64th Annual Franklin R. Shirley Classic at Wake Forest University – 2020 Tournament Invitation
 
Intercollegiate policy debate programs are invited to enter three teams in the 2020 Franklin R. Shirley Classic, November 13-16, 2020, hosted by Wake Forest University. 

We look forward to welcoming you to the Virtual 2020 Franklin R. Shirley Classic. Key updates:
1) The 2020 Online Shirley will be a trial run for a possible 2020 online National Debate Tournament. As such, the tournament will have 8 preliminary rounds and break to double octofinals. The tournament schedule will begin with three debates on Friday, November 13, three debates on Saturday, November 14, two preliminary debates and doubles on Sunday, November 15, and Octos through finals on Monday, November 16, 2020. 
2) Total field of up to 180 teams. We believe that gives an opportunity to 5-3 teams to clear while maximizing as much participation as possible. We will start with a 3 team entry cap until October 1, 2020. After October 1 we will begin letting teams off the waitlist until we reach 180. Priority will be given the teams with Varsity experience. The ADA Fall Championship will be hosted the same weekend with outstanding opportunities for JV and Novice debate. 
3) We will run a first-year breakout on Monday, November 16. The breakout will consist of the top 8 eligible first-year teams. Assuming judging availability, the breakout will start at the same time as the Octofinals of the Shirley open field elims. 
4) Gary Larson run tabroom.
Placement Strategies
1 - Very few additional prelim rounds will exist; expect to judge near your commitment. We will do our best to try to maximize “in-it” debates for everyone.  

2 – Five judge elim panels for as long as the pool allows. 

3 – $50/round for quarters, semis and finals – All judges are obligated through the Octos. For judges that are Black and/or non-cis male who volunteer, are placed, and judge you will receive $50/round.  Volunteer does not guarantee placement.

Decision Times
PRELIMS: We are adding in 20 minutes of “tech issues” to the prelim time for each debate. This time is designed to account for the inevitable issues surrounding the online platform. Total time for judge decision for a prelim debate is 2:35. If a judge wishes to request for an accommodation, please email debate@wfu.edu. We will attempt to make accommodations on a case-by-case basis balancing the overall need to keep the tournament on time with a judge’s individual request.

ELIMS: We are adding in 30 minutes of “tech issues” to the elim time for each debate. This time is designed to account for the inevitable issues surrounding the online platform. Total time for judge decision for an elim debate is 3:15. We ask that teams as they are waiting prepare for their potential opponents. With side equalization you will know your side against potential opponents by the end of your debate. We ask judges to direct their feedback to the WINNING team first. 3 hours after the start time, we will publish the next debate and it will start 30 minutes after.




Judge Preference Adjustment System 
We will use the same judge assignment system as last year. 

Categories– judges will be placed into one of four categories 1 – Black, non-cis male 2 – non-Black, non-cis male 3 – Black cis male 4 – non-Black cis male.  

Assignment - Individuals may choose to self-identify; if they do not, the tournament will do so for them. GO HERE: 

Preference Correction - Prior to the start of Round 1, a preference correction will be established to the categories as needed to rectify the potential for structurally discriminatory effects of preference systems. 

You can read about previous results of this procedure here: http://www.cedadebate.org/forum/index.php/topic,7017.0.html

Gary’s thorough “FAQ” is also at the bottom of this invite. 

FEES:
Tournament fees are $25 per team. We can accept credit cards for registration fees. You can pay your fees online. New, emerging programs, or anyone else that does not have a budget and would otherwise have to pay out of pocket please contact us and we will waive the fees.
These fees can be paid here: 
ENTRIES:
- 3 entries per school at the start. Total field of up to 180 teams. We believe that gives an opportunity to 5-3 teams to clear while maximizing as much participation as possible. We will start with the 3 team entry cap until October 1, 2020. After October 1, we will begin letting teams off the waitlist until we reach 180. Priority will be given the teams with Varsity experience. The ADA Fall Championship will be hosted the same weekend with outstanding opportunities for JV and Novice debate. 
- Hybrids are permitted on a case-by-case basis. Hybrids with debaters from schools without faculty/staff led programs are extremely likely to be permitted. Hybrids when done to facilitate more participation (2 schools have an odd number of debaters). If pairing occurs among two schools’ most successful debaters with already established programs, that is unlikely to be permitted.

[bookmark: _GoBack]- In order for a team to be eligible to participate in elimination rounds, they must have debated 6 debates as a team. The tournament provides for up to 2 debates maverick for special situations (e.g. illness). It is the coaches obligation to notify the tournament when only one debater will be present.

