PARLI Debate

Mark Cabasino (*13)

Round 1A 9:00am E4 Judge’s Name: QQBAQ iNJo
Gov: 14 Eng - Morgenstein

Opp: 10 Dara - Randeria ( 2o
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: f\;_/)
PROP @ OPP (\5‘\
Team Code #: ) Team Code #:_ 3 ( )

Prop Speaker #1 AAOQ(r/WS/(Q /\} pts 24 Opp Speaker #1 @M’D QQ\A pts &5
Prop Speaker #2 é"l G— pts L4 Opp Speaker #2 DA RA pts &Z

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enoug/lfto qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectivel/y’ the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side ;

o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable ~ /

e Courtesy: How courteous ?A respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater: //
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PARLI Debate

Mark Cabasino (*13)
Round 18 9:00am E4 Judge’s Name: C/A@TA U
Gov: 23 Carver - Garcia & | —
Opp: 27 Lavell - Cohen @
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:
' PROP OPP @
Team Code #: @\ Team Code #: Z
Prop Speaker #1 CA/ZVE\&_ pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 CDV*EN pts 28

Prop Speaker #2 C}’AQL\ A pts 2 1 Opp Speaker #2 (,R\/El - pts “ b

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authonty'as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgamzed communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable ’

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the deb;lters were to opponents and judges

/
Using the above criteria, please offer compllm/ents and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: /
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'PARLI Debate”

Liru Chin (*14) ( 0 "

Round 1A 9:00am E3 Judee’s N . /D’(

Gov: 23 Campagna - Mortensen ndge’s Name: |2

Opp: 17 Day - Shah

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: L/QWU/\
PROP.

NS s &

\4&6

v

Team Code #: 2"3) Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 Mer '\',QV\SQ "\ pts Z%) Opp Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 Gan \\”7“/5/%& pts QZ/ Opp Speaker
Please award each speaker points based on the follopving scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enouglyto qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 # Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

JudgingCriteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiefitly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and/references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effgctively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevart and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters spgak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate
Liru Chin (*14) '
Round 1B 9:00am E3 . e CLD_ A
Gov: 15 Barbir - Deng Judge’s Name: :
Opp: 13 Jung - Houck
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: t,OW(_)A"
PROP oPP
Team Code #: \ ¢ Team Code #: 13
Prop Speaker #1 u\\,ﬁ pts SO Opp Speaker #1 —X W‘\"a"\‘ pts 2k

Prop Speaker #2 %ﬂ-«i’\o pts % Opp Speaker #2 ‘c‘\'gﬁ‘\d‘" pts SO/
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination roupds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze thg/topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters supgort arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authogity as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatep$ respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective wére the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organjZed, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the deffaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complindents and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Prop 1: @Xc,qhyq WLC. Opp 1: Wow ~M>omcue.iw' (One. muinesy ?oux"
‘Zuwgb‘ Loke new 30% At ou)f s ‘Yowr gwa.v"\u-? ek X —ﬁ*é—a\ wmdn. we

oty and 'a»:.(‘wovht_ﬂ - ot Lettte AL"S'S/‘ . \[‘.w" A—x*w—dnm ?Lu..s oS
| B afs 2"/("95'“""\- el lenx . \‘o(«w Q/L%e.d@&;m al Yo

o«:ﬁswslg,\o“; Prep) wee bl

o close Al Lunl & win the aceume I,
Prop 2: aJoe \'D‘avbed'\f'\' s;_l-a_% Opp 2: o J

Npere goit on cehabol s o coadrgy

.

ixugmnf—% sm)(S Uy an LLJCMLQ,J\

?afa CON orr WAy o Ve a W/“L
S qo0A C:?«.klOu\-. Be rnoee c-m*‘f‘““\"d‘*
TEAM CODE #: on the ji;!& g wins this debate. w03 Mty puv &b )

(Prop or Opp) i &’

cv afvuo)* /%&k-o\ w%q,\ ngtT V\Q_Cj._g L\DM "P JLA
counie © é’/""jvu\'wqg,



PARLI Debate

" M. S > JUN 1\7

Kimiko Cheng (*21) Bnenty Tealiany Sonl

Round 1A 9:00am 12 , ' E

Gov: 3 Brogan - Modi Judge’s Name: C/L-v.,..:g

Opp: 10 Shingwekar - Vichare
JV Parli Debate

PROP

Team Code #: 2
Prop Speaker #1 'b"“;a» pts pry Opp Speaker #1 ?v/g’awu d Qh;/@ We"(pér > ¥
Prop Speaker #2_ MadA ptsﬂ_ L Opp Speaker Ad vh Vichave pts Q’ﬂ

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enouglf to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 # Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectivelythe debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters gpeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and fespectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

‘(OYJ \.
TEAM CODE #: \O on the Dgg wins this debate. _
(Prop or Opp) ,, i VW\‘/I/\ Q,W"l‘w’d
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PARLI Debate Pralaan Lo sk pp-

P Ladruflsaasa as o \%Q‘*U’-/ o &
Kimiko Cheng (*21) s
Round 1B 9:00am 12 s . ‘
Gov: 15 Lee - Peled Judge’s Name:___ & O"“’ﬁ
Opp: 23 Banks - Corbett
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ; o~ Horin
PROP oPP
Team Code #: =) Team Code #: 25
Prop Speaker #1 Lee pts R Opp Speaker #1 @0\/»1::4 pts 28

Prop Speaker #2 Paled pts 21 Opp Speaker #2 Ly pts 29
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds,
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapprgpriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topj€ and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, ¢ unicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: QPD on the Of f wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate

Mr Olson (*23) Bofocr o
Round 1A 9:00am E2 ) . ﬂj Lsaa/
- Gov: 14 Vaisse - Scott Judge’s Name: i
. Opp:27 Manni - B;own 2
-’ JV Parli Debate . Judge’s School Affiliation: 3
PROP OPP
Team Code #; | -6 Team Code #: 7{
Prop Speaker #1 { W pts Zg Opp Speaker #1 MI'H‘/ N’/ pts Rq ‘{'
Prop Speaker #2 VA 1552 pts 21&'&‘ Opp Speaker #2 B% W)-) pts 93 +

e e e e -
Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reservgd for rude or inappropriate behavior

/
Judging Criteria
‘2» ® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the deba érs analyze the topic and the arguments
vé offered during the debate P /

- /~ @ Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenges to authority as well as general knowledge
yA “ o Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side »
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers «
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ap organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable %
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful
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Mr Olson (*23)
Round 1B 9:00am E2

- Gov: 15 Lin-Hu .

