
Fellow Toastmasters in District 65 
 

1. According to Speech Contest RULEBOOK – 2013, Section 3. [Selection Sequence] article 4, and 
sub-section [a] and [b] reads as follows: 

 
“The decision to whether or not to allow two contestants to advance from club to area, from area to 
division, and/or from division to district must be made and communicated throughout the district prior 
to the commencement of the contest cycle. i.e., prior to any club contest being held.” 
[a] “Once the decision is made, it must be implemented consistently throughout the district in all clubs, 
areas, and division effected.” 
[b] “If the district decides to allow two contestants to advance from club to area, its decision regarding 
the number to advance from area to division and/or from division to district need not be the same.”  
 
District 65 leadership has failed to make a decision and communicate the same throughout district, as 
required, and prior to the commencement of the contest cycle. Since no decision by the district 
leadership was made in this matter, there was no consistent implementation throughout the district in 
all of the club, area and division level contests, as required. In absence of this required decision and 
communication/announcement of the same throughout the district, I am not sure if the district 
leadership can arbitrarily decide now [i.e., after the commencement of the current contest-cycle] to 
send two contestants from each of the four divisions to the district contest. I believe this is considered a 
violation of the Speech Contest rules as stated in the Speech Contest RULEBOOK – 2013 and as 
referenced above.   
 
 

2. According to Speech Contest RULEBOOK – 2013, Section 5. [General Procedure] article L, and 
sub-section, 2[a] reads as follows: 

 
“The top portion of the ballot is not provided to the ballot counters and must be discreetly discarded by 
the judge after the contest.”   
 
Nowhere in the Speech Contest RULEBOOK – 2013, it is mentioned that the individual an judge[s] is not 
allowed to communicate, share and provide “feed-back” to individual contestant[s] if a judge[s] chooses 
to do so, after the contest winners are declared and announced.   
 
I believe that the district leadership should encourage and support “feed-back” to the contestants, 
especially when it is not violating any contest rules as stated in the Speech Contest RULEBOOK and/or 
requiring any contest rules modification!  
 
 

3. According to Speech Contest RULEBOOK – 2013, Section 5. [General Procedure] article B, and 
sub-section 4 reads as follows: 

 
“Judges at all levels shall remain anonymous when practical.” 
 
Once the speech contest is over and “judges have finished marking their respect ballots and place them 
in the provided envelop, and hold up the envelop for the ballot counters to collect.” [Section 5, article L, 
sub-section 2.]  - the so called “anonymity” of the judges are generally exposed and the audience as well 
as the contestants become aware of the judges identity.  



 
Once again, nowhere in the Speech Contest RULEBOOK – 2013, it is stated that the contestants and the 
[a] judges must refrain from meeting privately with one other and/or [b] are not allowed to 
communicate with one other and/or [c] provide “feed-back” to individual contestant(s) if an individual 
judge[s] chose to do so, after the contest winners are declared and announced.   
 
I believe that the district leadership should encourage and support “feed-back” for the benefit for the 
contestants, especially when it is not violating any stated contest rules according to the Speech Contest 
RULEBOOK – 2013 and/or require any contest rules modification!  
 
According to the Judge’s Guide and Ballot [item #1172, Rev. 3/2011] under “Judge’s Code of Ethics” 
states that “Judges will support and deed the contest rules and judging standards [i.e., the Speech 
Contest RULEBOOK] refraining from PUBLIC criticism of the contest and revealing scores and ranking 
only in accordance with official policy [i.e., the Speech Contest RULEBOOK]. 
 
Once again PUBLIC criticism by the judges and PUBLIC revealing of scores and ranking is discouraged by 
individual and/or collectively by judges. However nowhere in the Speech Contest RULEBOOK or the 
Judge’s Guide and Ballot form, does it state that individual judge or judges cannot provide “feed-back” 
to individual contestants privately, if the judge[s] chose to do so.  
 
It is not the responsibility of Toastmasters International [TI] to help and support district 65 speech 
contestants, in improving their ability to become better speakers and better competitors. It is definitely 
the responsibility of district leadership and especially the CEO (i.e. the district governor] to make 
“executive divisions” when required, in helping fellow Toastmasters in district 65, and in this instance, 
the speech contestants, by providing them the opportunity of receiving the “feed-back” for 
improvements.  
 
TI is responsible for setting general policies and procedures for all clubs and districts to comply and this 
includes, in this instance, the “Speech Contest RULEBOOK – [2013].” TI is not responsible directly for 
ensuring at each district-level contest that there is “transparency” compliance in contest judging and 
contest proceedings. It is the responsibility of the district leadership to ensure that all contest judges 
perform their responsibilities as best as they can by providing them the necessary training [judge’s 
training] so that the judges can continuously improve in executing their responsibilities. TI promotes 
“transparency” at all levels of the district sponsored/conducted events. TI expects their local 
representative, i.e., the district to implement them. 
 
I am at a loss to understand why then district 65 leadership shuns away from encouraging and 
supporting the timely implementation of “feed-back” mechanism at the speech contests and “uses” the 
contest rule book as an excuse to subdue and curtail improvement of a fellow speech contestants. The 
‘Speech Contest Rulebook’ on the contrary remains silent on the subject-matter of giving “feed-back” to 
speech contestants [as referenced above in items 2 & 3] and therefore allows the local district 
leadership to make their own decisions on this matter.  
 
Since when has communications in form of “feed-back” become a taboo in district 65? Since when has 
 supporting and helping fellow Toastmasters and speech contestants in district 65 become TI’s 
responsibility? Why is the district leadership continue to remain silent and indecisive for the past 8 
months on important issue of speech contests announcement, as required by Speech Contest 
RULEBOOK – 2013, Section 3, article 4, ?  
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