- In elims both debaters must participate to remain eligible to debate.

SCOUTING:
We will do it; we will share what we have. We think shared scouting produces better debates and rewards hard work.  Two very strong requests:
1 – Report on yourself – prior to the tournament, we very strongly encourage full-texts of 1ac and subsequent 2ac’s.  Major 1nc positions should be up.  
2 – Report on the rounds you judge and debate in – the wiki was created not so that people would report on themselves, but when you debated a team and they falsely disclosed the 1ac, you could go online and write a note to the community explaining how the other team plans to win the debate.
AUDIO and VIDEO RECORDING: (shout out to Binghamton)
Recording rounds, releasing videos, or videos without prior permission of the participants is prohibited. Debaters should feel free to audio record their own speeches. Debaters and judges should have their cameras on at all times whenever possible. There are many situations where being on camera could create problems. In those situations, it is the team’s director’s responsibility to confirm the identity of the debater or judge with the tournament prior to the start of rounds. Anyone registered as a debater or judge on tabroom is allowed to watch any debate unless the participants ask them to leave. Anyone not registered as a debater or judge must get prior approval from everyone before being allowed to watch the debate. This includes parents, high school students, and coaches who have zero judging commitment. We ask observers to turn off their video as a default unless asked otherwise by the debaters. We encourage Directors/Faculty coaches to reach out on behalf of debaters directly to other programs if there are certain coaches that your debaters wish not to be observed by. We know this might not be possible or desirable in all circumstances.

JUDGING COMMITMENT:
- Each school must provide 4 rounds of prelim judging for each of their teams.  
- Every judge should post their philosophy on tabroom.com and enter conflicts.
- All judges are obligated through the octofinals. 
- All coaches must make themselves available to judge at least 1 preliminary debate and will be on the pref sheet. Anyone wishing to apply for an exemption to this rule should simply notify the tournament 1 week prior. Possible reasons for exemption include: health, family-care, unique travel situations, etc.

JUDGING PROCEDURES:
- Prelim rounds must be decided within two hours and thirty five minutes of the posted start time of the debate. The tab room will flip a coin to determine the winner when the judge cannot decide in time. Elim rounds must be decided within three hours and fifteen minutes of the posted/announced start time of the debate. The tab room will flip a coin to determine the winner when the judge(s) cannot decide in time.
- Judges must vote for one and only one team in each debate and must assign speaker points and ranks in prelim rounds. 
- Fifteen minutes will be allocated to post round discussion of the decision, but we must ask that the post-round cease 15 minutes after the decision deadline so debaters can move on to their next debate with adequate and fair time.
- Coaches who communicate with a judge in an attempt to influence the decision before a decision is rendered may be removed from the tournament.
- Clipping/Ethics Challenges – The tournament will defer to the judges in determining ethics/clipping challenges. It is not our intention to review. We will provide the Council of Tournament Directors recommendations if needed. The definition of clipping is to be determined by each judge. Our advice to debaters: be clear, mark your cards, convince through persuasion, and it will in all likelihood, it’ll be a-ok.
- Individuals who debated during the 2020-2021 year are ineligible to judge.

JUDGE CONSTRAINTS:
Judges should initiate constraints to remove perspectives of bias. Teams should only initiate constraints when the judge has overlooked one constraints listed below. A judge should constrain themselves from seeing a debater if they:
· Debated on the same squad at the same time as the debater
· Had a coach-debater relationship
· Coached at the school a debater attends within the past 2 years
· Had/have a romantic relationship
· Spent significant time teaching lab together at summer workshops
· Engaged in direct harassment based upon CEDA’s definition of harassment.
· Familial/long-term relationship amongst coaches
· Clarification: Judge beliefs about debate pedagogy are not grounds for a constraint.  
If large numbers of constraints are used, follow-up is likely on the part of the tabroom. 

HIRED JUDGING
· We will use the judging exchange on tabroom for any hired judging.
· All payments should be arranged directly between the school hiring and the person being hired.
· Wake Forest is not in a position to accept fees for judging or to pay judges.
· The tournament reserves the right to approve a school's hired judge not part of their staff/alumni network. Our aim is to ensure that all hired judges have collegiate CEDA/NDT experience judging and/or debating at the Varsity level.

SPEAKER POINTS:
A 30 point scale with tenths, no ties will be used. Judges giving below a 26 will be asked to provide justifications.
  