Opp:.25 Hassan - Goody
JV Parli Debate

PR"OP
Team Code #: 5

Hu
Ly

pts 2%
pts %

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2 Hﬂ‘g 50 /‘)

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: ?0 B?’Q7 O LS@J
43

Judge’s School Affiliation:

Team Code #: ()\-S)

oDy

pts Qol
pisd8

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =

Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination x;ounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

<20 =

Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Y,

Judging Criteria .
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliménts and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:
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th‘, 4 Hcmdbodlé PO"*”/'S o/dIKW(SI‘OV\ PARLI Debate

Elizabeth Murphy (*5)

Round 1A 9:00am G2 > . ) '
Gov: 10 Wang - Lin Judge’s Name: E I zu lu‘l’h m U-’i’l) b‘/

Opp: 15 Steinberg - Zhou . |
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: BIS ‘nui? 0 DOW&I I-‘ £
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 10 Team Code #: 15

Prop Speaker #1 Wa unf/ pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 S'f{fml‘pbtcll _ pts 3B 2¥

Prop Speaker #2 L' n pts 2§ Opp Speaker #2 Lhou pts 2l

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: / 5 on the 0 QF wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate

Elizabeth Murphy (*5)

Round 1B 9:00am G2 Judge’s Name: E’l%a é e m /MU/ﬂ /7)/
Gov: 14 Kwong - Tan 7 7

Opp: 25 Stephens - Flanagan .
JV Parl Debate Judge's School Affiliation: 513 hop 0 Do .

PROP opp

Team Code #: / 4 Team Code #: ZS
Prop Speaker #1___ /W pts_ 2S Opp Speaker #1 54( '4) lu nS pts 25
Prop Speaker #2 k wo mcl‘/ pts 25 Opp Speaker #2 j:/a (a7 5/4 A pts L

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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PARLI Debate

et oy hi
Round 1A 9:00am G4 Judege’s Name: éﬁnﬂ. Dm
Gov: 23 Crenshaw - Bulger tcge's Name 1 j .
Opp: 11 Nour - Kuo
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: _ H/
PROP oPpP
Team Code #: Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 & s /”“'/ pts % Opp Speaker #1 /(/ ! pts 4 ?
Prop Speaker #2 @ ni / ’PA/ pts % Opp Speaker #2 4 wo pts )?

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

© Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and ,.respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:

Prop 1: ;’f Opp 1:
/
Prop 2: Opp 2:
TEAM CODE #: / / on the 0 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
%;4'0/&4/ wrove sen/ hﬁ f/mmf *’3/“"'7’/“ a/

Plttranten P @ Lcal/ ? Parronas Sepes 72

Spper # arGumsrens.



PARLI Debate

Gov: 23 Bodisco - Ransweiler
Opp: 16 Chou - Kim

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: %wﬂﬂ:/’/ H/ %/)

Round 1B 9:00am G4 Judge’s Name: / Nnotina /7140714
< .

PROP OPP
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 6&0&3M pts L f Opp Speaker #1 gA n pts _5_0
Prop Speaker #2 /Qﬂﬁd' we / Wpts & f’ Opp Speaker #2 / J'/ﬂ/ pts ZQ

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Prop 1: Opp 1:

Prop 2: / Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #: / é on the @@ wins this debate.

(Prop ‘or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: S
Ang umen /s . Tenrs a/so Spoke art 17 2k it

wsing proppy hanol Geolares”
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Teresa Skarr (*27)

Round 1A 9:00am G3 Judge’s Name: ‘7"6@ gﬂ/ %/A A

Gov: 10 Yang - Ho

Opp: 19 Rahman - Zhou W h&(«S e HS
i Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: [NL

JV Parli

Hu A

+ oYavo(
__Prp
+ u;\‘“
+ Mo

,wm,le m

 FREn e fateet

i
Wugw

Team Code #: / O Team Code #: //"‘ / C7

Prop Speaker #1 'Fb pts 9-8 Opp Speaker #1 %{/\OI/L pts Q’:]L‘ 5

Prop Speaker #2 M/ pts Q &) Opp Speaker #2 M /W/) pts 23' .5
g SO e e s 4 e onmsninn - . . /’ . .
Please award each speaker points based on the followm scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20= Re7erved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the de7baters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refergnces to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in/an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:
Prop 1: Opp 1: w ~ .

. e Fipod pushiost i gefiuchins
,Q,wbz on € ﬁaﬂ LAaCHh Confenton o ('Mql&m
ML LoﬂC 4—@9@& 7‘0 !9(~

NATYAVIAA

“Z’%; iy J 'ipu?@e}r o cathivf W f“”’w’“
(1 C,Qum
+ Besgd dwun on PY
= wan %?ﬁ‘%“

TEAM CODE # I 5f on the () v)) ____ wins this debate.
(Pts paob@’
REASON FOR DECISION W/UM EIAAQ/
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PARLI Debate
Teresa Skarr (*27) /r S kﬂ/f’
Round 1B 9:00am G3 > . —ei -e ‘ p
Gov: 14 Bernstein - Jarmel-Schneider Judge’s Name S L
Opp: 11 Tong - fung d A/,g
JV Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: W}h SJ r
4ROP OPP
Team Code #: [ Team Code #: I I

% Z Prop Speaker #1 @/ng'?le/ l/) pts% Opp Speaker #1 ﬁ/\ V\_Q}(‘ pts a%

>Prop Speaker #&VW’SCQ’\MM 9/9 Opp Speaker #2 /FOM pts 2@

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale

N i

% = 30 = Perfect 29 =Outstanding 28 = Very Good

& \% 27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatiqp"}‘ounds)

%%_ 5° 26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
T

%E T Judging Criteria /
°

é Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze/the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
JY e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters sUpport arguments with
%, evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
é * & Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
, by the other side

