules of the |5 |4 |3 |2 |1 ‘
k debate 71
10 The overall collective effort of the debate |5 (4 |3 |2 |1
| team was effective
2%

Additional Comments: :
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Appendix-1
Debate Assessment Rubric

Debating Team Name: __ ~Te¢om-© ( Oppo g\
\ IR “

\>

Name of Assessor: é—? Neotha . Date: (¢ |p)[>o-
S.NO | Statement Scory, ]
1 The speakers’ statements clearly supported [ 5 |4 |3 2 [1]
‘ their position in the debate V]
|2 The speakers’ statements appeared to be 5|4 (3 2|1
well researched and documented i
'3 The speakers addressed the opposing 5 4 (321
’ team and made appropriate eye contact I
4 Arguments were presented with clarity and |5 (4 |3 |2 |1
! appropriate volume. v
| 5 Speakers were well rehearsed with minimal |5 (4 {3 |2 |1
; reliance on notes </
|6 Rebuttals were specific to opposing |5 |4 32 (1
‘ arguments and expressed with clarity P
7 Rebuttals showed evidence of good |5 4321
| listening skills 7
'8 Concluding arguments and statements 54 (3|2 |1
i were effective and convincing V]
9 Speakers adhered to the rules of the|5 |4 |3 |2 |1
1 debate V]
10 | The overall collective effort of the debate 5 |4 |3 |2 |1
| team was effective
3y

Additional Comments:
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Appendix-1

Debate Assessment Rubric

Debating Team Name: __ “Y'© ap —f) ( Ajg/\“‘fmc&ﬁf@ i

Name of Assessor: & U”‘\”f\f Date: __ O%& KPS cea
S.NO | Statement Score
M The speakers’ statements clearly supported | 5 41321
their position in the debate A
2 The speakers’ statements appeared to be | § 4 (321
well researched and documented 7
3 The speakers addressed the opposing |5 413211
_ team and made appropriate eye contact N
4 Arguments were presented with clarity and | 5 43 [2 |1
appropriate volume. v
' 5 Speakers were well rehearsed with minimal |5 |4 |3 |2 |1
reliance on notes A
6 Rebuttals were specific to opposing |5 |4 |3 |2 |1
arguments and expressed with clarity A
7 Rebuttals showed evidence of good |5 (4 (3 |2 |1
listening skills A
8 Concluding arguments and statements |5 |4 3|2 |1
were effective and convincing g
9 Speakers adhered to the . rules of the |5 41321
debate A
10 The overall collective effort of the debate | 5 4 (3 2|1
i  team was effective
149
Additional Comments: -
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Appendix-1

Debate Assessment Rubric

Debating Team Name: Toam-B (O pPpo W“‘Z’T )

Name of Assessor: €5 « Ra{ en- Date: ob o>
S.NO | Statement Scorg/
1 The speakers’ statements clearly supported |5 (4 |3 |2 1]
‘ their position in the debate ./
2 The speakers’ statements appeared to be |5 (4 |3 2 |1
: well researched and documented L,
3 The speakers addressed the opposing | 5 312 |1
team and made appropriate eye contact A
4 Arguments were presented with clarity and |5 (4 |3 |2 |1
appropriate volume. N4
|5 Speakers were well rehearsed with minimal |5 [4 |3 |2 |1
| reliance on notes A
6 Rebuttals were specific to opposing |5 |4 32 (1
arguments and expressed with clarity | o
7 Rebuttals showed evidence of good [5 [4 (3 |2 |1
i listening skills _,
¥ Concluding arguments and statements 54 (321
L were effective and convincing _/
9 Speakers adhered to the rules of the|5 |4 |3 |2 |1
debate A
110 The overall collective effort of the debate | 5 4 |3 (2 |1
; team was effective
3%
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Appendix-1
Debate Assessment Rubric

Debating Team Name: 7V 2o - &

Name of Assessor: O\ NMarmnatt .a Date: 06 /0‘2,]»)'