ELIMS: Top 32 teams clear on basis of wins, adjusted points, total points, twice adjusted points, random number. Brackets broken in elims. Side equalization procedure used for elims. 
 
IN CASE:
Topic: the 2020-2021 CEDA resolution
Time limits: 9-3-6, 10 minutes prep  

CONDUCT:
All participants attend the invitation of Wake Forest University according to its tournament rules as well as any rules of their sponsoring institutions. We abide by all rules and norms of CEDA and the AFA, including but not limited to, CEDA's sexual harassment policy.

We look forward to hosting you all (virtually) in November, 





2020 Franklin R. Shirley Classic Tentative Schedule
ALL TIMES IN EASTERN STANDARD TIME
	Thursday
	November 12

	10:00pm
	Virtual Registration – Please communicate via tabroom and email if your entry needs adjustment. Gary will email to ask for confirmation on Thursday. 

	
	

	Friday
	November 14

	10:15 AM
	Pairings Released for Rounds 1 & 2 

	11:00 AM
	Round 1 Start

	1:35 PM
	Round 1 Decision Deadline

	Break
	

	2:35 PM
	Round 2 Start

	5:10 PM
	Round 2 Decision Deadline

	Break
	

	5:45 PM
	Round 3 Pairing Release 

	6:30 PM
	Round 3 Start

	9:05 PM
	Round 3 Decision Time

	
	

	Saturday
	November 15

	10:15 AM
	Pairings for Round 4 

	11:00 AM
	Round 4 Start

	1:35 PM
	Round 4 Decision Deadline

	Break
	

	2:15 PM
	Round 5 Pairing Release

	3:00 PM
	Round 5 Start

	5:35 PM
	Round 5 Decision Deadline

	Break
	

	6:15 PM
	Round 6 Pairings

	7:00 PM
	Round 6 Start

	9:35 PM
	Round 6 Decision Deadline

	
	

	Sunday
	November 16

	10:15 AM
	Round 7 Pairings

	11:00 AM
	Round 7 Start

	1:35 PM
	Round 7 Decision Deadline

	Break
	

	2:15 PM
	Round 8 Pairing Release

	3:00 PM
	Round 8 Start

	5:35 PM
	Round 8 Decision Deadline

	Break
	

	6:15 PM
	Virtual Awards!

	6:30 PM
	Tabroom Flip for Sides & Doubles Pairing Release

	7:15 PM
	Doubles Start Time

	10:30 PM
	Doubles Decision deadline

	TBD:
	Full Octos Pairing Release

	
	

	
	

	Monday
	November 17

	9:30 AM
	Tabroom Flips Coin for Side Equalization

	10:00 AM
	Octofinals Begin/Quarters for First Year Breakout

	1:15 PM
	Octos Decision Deadline

	Break
	

	1:45 PM
	Quarters Pairing/Semis Pairing for First Year Breakout

	2:15 PM
	Quarters Begin/Semis First Year Breakout

	5:30 PM
	Quarters Decision Deadline/Semis First Year Breakout

	5:45 PM
	Semis Pairings/Finals First Year Breakout

	6:15 PM
	Semis Begins/Finals First Year Breakout

	9:30 PM
	Semis Decision Deadline/Finals First Year Breakout

	9:45 PM
	Finals Pairings

	10:15 PM
	Finals Begins

	1:30 AM
	Finals Deadline

	
	






Frequently Asked Questions for Judge Assignment Procedures by Gary Larson

Q.  How (if at all) will pref sheets be modified at the tournament? 
A.  They will NOT be modified in any way.  For teams still in contention, the tournament will continue to use a target threshold of 50 with a maximum mutuality difference of between 25 and 30.  The actual mutuality "goal" will be 10 and the goal for average pref will be between 18 and 20.  All of these numbers are contingent on the system being able to meet the objectives with available judges with VERY minimal "extra" rounds included during prelims