! % e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
% j e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

N — Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: .
0T, AN

i: ReapSiin ‘\Wwo 1 : ‘
+qosdt o, Ze 5&3%% T i el e

— W mmdaw |
ok ,\70 /ma&xg — gy ootin (Mj 10&;

¢l e Ly | e i W
Top 2% _ ’ 3

+aud i spaten, quad P || Fal mholeodi s et

W
ounuia o POT e :&%%ﬁi s V2 omen b

L5 Coi o o e o A | o Mw%f@v%wm@

) M,
& ol TEAM CODE #: ,4 on the wins this debate.
pu (Propjor Opp)

BT e bors wbso (o o
%dwce Aﬁa/g;ﬁ‘ﬁ W e( / estda& ans,

"n UG 44/\.0 ohm%e, lac/- 2ven /C}Ca,m/z;{,q,
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Sam Roberson (*19)
Round 1A 9:00am G5

Gov: 6 Bonet - Stankus

Opp: 14 Rettenmaier - Pineda
JV Parli Debate

' PROP
Team Code #: G
ZLoneh

Prop Speaker #2 \{-0\ N t’m)ﬂ

Prop Speaker #1

pts SD Opp Speaker #1

SQ Opp Speaker #2_ Y4 € H’ 4 n’ln er pts(z-—/‘}

PARLI Debate

udge's Name:_ A {30 boecs on S

Judge’s School Affiliation: f\/ H:C

OPP
Team Code #:

Pheda

(&

"'hts Zg

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

<20 =

Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

/

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references’ to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in

and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respect

;5‘\each debater:
§ rop 1: %‘{(A*QOD \/C:

I co O\\\mﬁm%gﬁmmm Tpo0d
g@(\ Loan Yage and

ood c’ﬂc(m\m

\i:? e w YW en S M/}(mﬁ
Trudousadl of

TEAM CODE #:

2}00{
on the g Q EE wins this debate.

organized, communicative style that is pleasant

the debaters were to opponents and judges

o1 Good oWl
RAL WA f2h Ouy-

00 1 dly Ungrads
eoge aning,

1 0pp2: Qo \T()b WWYUM‘
quaM ) . N
a4bnaS 30%‘%/)0061,%

W /“é@l dear [jﬁﬂd Con ertmy

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Sam Roberson (*19) E g @
Round 1B 9:00am G5 s .
Gov: 24 Lacombe - Appel Judge’s Name: ;

?\? ?331;: Sgg:gza - Chen Judge’s School Affiliation: ﬁ/ dg
Team Code #: /ZL,! Team Code #: I ('l/
Prop Speaker #1 l N Comh L pt53 0 Opp Speaker #1 (+Yyovm=7 d pts 2. ]
Prop Speaker #2 /Sr—\? p 2\ pts 3 Q Opp Speaker #2 C\\ [ pts}7

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rourids)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or in?;’)ropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the/t/opic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppo"ft arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to author/it}/f as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters-respond to the arguments made
by the other side /

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organiz_e’él, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable e

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the del}a*iers were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complinyﬁts and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: /

Prop 1: fre st bas \eg 8¢ hont. /) opp 1 \endrn rrd camt
N\ vi\um .’ C\wi?mhr-gle,J, QA ekt \/m vgatﬁ\'o\o. j

Ll
oh P e AN o Yo oLe"/?il .

PropZ:CﬁY\':\V‘-'\':‘ ’\:S\(e ek 0] Opp2: A Alee oe DQJ vie 6\4(_60"’4?'(,

J Aw bM,\)fADe When JY{A’MP\‘?‘

D\mo»\' vh o J
e (/\;th \—C/L bos
C N U‘cl « s
/ fff\ﬁ 0 [} ro W\ ’

TEAM CODE # 2\ on the gg N g wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

3\{0“2.(} Yo'\r\\’$ R e MO’VH‘M



PARLI Debate

Bill Holt (*3)

Round 1A 9:00am E5 Judge’s Namez_X{nﬂll “OI-]~
Gov: 14 Huang - Luc 1 ?

Opp: 5 Johnson - Murphy

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: B(n'HCU
Team Code #: lﬁ‘l»’f Team Code #: 5
Prop Speaker #1 Hﬂ a%ﬂ pts&i Opp Speaker #1_Mwr pf\\.—&) / pts a g
Prop Speaker #2 Luo ptm Opp Speaker #2 3 onNns pta %" 5

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 =Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fof elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

B e § Judging Criteria
SUO% Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debateps analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
W\le'»e‘z e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the gébaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referencés to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in gn organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfyl the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer c¢mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater: 0P Ww( Ao H mgq’gfﬂ\dg{,}a/&‘e/

. e €4 aul
Prop 1: 5(900{ delive Opp 1: 50\}\(\}2 Lacts /w{ e examylles,
prop rebutttud > Jood 1t

\¢ wod delweny , ooy +o wltrstnedd .
Us\d VAW as Doirt, | Pl (N
e Nud e edence

od rebuttad
0 cunkinty
Pmﬁ? wn Opp 2: exeeilerd oo hve a\/

& [/ wore argmardatinn good ot Avat Ninimum is &
ond QAN Suqp N34 “ haseling
(ool dﬂ\\vuaﬁ\ 05 o wdbs

TEAM CODE #: 10 on the wins this debate.
(Prop %F %PP)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Ee% flb‘/“l‘*'l/dsl OU’W( @(/I‘d,(ﬂ(,(‘ m“WM &/f“mm ] s a
Yasehne  Sugported nrotuds . eepilint pleloate
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PARLI Debate
Bill Holt (*3)

Round 1B 9:00am E5 s . H-Ol
Gov: 14 Bystrom - Gast Judge’s Name'—:[‘an =

Opp: 10 Pandit - Mandal

JV Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation; __JoerrHau
PROP e . , o OPP e
Team Code #: ,’/{' Team Code #: { O
Prop Speaker #1 %\,)‘_i\"ﬂ/m ptsa7 s ; Opp Speaker #1 P&(VI 6( H/ pts &5/
Prop Speaker #2 ( 9( js\/ pts 3"7/.9 Opp Speaker #2 Mﬂnd 4// PtsO,) 5, Y 5—-