S.NO | Statement Score

1 The speakers’ statements clearly supported |5 |4 |3 |2 |1
their position in the debate v’

12 The speakers’ statements appeared to be [5 |4 [3 [2 |1

well researched and documented V]

3 The speakers addressed the opposing |5 (4 [3 [2 [1
team and made appropriate eye contact v

4 Arguments were presented with clarity and |5 |4 |3 | 2 |1
appropriate volume. B sl

5 Speakers were well rehearsed with minimal |5 |4 [3 [2 |1
reliance on notes i Vv

6 Rebuttals were specific to opposing|5 |4 (3 |2 | 1
arguments and expressed with clarity %

7 Rebuttals showed evidence of good |5 [4 [3 [2 [1
listening skills I

8 Concluding arguments and statements |5 (4 [3 |2 [1
were effective and convincing R

9 Speakers adhered tc the rules of the |5 (4 |3 [2 [1
debate V

10 The overall collective effort of the debate |5 |4 (3 [2 [1
team was effective V] |
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Appendix-1

Debate Assessment Rubric

Debating Team Name: Team-8.
Name of Assessor: D+ Mod\atlrg Date: \QA_JQ&_‘J >
S.NO | Statement Score
1 The speakers’ statements clearly supported (5 |4 |3 2 [1
their position in the debate Vv
2 The speakers’ statements appeared to be | § 4 (3|2 |1
well researched and documented 4
3 The speakers addressed the opposing |5 4 3|2 |1
team and made appropriate eye contact V'
4 Arguments were presented with clarity and |5 |4 |3 |2 |1
appropriate volume. ' V]
5 Speakers were well rehearsed with minimal |5 |4 |3 [2 |1
reliance on notes v
6 Rebuttals were specific to opposing |5 [4 |3 2 (1
arguments and expressed with clarity v
7 Rebuttals showed evidence of good |5 |4 (3 |2 (1
i listening skills ’ v
8 Concluding arguments and statements | 5 4 13|21
were effective and convincing S
F Speakers adhered to the rules of the |5 |4 |3 |2 |1
debate v’
10 The overall collective effort of the debate (5 |4 |3 /2 |1
team was effective . \/
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Appendix-1
Debate Assessment Rubric

Debating Team Name: Neam-a (*ﬂ W’KWB

Name of Assessor: 0 &\ . \/ asumates Date: 06 ‘O‘T ‘2'? :

S.NO | Statement Score

1 The speakers’ statements clearly supported | 5 | 4 5721
their position in the debate Wi

12 The speakers’ statements appeared to be |5 |4 |3 (2 |1

well researched and documented /]

3 The speakers addressed the opposing |5 (4 |3 |2 |1
team and made appropriate eye contact )

4 Arguments were presented with clarity and |5 |4 |3 |2 |1
appropriate volume. »

5 Speakers were well rehearsed with minimal |5 |4 [3 [2 [1
reliance on notes A

6 Rebuttals were specific to opposing|5 (4 |3 |2 |1
arguments and expressed with clarity A

7 Rebuttals showed evidence of good |5 (4 |3 |2 |1
listening skills ' A

8 Concluding arguments and statements |5 [4 [3 |2 |1
were effective and convincing 7

9 Speakers adhered to the rules of the |5 (4 |3 |2 |1
debate s

10 The overall collective effort of the debate |5 (4 |3 |2 |1
team was effective !

Additional Comments:
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Appendix-1

Debate Assessment Rubric

Debating Team Name:  ~Team —r ( Oppoe (g
LI “

Name of Assessor: 61 &), \/aku ma £ _Date: D6 [0 & ]y‘y.

