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	CRITERIA
	WEIGHT
	UNSATISFACTORY

(Below Performance Standards)
	PROFICIENT

(Minimal Criteria)
	ADVANCED

(Demonstrates Exceptional Performance)

	OPENING ARGUMENT
	15%
	- Opening arguments are too long or too short

- Opening arguments are muddled

- Opening arguments do not give a preview of the facts that the team will present
- Opening argument does not take into account prior cases that are relevant to this hearing

- Opening argument does not take into account the constitutional premise of “separation of church and state”
	- Opening arguments are clear and instructive

- Opening arguments aid in the audience’s understanding of the case and give a clear preview of the facts that the team will present

- Opening argument takes into account prior cases that are relevant to this hearing

- Opening argument takes into account the constitutional premise of “separation of church and state”
	In addition to meeting the PROFICIENT criteria …

- Uses emotion to draw the audience in.

- Is perceptive and insightful
- Is logical throughout

- Demonstrates an advanced understanding of the issues involved in the hearing

	
	
	0 - - - - - - 3 - - - - - - 5 - - - - - - 7 - - - - - - 9
	10 - - - - -- - - - - 11 - - - - - - - -- 12- - - - - - - -13
	14 - - - - - - - - - - - - 15

	WITNESS QUESTIONS


	15%
	 - Witness questions are not thoughtful or probing
- Witness questions do not demonstrate a thorough understanding of the debate surrounding “intelligent design” 

- Witness questions do not touch on three prior cases that have a bearing on this hearing
	- Witness questions are thoughtful and probing

- Witness questions demonstrate a thorough understanding of the debate surrounding the inclusion of “intelligent design” in public school curriculum

- Witness questions touch on at least three prior cases that have a bearing on this hearing
	In addition to meeting the PROFICIENT criteria …
- Witness questions are extremely effective in bringing out information that supports the team’s argument
- Witness questions touch on more than three prior cases (that are relevant to the hearing)

	
	
	0 - - - - - - 3 - - - - - - 5 - - - - - - 7 - - - - - - 9
	10 - - - - -- - - - - 11 - - - - - - - -- 12- - - - - - - -13
	14 - - - - - - - - - - - - 15

	WITNESS ANSWERS


	15%
	- Answers are out of character

- Answers are speculations on the debate, and are not necessarily relevant

- Answers are long and wordy 

- Answers do not strengthen the team’s argument


	- Witnesses are relevant to the hearing

- Witness answers are in character

- Answers show the character’s understanding of the debate surrounding “intelligent design,” and are clearly relevant to the hearing

- Answers are clear & direct

- Answers strengthen the team’s argument
	In addition to meeting the PROFICIENT criteria …

- Witnesses are creative & well-developed

- Witness answers demonstrate a thorough understanding of the debate, and significantly add to the team’s argument

	
	
	0 - - - - - - 3 - - - - - - 5 - - - - - - - 7 - - - - - 9
	10 - - - - - - - - - - 11 - - - - - - - - 12 - - - - - - - 13
	14 - - - - - - - - - - - - 15

	CROSS-EXAMINATIONS


	30%
	- Questions do not demonstrate an understanding of the information presented by the opposition

- Questions do not demonstrate an understanding of debate surrounding the hearing

  - Questions do not effectively show a weakness in the testimony of the witnesses or the opposition’s arguments
	- Questions demonstrate an understanding of the information presented by the opposition
- Questions demonstrate an understanding of debate surrounding the hearing

- Questions are effective in showing a weakness in the testimony of the witnesses & the opposition’s arguments
	In addition to meeting the PROFICIENT criteria…
- Cross-examiners are extremely confident & knowledgeable
- Cross-examiners are highly skilled at weakening the arguments presented by the opposition

	
	
	0 - - - - - - - - 10 - - - - - - - - 14 - - - - - - - - -18
	21 - - - - - - - 22 - - - - - 23 - - - - - -24 - - - - - - 25
	27 - - - - - 28 - - - - - - - - - - 29 - - - - - - 30

	CLOSING ARGUMENT
	15%
	- Does not adequately sum up the case

- Closing argument is too long or too short

- Closing argument does not take into account prior cases that are relevant to this hearing and/or
the constitutional premise of “separation of church and state”
- Closing argument Introduces evidence that was not presented by the case
	- Closing argument sums up the case

- Closing argument is persuasive

- Closing argument takes into account prior cases that are relevant to this hearing

- Closing argument takes into account the constitutional premise of “separation of church and state”
	In addition to meeting the PROFICIENT criteria…

- Makes the audience empathize with your argument
- Is logical throughout
- Is perceptive and insightful

	
	
	0 - - - - - - 3 - - - - - - 5 - - - - - - 7 - - - - - - 9
	10 - - - - - - - - - 11 - - - - - - - - 12 - - - - - - -13
	14 - - - - - - - - - - - - 15

	OBJECTIONS
	10%
	- Objections detract from the proceedings
- Objections do not demonstrate an understanding of the hearing proceedings, as delineated by the ruling judge

- Objections are not logical or thoughtful
	- Objections display understanding of hearing proceedings, as delineated by the ruling judge

- Objections are thoughtful and logical
	In addition to meeting the PROFICIENT criteria …
-  Objections aid in your case
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