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate bghavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and e arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arg
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well/4s general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond 6 the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the quéstions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters weyé to opponents and judges

each debater:
Prop 1: (s60¢| fmst 5 (ﬁ:”’?dm‘/- Opp/l:

Ovoidl Us:\&j “Wandat 1) Se-H17S jw/
afjv.m{

: )?Ooo( refuttaticrl, re digkot

e butien ,
Conberions ywa( - a (il uncleor 77

7000( %mdmw/ mid e eas-exary/le—

Opp 2: Ereelont Helve
o0y g/ o i fﬁj

nud a ke m oyu od ponts abiit laynit
a St OpQ « Wf G o i 10l anwennq saut™ Gustint .
am s—tvdfcgngvd-s ‘ qreat jo j y %

TEAM CODE #: [ Q on the O ‘? ’E wins this debate.
’ (Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION
Good oo bowr sidss . Tough mc very Clos€ 2 had-
J cLeWs:/Wi ")l nsz Sl I; (;mef%w rdoutto0 ¢
Oreat cow sgﬂanc(,;ut veé/ loéa,(,@ [

Prop 2: 7()“{ /4%




PARLI Debate
Dan Fishlow (*15)

. ST e Tol
Round 1A 9:00am I1 Judge’s Nam‘e) IR N b

Gov: 5 Jayasuriya - Schulz
Opp: 23 Vawter - Olson

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Afﬁliation:J/W\(' qmbrv\-&

Team Code #: é) Team Code #: 72> /
/

Prop Speaker #1 éc\m)\-a/ pts_23  Opp Speaker #1 \/Ak)wﬂ-— / pts 2%
a—
Prop Speaker #2 \)A\‘)ASU(\\')Q ptsﬁ_ Opp Speaker #2 Ols N7/ pts 27

Please award each speaker points based on the following scal%
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fér elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved/for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatefs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referencés to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ah organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Opp 1:

Oveedll @ok 305 . AL 50485 beod pentcer ) tloun C&K\MOO’\@

WE2X Lo\ L bo ’KL”“L\’\ onY.C Pesh QN wiss min ‘WH{-U\“-L% oce e?uaﬁ %ﬁfnf‘(

Socd 9|, MomMed concle 5 and M oo, 0 K srq O(XM‘D] Flroodeds
¢ Lad\

Prop 2: Opp 2:
\)Q—"‘l ?CLsQLMlAM . mk Q%&:‘»\ D\& @ Méﬁb (’\eﬂ'(\) 6’\(‘"&(,\\) CQLS}
® ol dago 08 e Grungly | TpOt rou\t '
: ole PONT wotldbetoshde AL bunuk /iy
BoY Ak genell wa».»ﬂ/ foot Rt g jocred > gorn 't v'\ Lo m\f /‘fv{ ‘
TEAM CODE #: 7% on the OXY wins this debate. 3

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
N\ e AL Aox o ng%%du-%{'m ot%unwd— Mat o dunges oq ug ot Us, Al ,‘,@7(&([ $ofore

e \wo - vesal Y ware Mostly ok evbeon m s Licwmgle bk 10t ek erurh
0 §\'\nu>@('\ S{A{er M. ek vz dﬂJ-’b\', U&M Mo CJ"W\’ “"’L((—U"_) axky) “ Qo feon ¥



PARLI Debate

Dan Fishlow (*15) (t
Round 1B 9:00am |4 , Y <
Gov: 21 Fields - Gersh Judge’s NameD’o X75 (“‘D
Opp: 14 Tran - Vainberg M
JV Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: ]V War ondNe_
PROP OPP
Team Code #: U Team Code #:__ /Y
Prop Speaker #1 (ﬁ'&\éé pts b Opp Speaker #1 ’r('aﬁ pts Z%
Prop Speaker #2 (7‘((?}\ ptsZQ' Opp Speaker #2 \/!JL“L,Q(&/ ‘ ptsC 7

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale: |
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for ehmmatlon rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
/
Judging Criteria //
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analy/ze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authonty as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side /s

o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgamzed communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

/

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

J
Prop 1: Opp 1: Ve cood SReaicet ~7 ¢ loar
Qese ¢ socte k. p X 4 9 ?\8:%&4‘&& /ﬁ"% vacte .

Na b\ ‘Cfam') e &

Prop 2: Opp 2: W*n&’\ ou\g »\y& oo
book uw { fucks Q.lemlmy
O, .

s\\’r okt

TEAM CODE #: Z) on the ?"- DF wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

(loe olude ; uth &'Saamw\,ﬂ o The M“Lm Y0P s bued m o V&t o] St es

a—‘?&}*d( oS %y CO\A(' tg “ JOS‘)' becau e Ww«hgomﬂ(«j/ Awes ﬂoéo Vsh{a fred
TR0 M beW feaan



PARLI Debate
Kathleen von Raesfeld (*25)

Round 1A 9:00am I3 Judge’s Name: Vom MM
U

Gov: 14 Lee - Fairchild
Opp: 23 Woerner - Miner ’ :
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP OPP
Team Code #: ‘L(’ Team Code #: ,Q 3/
Prop Speaker #1 Lee pts A3 Opp Speaker #1___ ()o@ v n(/ ptsedd. 5

Prop Speaker #2 ra_lrd(\\ (d pts N9 Opp Speaker #2 m | ptso? 8

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scal :
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quali

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reservgd for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteri
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debafers analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently th¢/debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refereglces to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and ¢ffective were the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak infan organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfyl the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: + wkct\lent tre conbact - | Opp 1: * LiKe rvad mop inbrod review, shrong sty e
-5 a gpod ideato estate e Srodd +fluid Shyle and Speaking Pace was Wery Continting
e prtstnting \10uv ard point - 1-adgls T ot owding Was perfectt avsueol

Csa\f\h(;\o\ﬂ’% paSSioN 2 Mok ou's" i Stk t YOU 8€ems ving re_p,d_b( rvar&m :(uvi_
0
So(sd G\JW\‘LN nLonal S‘xﬁﬂ'\