S.NO | Statement [Score, ]

1 The speakers’ statements clearly supported | 5 4 3|2 17
their position in the debate B

12 The speakers’ statements appeared to be (5 (4 (3 [2 [1

well researched and documented 7

3 The speakers addressed the opposing |5 [4 [3 [2 |1
team and made appropriate eye contact )

4 Arguments were presented with clarity and |5 |4 |3 [2 [1
appropriate volume. ) A .

5 Speakers were well rehearsed with minimal | 5 4 (32 [1

L reliance on notes /] [

6 Rebuttals were specific to opposing |5 |4 |3 |2 |1
arguments and expressed with clarity ] e

7 Rebuttals showed evidence of good |5 |4 |3 1
listening skills /] l 1

8 Concluding arguments and statements |5 |4 | 3 ’ 2 1
were effective and convincing v

9 Speakers adhered tc the rules of the |5 |4 |3 ! 2 1
debate /

10 | The overall collective effort of the debate |5 |4 | 3 Iz 1
team was effective | |
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Appendix-1

Debate Assessment Rubric

Debating Team Name: {Qown -

Name of Assessor: ‘Q. o aaf’a Date 70 [ oY !“y)’

S.NO | Statement Score

1 The speakers’ statements clearly supported (|5 |4 |3 |2 ] 1
their position in the debate K

12 The speakers’ statements appeared to be |5 |4 (3 |2 |1

well researched and documented v

3 The speakers addressed the opposing |5 (4,3 [2 |1
team and made appropriate eye contact v

4 Arguments were presented with clarity and |5 (4 |3 (2 |1
appropriate volume. VAR

5 Speakers were well rehearsed with minimal |5 (4|3 [2 |1
reliance on notes V|

6 Rebuttals were specific to opposing|5 (4 |3 |2 |1
arguments and expressed with clarity v

7 Rebuttals showed evidence of good|5 (4 (3 |2 |1
listening skills v/

8 Concluding arguments and statements |5 |4 [3 [2 |1
were effective and convincing J/

9 Speakers adhered to the rules of the |5 [4 [3 [2 [1
debate Vi

10 The overall collective effort of the debate [5 |4 [3 |2 |1
team was effective o4 i !
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Appendix-1

Debate Assessment Rubric

Debating Team Name: TP orve -2,

Name of Assessor: 2. \/on v\aéo a Date: >©|o0 I

S.NO | Statement Score

1 The speakers’ statements clearly supported |5 |4 |3 2 1
their position in the debate Vv

12 The speakers’ statements appeared to be |5 [4 |3 |2 _1_’

well researched and documented v

3 The speakers addressed the opposing |5 |4 |3 |2 |1
team and made appropriate eye contact v

4 Arguments were presented with clarity and |5 [4 |3 |2 |1
appropriate volume. i ,

5 Speakers were well rehearsed with minimal [5 (4 |3 |2 |1
reliance on notes v<

6 Rebuttals were specific to opposing|5 (4 |3 |2 |1
arguments and expressed with clarity A

7 Rebuttals showed ewdence of good|5 |4 |3 |2 |1
listening skills e

8 Concluding arguments and statements (|5 (4 |3 [2 [1
were effective and convincing v

9 Speakers adhered tc the rules of the (5 [4 [3 [2 |1
debate va

10 The overall collective effort of the debate |5 [4 [3 |2 |1
team was effective \/f
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Appendix-1

Debate Assessment Rubric

Debating Team Name: 1@ am-— A .

Name of Assessor: Q] N cetho Date: &ﬁ)oqy{;”
S.NO | Statement Score
1 The speakers’ statements clearly supported |5 [4 [3 [2 [1
their position in the debate Vv
12 The speakers’ statements appeared to be | 5 | 4 2 1

well researched and documented
3 The speakers addressed the opposing |5 |4
team and made appropriate eye contact
4 Arguments were presented with clarity and | 5 | 4
appropriate volume.
5 Speakers were well rehearsed with minimal | 5 | 4
reliance on notes
Rebuttals were specific to opposing |5 |4
arguments and expressed with clarity

—
(-2}

w(w iu \w (\w QK W

7 Rebuttals showed evidence of good |5 |4 2 1

| listening skills

'8 Concluding arguments and statements |5 |4 2 1
were effective and convincing v

9 Speakers adhered to the rules of the |5 [4 [3 [2 [1
debate Vv

10 The overall collective effort of the debate |5 [4 |3 2 |1
team was effective \4 !
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Appendix-1