Q.  How does the "correction" work if pref sheets aren't changed and if traditional maximums are honored?
A.  Once all of the pref sheets have been entered, I will calculate a population mean for the entire pool and a sample mean for each of the four identified categories.  If a sample mean for one of the diverse categories is higher (worse) than the population mean, the "boost" will be equal to that difference in means.  
So what is done with that number? The underlying logic of STA and tabroom for that matter is that the primary computation of the "value" of a pairing involves the pref of the two teams and the absolute value of the difference between them as additive values and the average pref of the judge as a subtractive value (there are some additional factors that principally impact multi-judge panels). The goal is to have the LOWEST number.
(Aff Pref + Neg Pref)*PrefWeight+ Abs(AffPref - NegPref)*MutualWeight - JdgPref*JdgWeight
While the pref and mutuality components are well understood, the impact of average judge preference is less well known even though I've been using it for 20 years. Since a higher value reduces the sum, it means that all things being equal the computer assigns a less preferred judge to a round as opposed to a more preferred judge. Initially, this value was critical in prelims to ensure that partial commitment highly preferred judges don't get used prematurely since they will be most important in late rounds. Adjusting the value has proved to be the greatest art associated with judge placement and largely accounts for the fact that I tend to be more successful than most in managing the judging pool with a significant number of partial commitments even though several use my underlying algorithm in tabroom.
But as the community values have evolved, the JdgPref function has become more prominent since it is the principal vehicle by which I limit the number of judges who get preffed out and to increase the profile of rounds heard by judges who argue that they are inappropriately preffed low. This is still an angst filled process for me as I attempt to manage two contradictory objectives - get the best judges possible for each round and be able to brag about the average pref of a tournament as opposed to using everyone for their commitment and having lower pref judges potentially judge important debates.  But one of the problems with increasing the weight of the jdgpref parameter is that it pushes low prefe rred majority critics just as much as it pushes low preferred minority critics.
The next evolution is opt-in. It happens one of two ways. Many tabrooms just use manual replacement to push opt-in judges into rounds, particularly in elims. Since I prefer to solve problems via algorithm if possible, I assign an arbitrary value to opt-in that I ADD to each opt-in judge's avg jdg pref number.  While it might seem counterintuitive to improve a low preferred critic's access to rounds by making their average appear WORSE, that's exactly what is required since it is negative variable.  But we have at least two problems.  Critics prefer to not opt-in. And the weight of the "thumb" on the scale is completely arbitrary.
The current initiative is just the next step in the evolution of what the jdgpref variable has been doing for years. It solves the low and unrepresentative rate of opt in by attempting to identify all of the judges in various categories.  It also makes the weight less arbitrary by making the value exactly the difference between sample and population means, presumably the amount of "structural" inequality that is present in the system. So I don't change anyone's sheet or the values associated with any team and judge.  I just increase the push associated with a worse average pref for each judge who is in a category that has a worse than expected average.
Q.  What will happen if the "correction" by itself doesn't push a diverse judge into a round?
A.  I am not a fan of manual intervention, not trusting myself to either be sufficiently omniscient or wise to make those changes fairly and equitably.  Others certainly take a different view.  But my experience is that the algorithmic solution does, in fact, achieve most of our objectives.  Most critically, Wake will not be using the proportionality metric in elims that it used in the past. In other words, in previous years, we attempted to ensure that the ratio of available opt-in critics that were assigned was at least as great as the percentage of all available critics that were assigned.  But as the number of available opt-in critics got down to just one or two, it meant that critics were assigned independent of the preferences of the debaters in the round.  That will not be the procedure this year.  That said, we still encourage as lar ge and diverse population of critics as possible to be available into late elims.

Q.  Why are we asking that all judges assign themselves to categories even if they wish to opt-OUT of any differential treatment associated with their category identification?
A. The hypothesis is that structural inequality gives rise to differential ratings of judges in various demographic categories and that it is appropriate for an algorithm to adjust for that systematic variance.  But if judges can choose whether they want to be included, we're not actually measuring the structural impact of being in such and such a category at all. So hypothetically, if the top half of a particularly category of judges could opt out of the statistical comparison, the comparison could conclude that that category of judges are preferred much less than the rest.   We can end up with a circular argument where "the subset of judges who aren't preferred in a demographic category aren't preferred."  Now I imagine that some coaches or judges would argue that there is another dimension that needs to be added (ie perhaps it is "sympathetic to identity politics") but I'm less convinced that that would be a structural variable that an algorithm should correct.
Q. Will the size of the "correction" be publicized?  After the tournament is completed, the sample mean of each of the judge sub-categories will be published as an indication of the aggregate differences in ranking associated with each group.  It is my judgment that it is that variance that ultimately needs to be addressed by teams as they fill out their sheets.  In general, while I have designed statistical solutions to address community issues (e.g. ZSCR2), I am much more convinced that proactive behaviors are ultimately the best solution.  I would love to calculate the sample means and discover that there isn't, in fact, any adjustment warranted.
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