Prop 2: Opp 2: + execllint age contack
Y well orgunized and et gfod im ke il sk menk ard ol argumend
a yrintod on laws ma l@r us WAGE g | ek o e of\ovgamw i lagh 2 minoles bou
idente and p assion ware Lantashc on g?«m_o) somnany O
e lcbaion {njol were spok on
\'\v\L“J“‘5 U .
TEAM CODE #: 99_) onthe QO wins this debate.
Prop or O
REASON FOR DECISION: (Free )
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PARLI Debate
Kathleen von Raesfeld (*25)

Round 1B 9:00am |3 Judge’s Name: \/(TY]/P‘/] QAQJM

Gov: 23 Nearon - VonSosen

Opp: 14 Liu-Fu
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: 9*3 Team Code #: ’ "'\’
n .
Prop Speaker #1 %& NM\’O pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 Liv pts J 2' S
von Soesen

Prop Speaker #2 pts QL1 Opp Speaker #2 F\l pts EN4
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination refinds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or igappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyzg’the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaterg/Ssupport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to gdthority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the dgbaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effecfve were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an grganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful fhe debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: » Opp 1: t&hccllnt %hﬁl-‘ 8\40( do(dea{ MJ'S/VO—[L&

- Olefinikions Were nok Clear /. + e definckions ond surmmany allong
need 4o Prestt Your pos S othod- Yowr o“sum,} the waesh clear 4o Lollows of

16 on the Same e e
one \S Core /onkl Mt debate

\ow decl not seem 4o
end % -

Opp 2: + Wcellond worke with packne—

nelped parkrar, ard ?ro(&ssiom liom. _

and £ o Uskonad well ard vefobed poinds clearty

TEAM CODE #: ] L{’ on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Selutney - horms were ot presected clearly



PARLI Debate

Ted Appel (*24)
Round 2A 11:00am |1 Judge’s Name: Tew A‘("{'ﬁL
Gov: 17 Day - Shah '

Opp: 14 Kwong - Tan

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Afﬁliation:gA-«rm Posa ] S
Team Code #: \ 2 Team Code #: |9
Prop Speaker #1__ S At pts xJ Opp Speaker #1___ ¥Kvvonrry, pts 3¢
Prop Speaker #2__ () A pts L Opp Speaker #2 “an / pts Qg

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Godd
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elifination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for pide or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the delaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenceg to authority as well as general knowledge
¢ Argumentation: How directly and effectively tife debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in An organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfil the debaters were to opponents and judges

alyze the topic and the arguments

each debater:

Prop I:Dd (\-mm
R | - toncero 9 £h pondk . Semnc A
T e nf(,Q les

TEAMCODE# \~ 7 on the E’QE wins this debate.
(Prop or ®pp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Ted Appel (*24)
Round 2B 11:00am 11

Gov: 19 Rahman - Zhou
Opp: 14 Vaisse - Scott
JV Parli Debate

PROP
Team Code #: { 9

Prop Speaker #lﬁ( ll\W\Lf\ pts a‘y

Prop Speaker #2 —Z"\O v/ pts9"7
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rou
<20 = Reserved for rude or ina

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

offered during the debate

Opp Speaker #2__\ J A1S SE pts 27

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: e A/)@ L

Judge’s School Affiliation; SAWTA Rosqy HS

| 7’(4)PP

Team Code #: {
Opp Speaker #1 ST pts S

ropriate behavior

topic and the arguments

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authgfity as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatgfs respond to the arguments made

by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant and effective gvere the questions and the answers

® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an org

and easily understandable

1zed, communicative style that is pleasant

o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:
\/\a—j <W S

Prop 1: =5l C(eo- \/dT‘C;
neet +v nete {e

TEAM CODE #: \4’

REASON FOR DECISION:

Opp 1: '\Ls\*(\ Shechee tlosng <ot
(erezd] e Jb\~ AW W\ SJ)«(M/.

OPP2: (el o OF /\e).—v%»\ Nate

/S 4 eyl

onthe 0 €@ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Lori-Jill Seltzer (*5) L S H_ e

Round 2A 11:00am G3 '
Gov: 23 Woerner - Miner Judge’s Name: OP 1 \ 4
Opp: 14 Bernstein - Jarmel-Schneider

JV Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation:

PRO,P3
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 \[\bﬁﬂ QK‘ pts 28 Opp Spcaker
Prop Speaker #2 H L~ pts Q ; Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very,Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for€limination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatets analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the/debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referegices to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effective}y the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
r compliments and/or suggestions for i proveme tto l’
YD (ArAL) (o

Using the above critepia, please off]
each debater: Q .
Opp 1 Goczg\ codadk QJK&Q 2

Prop 1: (
Ue ol C)E%o&e/ - &uuéu Roos

reorenced &i—?& L ) iéf Q,Ou u\@ w;&,}

Copy oy or e | ) oy
Orey) ? Fradode atareatoer ' 1A

TEAM CODE #: \ L“ on the wins this debate’ Q'&b‘ 3
(Plog o§ Opp)
REASON FOR DECISI N
S10 U0 v 0 Q&Mf— O\JMW“QO\\EV
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PARLI Debate

Lori-Jill Seltzer (*5) 4 ] S X {_
Round 2B 11:00am G3 LCH
Gov: 14 Liu - Fu Judge’s Nam O\" L C
Opp: 10 Yang - Ho (% O O
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: _{__ i
PRO O&
Team Code #: F)'_\ Team Code #: \

Prop Speaker #1 L\ (D) ptsgj- Opp Speaker #1 \ \f’\ ptw
Opp Speaker #2 A/ a) 8 p@ /

Prop Speaker #2 .\’ ()

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good /
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropftiate behavior

Judging Criteria ///

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the tOplC and the arguments
offered during the debate /

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as ‘well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side /!

