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Salient notes from the May CHSSA meeting (entire minutes as recorded by the CHSSA secretary can be found on the state website, cahssa.org).

January 2013 CHSSA meeting (most likely Jan 11-12) in Valencia; hotel to be determined.  Good idea for several TCFL coaches to attend as this is the planning meeting for the state tournament.

Next year's State Tournament is April 19-21, 2013.  Site: West Ranch HS in Santa Clarita.  TCFL’s vice-president, Alison Hunsaker, is the coach at the host school.

State Tournament Deadlines: Entries due online on or before March 14, mail-in fees and paperwork must be postmarked by March 21.

For new and newish coaches: the CHSSA Curriculum Committee completely revised the state Coaches Handbook; it is available for purchase.
At State 2012, there was an issue with a student using a visual aid in a congress round. These are not allowed, either by speakers or Presiding Officers.
General discussion about shaking hands with judges.  Consensus: shaking hands with judges is to be discouraged (and this should also be happening at the league level).

At the September 8 meeting, Congress Committee will move to eliminate the 4th preliminary Congress round and also for a new system of power matching POs.

Supposed to be a CHSSA School Tube channel up and running featuring final round speeches—has anyone seen this?

New Bylaws Passed in May
Debate Byes:
Article XII, Section 1, Paragraph B, Page 1  (new text in bold, deleted text stricken):

Round 6. The bye should come from the one-loss bracket, and should be drawn so as to minimize the number of teams/individuals that have to be drawn to even up sides, as outlined in Section 3, Paragraph E.

Evidence:
Article XIII, section 18, p.7  (new text in bold, deleted text stricken):

18.  Evidence

All evidence used is subject to verification. Honesty and integrity are of utmost importance in legislative debate. Falsification or deliberate misuse of evidence may result in the legislator being suspended by tournament officials.

Changes to Parli Points of Order:
Article XI, Section 4, paragraphs G and H

G. Points of Information:      

These are common practice in parliamentary debating. To make a point of information, a member of the opposing team rises for recognition by the speaker. The speaker then has the discretion to accept or refuse the point. If the point is accepted, the opposing team member directs a statement or question to the speaker. The speaker is technically yielding time from his/her own speech for the point of information and the time for the point is deducted from the speaker holding the floor.  

1. Points of Information are only allowed in every speech in the debate the first four speeches of the debate.  

2. Points of Information must be concise statements or questions lasting no more than fifteen seconds.  

3. Debaters may or may not take points of information at their discretion. The speaker accepts a single point; the opposing speaker is not allowed to make following questions or arguments unless again recognized by the speaker holding the floor.  

4. The opening and closing minute of each speech are ‘protected,’ i.e., no Points of Information are allowed. Points may be made after the first minute and before the last minute of each speech. The judge should tap the desktop to indicate that one minute has elapsed and points of information may commence. The judge should then tap the desktop when one minute remains in each speech to indicate that no more points may be attempted.  

5. No other parliamentary points are permitted. 

H. Points of Order 

Points of order are allowed on a limited basis.  To make a point of order, a member of the opposing team rises and states “point of order.”  The debater must state and provide any proposed rationale in no more than 15 seconds.  The opposing team may respond to the points of order as they choose but their response comes out of their allotted speech time.  The judge simply observes the point/s of order.  The judge/s may take the point of order into account in their deliberations as they choose and no new arguments in rebuttals are allowed; both of these points shall be noted in the judging instructions.

1. Points of Order are allowed in only the two final speeches of the debate: the Opposition Rebuttal and the Proposition Rebuttal.

2. A point of order is only allowed to claim that the opposing team has introduced a new argument in rebuttal.

3. Points of Order must be a concise statement lasting no more than fifteen seconds, and the responding team may answer the Point of Order during their speech time as they so choose.  

4. Points of Order may be made at any moment of a rebuttal; in other words, there is no protected time.

5. A point of order is a serious charge and should not be raised for minor violations, nor shall it be used as a tactic to disrupt the opponent’s speech, and these expectations shall be noted in the judging instructions.
(Note: This bylaw revision allows computers in LD
Article XI, section 3, paragraph D2e & F, p. 5 (new text in bold, deleted text stricken):
D. Validity of Evidence…2. Evidence challenges:

e. The challenging individual must be able to provide proof of the charge, within a reasonable time as set by tournament officials, through the use of either original copies of photocopies of the source in question or be able to demonstrate that there is reasonable cause to believe the evidence is nonexistent through the use of photocopies of books in print, periodical guides or other types of bibliographical resources.  Evidence provided to a judge in digital format (e.g., CD, USB drive, flash drive) prior to the beginning of the round will be the most efficient way to demonstrate that questioned evidence was not acquired during the round via the Internet. Competitors are strongly encouraged to follow this practice.
F.  Prohibition regarding electronic device

1. Debaters shall not be allowed to utilize computers for any reason during the debate round. Debaters shall not be allowed to use the Internet during the round. Other than an electronic timing device that has no functioning capability other than to count time, the debater shall not access or activate any other electronic devices during the round, including, but not limited to, cell phones. Penalty for violation of this rule shall be automatic forfeiture of the round by the offending team.

1. Internet devices on any computers used in the round must be disabled. Other than two computers per debater (a computer is defined as a laptop, netbook, iPad, or other portable electronic retrieval equipment; devices such as flash drives or external hard drives are not considered computers for the purposes of this rule), one printer per debater, and one electronic timer per debater that has no functioning capability other than to count time, the debaters shall not have access to or activate any other electronic device during the round, including, but not limited to cell phones.

After heated discussion (see official minutes), passed 11-10 with 2 abstentions.  I voted against.
Conversely, computer use during Public Forum rounds failed, 11-12 with one abstention.
2 Motions that MAY be voted upon at the Sept meeting:
Each school with debate entries must provide one designated judge for every three debate entries in addition to IE/Congress judges.   Schools with IE or Congress entries only will provide 1 judge for every 6 entries or fraction thereof.  Schools with more than six [IE/Congress} entries must provide a qualified judge for each additional six entries or fraction thereof (e.g.: 7-12 entries = 1 additional judge, etc.)  Missed rounds will be fined $100.00 per round missed.  



Rationale: not enough debate judges to cover rounds. 
Discussion to increase sweeps points in Parli and Po Fo to equal points earned in Policy Debate (motion by Chris Wardner, Area One, CFL): 

Currently, a 1st place win in P/PF earns 10 points, Policy earns 18 

Currently a 2nd place win in P/PF earns 8 points, Policy earns 14
Wardner: Sweepstakes points need to be updated, which hasn't happened since Parli and Public Forum were expanded to 48 entries.

Gregg Osborn (Area IV): This increases the inequity between points awarded to debate and individual events. 

Wardner: There is no rationale in the by-laws for how points are awarded; this is just an attempt to update the points, based on consistency with debate and partnered vs. individual debate events.

Brett Alexander (Area III, CDL): Every event should be counted the same.
Chuck Ballingall (Area III, WBFL—Debate Committee Chair): We need to solve the whole problem, not just a piece of it, realizing that we need to fix the whole as part of the bigger picture.

Graber: I need more information, and an unbiased account of the arguments on both sides.

REMANDED TO LEAGUE PRESIDENTS FOR LOCAL DISCUSSIONS