Debate Assessment Rubric

Debating Team Name: teamnm-8.
Name of Assessor: & e di o Date: '}>/f0 L,P,ILD ,
| S.NO | Statement Score
1 The speakers’ statements clearly supported |5 [4 [3 [2 [1
their position in the debate Vv
|2 The speakers’ statements appeared to be [5 [4 [3 [2 |1
well researched and documented Vv
3 The speakers addressed the opposing [5 (4 [3 [2 [1
team and made appropriate eye contact A
4 Arguments were presented with clarity and |5 [4 |3 [2 |1
appropriate volume. v ‘
5 Speakers were well rehearsed with minimal |5 [4 [3 [2 |1
reliance on notes V'
6 Rebuttals were specific to opposing |5 |4 [3 [2 [1
arguments and expressed with clarity e
7 Rebuttals showed evidence of good |5 |4 |3 [2 [1
listening skills ' 7
8 Concluding arguments and statements |5 |4 [3 [2 |1
were effective and convincing v
9 Speakers adhered to the rules of the |5 |4 [3 [2 [1
debate v
10 The overall collective effort of the debate [5 [4 |3 [2 |1
team was effective \/ ,
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Appendix-1

Debate Assessment Rubric

“Jorn— A .

Debating Team Name:

l debate

The overall collective effort of the debate

Name of Assessor: N ¢ bwosammna Date:
| 8.NO | Statement | Score ]
1 The speakers’ statements clearly supported | 5 |4 |3 |2 1 I
their position in the debate \/f ] X
|2 The speakers’ statements appeared to be |5 [4 |3 |2 |1
[ well researched and documented ’ v’ l ’
'3 The speakers addressed the opposing |5 [4 [3 |2 [1
} ! team and made appropriate eye contact I ’ Vfi ( J
4 Arguments were presented with clarity and (5 |4 |3 |2 |1
’ appropriate volume. I ( \% _ [ J
5 Speakers were well rehearsed with minimal (|5 |4 |3 |2 |1
/ reliance on notes l ’ ’ \/% J
'6 Rebuttals were specific to opposing|[5 [4 [3 [2 |1
’ arguments and expressed with clarity I I / ‘/{ J
7 Rebuttals showed evidence of good |5 (4 |3 |2 |1
/ listening skills ‘ J : I \/ ’ , I
| 8 Concluding arguments and statements |5 (4 |3 |2 |1
( were effective and convincing ’ (\/ ’ I f
|9 [Speakers adhered tc the rules of the |5 ’ 4 ( 3 / 2 l 1 ’
Lot

team was effective
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The  Jotecle '@Lam 2 hould ~—€'OHDU-)

Ao ~ader 3 dobate Al Hne

20V
lowd while Ofrnewx re %}Wdﬂfnﬁtr—

\ T\' @WM L{%CL—M D KM‘MAU,LC- ~%L,Z/

2, Q. Vamsyo, Led i Eieisem, '
: : N, [ v

. HF‘(&V\, Loct 7vi Commwievl — _\ﬁu/zy




Appendix-1

Debate Assessment Rubric

Debating Team Name: “TConm-— R
Name of Assessor: Nl » %ﬁhwm Date: 19-7/0 (fw :

| 8.NO [ Statement Score [
1 The speakers’ statements clearly supported |5 (4 |3 |2 |1 ‘
L their position in the debate d ) |
' 2 The speakers’ statements appeared to be |5 |4 |3 ( 2 1 ’
| well researched and documented .V
'3 The speakers addressed the opposing |5 (4 [3 |2 |1
team and made appropriate eye contact ot , ]
4 Arguments were presented with clarity and (|5 (4 |3 [2 |1
} , appropriate volume. \% [ I
5 Speakers were well rehearsed with minimal [5 [4 (3 [2 |1
reliance on notes v I l 1
'6 Rebuttals were specific to opposing|5 (4 [3 [2 |1
/ arguments and expressed with clarity / VA ! ’
{ 7 Rebuttals showed evidence of good |5 [4 |3 a 2 [1
| listening skills v’ , 1
/'8 Concluding arguments and statements [5 [4 [3 |2 [1
] were effective and convincing v’ I J 1
l9 | Speakers adhered to the rules of the |5 |4 |3 |2 |1
) ’debate V' l ’ W

The overall collective effort of the debate |5 |4
team was effective

W

I
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Appendix-1

Debate Assessment Rubric

Debating Team Name: T eoeam— .