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, commumcatlve style that is pleasant
and easily understandable ,

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer comlilllggt\s/ d/or suggestions ﬁé improyemexut to

X
O
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PARLI Debate
John Brouhard (*6)

Round 2A 11:00am 13 , - A, 0 L \L
Gov: 23 Vawter - Olson Judge’s Name:_ 3 0 bon Clw L" il
Opp: 14 Eng - Morgenstein l \
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: 64 a2 tia Jo
PROP orp
Team Code #: QA3 Team Code #: LY
Prop Speaker #1_\/ bW ¥ €° pts 2 é Opp Speaker #1 M 9 4 o, S L) pts %
Prop Speaker #2 O \}9 ~ pts 9:" Opp Speaker #2 E:/( pts L (I

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Vefy Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserveg for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteri
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debajérs analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently th¢’debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referepices to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectivelf the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and/effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak i an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Prop 1: 6,‘,} Crno Ko, & ogfe * Opp 1: Ve,7 LU Ja,ola.\ o Jau Sev ovE a4
(Padiet. Ge caced oL Con s Uiy e C) vadedse Bl rod e
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‘;LM 0»5“'.144‘ Buaid oguvesiersy, — e.s.
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TEAMCODE#: 2 b onthe_ (c0p  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: So \\«'—1 v lw ft\

Judge’s School Affiliation: (Ir ~mpo ‘ 3 A ((p

John Brouhard (*6)
Round 2B 11:00am 13

Gov: 11 Tong - fung
Opp: 23 Carver - Garcia
JV Parli Debate

PROP OPP

Team Code #: 4 Team Code #: a2l
: (b ecia
Prop Speaker #1 gv A /L pts D+  Opp Speaker #1 %W-A pts by

pts_ b Opp Speaker #2 / L over

Prop Speaker #2

[N Ptsﬁl}
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatiopAfounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude orfnappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analy
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatepd support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to #uthority as well as general knowledge
® Argumentation: How directly and effectively the gébaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effegfive were the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in rganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful/the debaters were to opponents and judges

the topic and the arguments

Using the above criteria, please offer
each debater:

mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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€--l.f¢\ é"jl\jl [V 4§ /)ﬂ.

wins this debate.
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Pharm ac enticaf h‘ﬁ}x s smiren b‘-f\
2A IV Parly

G 3. duny- Howek
ope 2\. Relds- Goron

PROP
l/\\lbf m0C Team Code #:

H.S

J
Prop Speaker #2 60 g HO\AC/K pts 2]

Please award each speaker points based on

30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Ve

27 = Good (but possibly not good
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judgi

offered during the debate

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: a'( L\-C-/\‘r\e, S "r;("S\‘_‘££
judge’s School Afiliation: ( pwe(l .S .
/Sar\ Macin K-S

OPP

2/

Team Code #:

e
5
PropSpeaker#quan 1 qnj pts2 8"9 Opp Speaker #1 NJ(AL\ 66(5&\/ pts A& 5

Opp Speaker #2 8 F‘arwto 6/40{1{5 pts_ AR

the following scale:

Good
enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

ng Criteria

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debagérs analyze the topic and the arguments

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently th¢ debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and refergfices to authority as well as general knowledge

by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant a
Delivery: How well the debaters speak/in
and easily understandable

Argumentation: How directly and cffectivgly the debaters respond to the arguments made

effective were the questions and the answers
an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

Courtesy: How courtcous and respgctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:

Prop 1: {owr Vol cocshfs aat”
a~dd a Wkl (‘W‘JWCJ( =t 5T,
A< /(o.éyd‘{/@m r<32,< £ e an ervece llent-
"A‘rvv/ Speech JSsurm m oY
EASce Ao ethies

The bcqument fh StaplisHc et d
hare ann Shre QSH‘W“"Q b, MPre ConciedB
Fdeas. Excel] ueshon vﬂoc_s iHo A —urrd
et /Df(

0p'2: 4,, ¢ n

o /e/r\’(m‘

Opp I: JowC '(Oné s SA}*(O é O vinen /’
ou ('\Z«/o Prssion - Yo '\3§0L *the ?“’Pg‘s

"Lqrsﬂom ‘N = PU bfe £ (‘(5@0{-@,{ mannel,

Cn 62 f Ofe sod-hion of neatd {o Jeston animals

foc S @'5 Sdee — 3\:».99 ontden ca F

~

-

Opp 2: \)ot»\ el wCM F-Sf,g.‘f ’J\olo.

(e Aostractn ,bw" on hed A pt:\‘ﬂrts
abot Unsate i:és Gan( o~ At oo,
Wented more (dens « b howo coponalo S
W make s~fe Sl erdumants
made aanst ogxmsihan.

TEAMCODE#____ oL/

Yoo VesprsdBe to pop (s chdlen WS
Vg S - Goood | Fubinkay on qand bt
Coul} exPern rmore whad you oeatin

S'x@-\

oPP cﬁx‘a(a@o( o ‘nts,

on the __OfF /~ ~ wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate
David Duncan (*25)
Round 2B 11:00am G5 , . : \ -
Gov: 10 Dara - Randeria Judge’s Name‘—(;g."g"" ne. S\ 0 5\(‘=Cf
Opp: 23 Crenshaw - Bulger
JV Parli Debate

PRO oPP
Team Code #: Iiﬁ A 3D _

Prop Speaker #1 Ro"\f‘”’\ Da/&l ptsa £, 3 Opp Speaker #1 D/af&, C/e/ISé)ﬂb\?Pts 28 Y

4

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2 Sl’s ana \/ le“ ' pts o K Opp Speaker #2 Ruan BWI 4‘6( pts A
Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rou
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapgropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the y6pic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppoft arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authorif as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters fespond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective wer€ the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debagérs were to opponents and judges

each debater:
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REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Karina Giang (*8) 0 4
Round 2A 11:00am G2 s . Al
Gov: 5 Johnson - Murphy - Judge’s Name: K#RinA d
Opp: 24 Lacombe - Appel

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: P VHS

o A AR RN T

PROP ~ oppP
Team Code #: fohmrertig 5 Team Code #: 7-4"

T '
Prop Speaker #14@ /i){,j ld Opp Speaker #1 A:I DII)J/( pts .27

Prop Speaker #2 ,:’70/44‘1,07\ pts }J Opp Speaker #2 ZM / pts l/iz )
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Gogd

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elinfination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rdde or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters afalyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debéters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references/o authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and eff¢ctive were the questions and the answers

o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ayf organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfu)/the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer c¢mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Propl: Lyedd o ganired w( Opp 1: f/;uf/f olilwsrreA /M
jm&( /o7 b sl (Fe X Jea pusrid
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Cabm 0447 J//M Jee pord W_«.?,m' 7 Her 2’7ﬂ£:

TEAM CODE #: L,’ on the 4 wins this debate.
- (Pl’op or Gpp)
REASON FOR DECISION: /9 RBp 7eom At ¢ aone ’&(7 aoe OOy
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PARLI Debate

Karina Giang (*8)

Round 2B 11:00am G2 Judge’s Name: /<4K 1A 4 /47\]4
Gov: 14 Tran - Vainberg "
Opp: 15 Lee - Peled

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: D Vs
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: I 4‘ Team Code #: I B
Prop Speaker #1 _Z'(h_l pts 2 7 Opp Speaker #1 P 2leb pts 2 7
Prop Speaker #2 M ol ploa, 7 pts 7/1 Opp Speaker #2 L.Q_g_ /;Jts 27

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale
30 =Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Goo
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimjfation rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for ryde or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters gfialyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the dgbaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referencg§ to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and £ffective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak iff an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

® Courtesy: How courteous and respegiful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Opp 1: ﬁoa&g /pu:éd‘ /}7-"(»5’(
A bv ol Lo A ser T
7 \ £ b
Mo "7"“""3“’( «f/mw “7
dedoite P
Opp 2: %‘oa/ J;(‘Naﬂ",, wud 2

rmw(/ bealien

botley vl 4
TEAM CODE #:___ |4 on the F RDDQ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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Resolwtion: US Fed'( Casv'r shouwled ban pharafe cal ﬂ"ew’-wv o
PARLI Debate
Katrina Fehring (*21) K ) l’\
Round 2A 11:00am E3 Judge’s Name: [/\‘-\"r\ N FO Vi V\j

Gov: 14 Rettenmaier - Pineda -

Opp: 15 Barbir - Den 5
JV Parli Debate 9 Judge s School Affiliation: &V\ {\/l (4l l/)
PROP l/{ OPP
Team Code #: | Team Code #: =

Prop Speaker #1 QLV(UA wat ef pts ?/ﬂ Opp Speaker #1 DQ/V\O\ s _pts 2 q
Prop Speaker #2 \O‘V\L&%./ pts 7//( Opp Speaker #2 %W lo / / pts ZY

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved foyrude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the
evidence—which may include facts and referenc£s to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak i
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respec

ective were the questions and the answers
organized, communicative style that is pleasant

| the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: CCUML 04 SM

CDV\QM \om“l"‘

u Arf)w\wﬁ‘s
o.NL bogn S

ovp 1: (3 repd predmee
8()00( .C(ow o@e obl&l’\z/
L\M’.CP wuse ol €XW‘0

Pmpz@ﬁ‘,ﬁfb &Wv" b+ Nice job CN[A [ad Jtvss:
ﬁe@»\ - AeCwb W m;; o f :bv {%
cler ) MM, v b £ mi’\;ib ow:e)( 9.9&,\_ o er

’;(%AM ODE# ‘ \6 on the _OELWT:'\!A)S thlsﬁiebate

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: ( £ o hoatis f
Ao, 29 qoNe exeellewt evawples © 0 eshina in pac
\\0‘9 SV f-’,\u,cu,sg—\ WM'\O‘:'k WM-OW\?{WM‘IU Cbk“f'\rm-X ‘6;’01'/\ &

MiUouy apod elbortm
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PARLI Debate
Katrina Fehring (*21)

Round 2B 11:00am E3 Judge’s Name: K(/C\’Y) N~ Fe, AY \Y\L/

Gov: 11 Nour - Kuo

Opp: 23 Campagna - Mortensen
J\? Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: 64 M 6(/\(' \ I/\
PROP \ il?
Team Code #: l Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 PJ/'Q/W KV\O pts/)’ 7 Opp Speaker #1 C L p A ‘\V\~ ptszy/

Prop Speaker #2 m ,\}DM\/pts l l Opp Speaker #2 M DV{LW Se v~ pts

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination royfids)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the fopic and the arguments

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppgrt arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authori

as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatersfespond to the arguments made

by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective we

the questions and the answers

® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debayérs were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: Sl wihaf ves.eu b olyOpp 1:
o P"*’v;} V,V\Mce fwre//l"\a - QiOOA pre sence

\.\, ke vesal {9\0\/\ .
(A&jﬁ:} 4"‘”‘> P(‘ccusip"!q:' |

wb\s

&A\QM"‘J—‘ [/\

Pr\égué( pac’—}'wv\ W~ Ye
G reellest conk .

&ODA OL‘U/‘F‘“/'{WDV\ 0'(/ \) (3’va

)1 SVe 6W ,

relaxed, .

mm( Conc c‘/“)"’“‘
oyar Ve lMOI

as dAfW"@""‘J

Opp 2
ow W MW\W\AV\"LE—J ﬂ:‘—

iz bt not as #m owe MW ‘°‘“" ‘(
Tj\a\[”e(ifr\ 0 [’;\‘ - E VW‘“’“’AJ“’“\) &d\ifr\(g l D\M& 433‘
TEAM CODE on the O‘?g wins this debate. ; o
* (Prop dr'Opp) t t P M 00 e

REASON FOR DECISION: UL
A@WW\D&\"OV\. o{ei\ Aancu!M as »Q,vvw lﬂ\‘(’ ’QC %D(

Ave . on GMOs - ]DX) sv\ocessj/[[ AL
h“w\;\& bCV\i—(;\h )‘C’ P("icﬂ] @\ 'ﬁ vb

A & 5?(@ .
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PARLI Debate
Eszter Erdelyi (*14) — )
Round 2A 11:00am E2 » . :EE ; ) . '
Gov: 25 Hassan - Goody Judge’s Name:_ T € LL(
Opp: 10 Wang - Lin
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: L oW g-l /k/
Team Code #: 2 g Team Code #: '(

C ,
Prop Speaker #1 Goo S pts 2 ? Opp Speaker #1 I/ “\) /ptszg
Prop Speaker #2 H/V’(SS ‘p(]\) pts Z& Opp Speaker #2 w AN (9 / ptszg

