TEACHER PAGES
Should Amberton Adopt Direct Potable Reuse? A Debate Kit
Debate kit · Grade 11 · English Language Arts
A grade 11 debate kit on whether a fictional inland city should treat its wastewater directly back to drinking quality, with two-sided evidence.
	Time
	2 sessions, about 60 minutes in all

	Prep
	Low prep

	Materials
	None

	Rubric
	At the end of this document

	License
	Public domain (CC0). Copy, edit, and share freely, without attribution.



Objectives
1. Students will evaluate two-sided evidence on a direct potable reuse resolution.
1. Students will construct and deliver a rebuttal supported by named evidence.
1. Students will distinguish documented facts from illustrative local scenarios in the evidence.

Standards
W.11-12.1 (Common Core ELA): Write arguments to support claims in an analysis of substantive topics or texts, using valid reasoning and relevant and sufficient evidence.
How this material addresses it: Students draft claims and rebuttals from the Evidence File on the potable reuse resolution, using valid reasoning and sufficient evidence, the argument work W.11-12.1 requires of a college-ready debate.
Vocabulary
Direct potable reuse: Recycling water straight into the drinking water system without a natural stop in between. It relies on many layers of treatment and around-the-clock monitoring.
Indirect potable reuse: Recycling water into drinking water with a natural stop along the way. Highly cleaned water is put into the ground or a reservoir, then drawn back out later and treated again for drinking.
Reverse osmosis: Reverse osmosis cleans water by pushing it through a membrane with holes so tiny that salt and most other dissolved things cannot fit through. It can even turn seawater into fresh water.
Also: public acceptance
Teacher overview
This is a two-team structured debate for a 50 to 60 minute block, with a second session for preparation if needed. Students argue for or against the fictional inland city of Amberton building a direct potable reuse system, which treats the city's own wastewater back to drinking-water quality and returns it directly to the supply. The resolution is genuinely contested: reuse offers a drought-proof local source, yet it raises real questions about cost, public trust, and whether a safer design exists. Both sides can be argued well by an informed student.
Differentiation
Support
Provide a simplified evidence card for each side listing only the two strongest points, and give rebuttal sentence starters ("Our opponents claim ___, but the evidence shows ___"). Let students deliver from written notes.
Extension
Ask students to research, using only the Evidence File, how the choice between direct and indirect reuse changes the "safer-by-design" argument, and to build a rebuttal that concedes the buffer's value while still defending direct reuse for a city that lacks the geology for one.
ELL supports
Pre-teach "direct potable reuse," "indirect potable reuse," "reverse osmosis," and "public acceptance" with a simple labeled flow diagram of wastewater becoming drinking water by each route. Allow students to deliver rebuttals from written notes rather than extemporaneously.
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Resolution & Background
Resolution: "The city of Amberton should adopt direct potable reuse, treating its own wastewater back to drinking-water quality and returning it directly to the supply."
Background: Amberton is a fictional inland city with no coastline, and its one river runs low in dry years, so its leaders are weighing water reuse. Two forms exist. In direct potable reuse, advanced treatment cleans wastewater to drinking quality, and that clean water then goes straight into the supply. In indirect potable reuse, the same treated water is first stored in an aquifer or reservoir, which acts as an environmental buffer, before it re-enters the supply. Either path relies on several barriers, a key one being a reverse osmosis membrane, a filter fine enough to block most contaminants. Reuse is neither new nor untested, since Orange County's Groundwater Replenishment System in California is the world's largest indirect reuse plant, producing about 130 million gallons of water per day. The question for Amberton is which route to take, and whether residents will accept it.
Assign two teams. An affirmative team argues for the resolution, and a negative team argues against it. A moderator keeps time. The rest of the class judges with the rubric.
Evidence File
Case for direct potable reuse:
1. Reuse turns wastewater, which the city already produces, into a steady local supply. That supply does not depend on rainfall. For a dry inland city, it offers water security the low river cannot. (General reasoning about local supply.)
1. Cleaning wastewater to drinking quality already works at city scale. Orange County's Groundwater Replenishment System is the world's largest such plant, at about 130 million gallons per day. That scale is evidence that the treatment technology has been proven. (Source: Orange County Water District.)
1. Amberton has no coast, so seawater desalination is out. Importing water would mean a long, costly pipeline. A fictional Amberton public-works briefing, prepared for this debate, argues reuse is the only major new supply the city can build within its own borders. (Illustrative briefing created for this debate, not a documented figure.)
1. Direct reuse needs less land than indirect reuse. It does not require an aquifer recharge site or a reservoir buffer. A fictional city engineer argues Amberton lacks the space and geology for one. (Illustrative testimony created for this debate.)

Case against direct potable reuse:
1. Public acceptance is a real obstacle. A fictional Amberton resident survey, run for this debate, finds many residents uneasy about drinking treated wastewater. A system the public distrusts can fail even when it is safe. (Illustrative survey created for this debate.)
1. Advanced treatment is costly to build and run. The reverse osmosis step uses roughly 3 to 4 kilowatt-hours of energy for every 1,000 gallons treated. Conventional treatment of fresh water uses only about 1 to 2. So reuse carries a high ongoing energy cost. (Source: industry engineering references on reverse osmosis energy use.)
1. A safer-by-design option exists. Indirect potable reuse adds an environmental buffer, an aquifer or reservoir, before the water returns to the supply. A fictional Amberton ratepayer coalition argues the city should choose that route, or expand conservation first. (Illustrative testimony created for this debate.)
1. Reducing demand is often cheaper than building a new supply. Opponents argue Amberton should push conservation as far as it can first. Cutting demand avoids the capital cost of any new plant, and reuse should be built only if conservation proves too little. (General reasoning about conservation as a first option.)
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RUBRIC · FOR TEACHERS
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	Criterion
	Emerging
	Developing
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Evidence use
	Repeats a claim with no cited evidence
	Cites one piece of evidence without explaining its relevance
	Cites at least two pieces of evidence and explains how each supports the team's position
	Cites multiple pieces of evidence, distinguishes documented facts from illustrative scenarios, and explains their relevance

	Rebuttal quality
	Does not respond to the opposing team's points
	Responds to an opposing point but without new evidence
	Directly rebuts a specific opposing point using evidence from the file
	Rebuts multiple opposing points and explains why the team's evidence outweighs them

	Organization & delivery
	Argument is hard to follow with no clear structure
	Argument has a structure but transitions are unclear
	Argument follows a clear claim, evidence, conclusion structure
	Argument is clearly structured, confidently delivered, and directly responsive to the resolution
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