Name of Assessor: X « (100 1 Date: Qf, 0 I‘[;/?
| 8.NO [ Statement | Score B
E The speakers’ statements clearly supported | 5 | 4 3 I 2 r ’
. e i ./
their position in the debate ]
2 The speakers’ statements appeared to be |5 (4 |3 (2 |1
well researched and documented v [
'3 The speakers addressed the opposing |5 |4 [3 |2 |1
[ team and made appropriate eye contact v/ [
4 Arguments were presented with clarityand (5 |4 |3 |2 |1
) appropriate volume. ( \/' ,
’ 5 LSpeakers were well rehearsed with minimal | 5 I 4 , ii/’ 2 1 l
reliance on notes
6 Rebuttals were specific to opposing |5 (4 |3 |2 [1
l arguments and expressed with clarity I /{ I I
7 Rebuttals showed ewdence of good|5 (4 |3 (2 [1
L listening skills l\/i (
8 Concluding arguments and statements |5 |4 |3 |2 |1
were effective and convincing [\/‘ /

debate
10 The overall collective effort of the debate | 5 | 4 (

team was effective

19 | Speakers adhered to the rules of the |5 |4 ~3/12

Additional Comments:
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Appendix-1

Debate Assessment Rubric

Debating Team Name: Team-9
Name of Assessor: & LW eSna Date: 9(/ Off 2% -
S.NO | Statement Score |
1 The speakers’ statements clearly supported |5 (4 |3 [2 [1 I
their position in the debate v/ [ l |
! 2 The speakers’ statements appeared to be | 5 ‘4/ 3 !2 [1 J
‘ well researched and documented
'3 The speakers addressed the opposing |5 |4 [3 [2 |1
L team and made appropriate eye contact \/) { ’
4 Arguments were presented with clarity and | 5 ’ 4 3/1 2 { 11
appropriate volume. .
5 Speakers were well rehearsed with minimal |5 [4 |3 [2 [1
’ reliance on notes v ( ’7
6 Rebuttals were specific to opposing |5 [4 [3 [2 |1
[ arguments and expressed with clarity 1
J 7 Rebuttals showed evidence of good|5 |4 |3 ( 2 ﬂ
| listening skills v
/'8 Concluding arguments and statements |5 |4 |3 |2 |1
[ were effective and convincing , v/ W
9 Speakers adhered to the rules of the |5 |4 |3 |2 |1
’ debate \/’ I
10 The overall collective effort of the debate |5 |4 | 3
l team was effective /) !
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Appendix-1

Debate Assessment Rubric

Debating Team Name: "A‘é/é’&,l‘(\k:ﬁu@ e ane

2 The speakers’ statements appeared to be |5 |4 |3 | 2 1

Name of Assessor: A« Qy (\7‘6\° \um\ Date: O %/l() b )’%3—.
S.NO | Statement Score
1 The speakers’ statements clearly supported | 5 1\1/ 32 |1

their position in the debate

well researched and documented v/
3 The speakers addressed the opposing (5 |4 |3 |2 [1

team and made appropriate eye contact v

4 Arguments were presented with clarityand |5 |4 (3 |2 [1
appropriate volume. A

5 Speakers were well rehearsed with minimal | 5 3 (2|1

4
reliance on notes o
6 Rebuttals were specific to opposing | 5 :1/, 32 (1
4

arguments and expressed with clarity

7 Rebuttals showed evidence of good |5 |4 |3 |2 L1
listening skills v

8 Concluding arguments and statements |5 |4 | 3 2 1
were effective and convincing \/

|9 Speakers adhered to the rules of the 514 (3 (2|1

' debate ] \/

10 | The overall collective effort of the debate | 5 | 4 3 ,2 1

| team was effective V] .
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