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Goo
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimifation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rugé or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaterg support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to agdthority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debfaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effectiv¢ were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgghized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer complirhents and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Prop 1: UEXM ENNEET SR
MAY | SOEBEST Hove e

KWUD LESS CASUATL ‘s?a/:oge
VSING Wollhs ‘UIKE " ‘So Yer

Opp 1: 116ST oRGAN\TED STPerier,, ERY
To FouLow TONTS EXTLEMETY (WETFOVS

STEUG 30BeS EKMPLE DD NOT DISUsSS ’\’ﬂ‘G’
DUMBERL | BATIO 0F PedRle wtto Po Mol
coNTUBUTE TO S0 eTY

Prop2: g st LOGWC HPRAED Opp2: BEeSt TRM TULL SGNWNOB—S) =343
PuT THRGE oFf THE ¢ TS | conmaceT, | Likep THE Devvverly
(MPACT (N PeRCPeIVE — Hev L SVGesST ’rc?( vee?P Youru oe@ft“'
THAT wWoN The DERATE PIYATION AS WU ‘emSe The derT

TEAM CODE #: 25 onthe YWIP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASONFORDECISION: SEConNd POV SPceck KODLESSED EverM
ALEVMENT N PERSVPeXIVE (“LoT Horee TEOTLE TOWUTING
TIr A SAVING Rt AN MAug SULE THATTESNNG 1S dovE RAGIHL
IR el URE ¥ DaNgl) AND THAT QUESTIONED THC
CUIDeN(LE  SURPORTING N B6G . TERM




PARLI Debate
Eszter Erdelyi (*14)

Round 28 11:00am E2 Judge’s Name: E mé w l

Gov: 10 Shingwekar - Vichare
Opp: 23 Nearon - VonSosen
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: \/0 W F/.],L,

PROP | ~ opP
Team Code #: ‘, F Team Code #: 23

A —

Prop Speaker #1 5\—‘(\ D GW % 30 Opp Speaker #1 UOU Soga) pts 7/3
Prop Speaker #2 Y \C W pts %0 Opp Speaker #2 N WM pts7/3

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support argument
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to ge arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the quegtions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, commpyficative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters werg'to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments ang/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Prop 1: WEW ORGANREP WBL | o f. conpren ouT witk GOOO USE OF
DDLUV ERED | (HPAUATUL ATA BUT THEN BWOUGHT UP UNSUDB -
CL,OSH\)G/ MAY (SUGGQTW ST‘P:N‘HA’TED ?OHUT_S - “"FQS‘ONF\TW { HAVE

THE EVIDERCE ON THE HAW /I copy 0 “ReserrecHn Wik EUaNTUALLY LaD
CerUSE oF 0BESITY BEING TO HEALTHER, ¥ MAM | SUG6 3T Hoere

1S NOT STRONG, GO TP EVE corm TRET

Prop2: WEW ORGAMYETD Opp 2: (oD ORGANIYATICA GooD

G RePT T NTS . GRRARE P SlS on) "NOT DesAmals EQUALIEY
Now' oy ceteNT RVAKSS | ABRUPTLY — VERY CURTEDV S GReAT
Sense oF HUMOR

TEAM CODE #: ‘C) on the ? Q-O/? wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: Y or @, efenot ad Su @arhoﬂ m&db«c&, ,
ook OO UMY Gt et da e s purtt dpm;uaf;
%(’/& ot k%vw» made, exca@ewdg%éc %f?o:,@ewm'&?




PARLI Debate

Winnie Wang (*10)
Round 2A 11:00am G4 Judge’s Name: Winni e \/\/&hﬂ

Gov: 25 Stephens - Flanagan

Opp: 6 Bonet - Stankus . .
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Tra V’g’b” hi H ‘ﬂ )'\
PROP oPP
Team Code #: (:,1 oV > S Team Code #:_() PF 6
Prop Speaker #1 F{ anaqun pts)’& 3 Opp Speaker #1 BO M pts )8‘ s

Prop Speaker #2 S‘fe Ph@i'\ 5 pts 28 Opp Speaker #2 <,) ‘{‘(f\h k nsS pts}g‘ Y

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatiof rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude oy/inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyzg the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters/Support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to apthority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the depfaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant and effectiy¥e were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:

Prop 1: 'F' anaga”
_ 8mnd o()é/r\m

opp 1: Bonet
_Je yﬁurrwy\i}on PDWWLS

~ il hon d (.jes‘}we — PYD\/HQ:‘%M Hive ir\{ovma‘h‘on
-Pleasan‘l‘ 55 Spoting eﬁ"gle - WO DRXs masIve ey eV iden.

_ﬁreon‘ MR (on
Prop2: Sfephens

Opp 2: g"}'mq l(l/ks

-§Feak th Po‘“"on% — Good rrottacks 0N R’O(F's’\4e

_caood ks resolutions

*\)?JV(‘J wy\vic}ng 5,0@“”15 §I<‘,!/5

TEAM CODE #: é onthe O LQ g wins this debate.
(Prop briOpp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

BO*U\ teans (e ve\na good pn Pre;enﬁnj |
Fhe popp side Yswag move 66 PRYSUEVE ank buldmg o

ctrong oy

‘H\L 1 V\ﬁ)wnﬁ.‘o n, but



PARLI Debate

Winnie Wang (*10)

Round 2B 11:00am G4 .
Gov: 27 Lave?lm- Cohen Judge’s Name: M hni€ V\ja hg,

Opp: 5 Jayasuriya - Schulz

JV Parli Debate Judge's School Affiliation: L Yvin 3%” H "f)h
Team Code # (f(l:SP 27 Team Code # (5) gll; 5
Prop Speaker #1 CO I’l%«/\ pts >i7«£ Opp Speaker #1 TAYO\ S WY ’W\ pts 2§
Prop Speaker #2._ LAy | ! pts )/{) opp speaker 2. S hul 2 pts;?

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate/behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support argdments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as yell as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respofid to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were thg'questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, cgmmunicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaterg’were to opponents and judges

the arguments

Using the above criteria, please offer complimenty’and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Eop;iotﬁgo\hna rote X\ vl

— delvey ?f\fOY‘M*\'W\ wé

- k= Move @(rbm*‘\or\s
“nfovmat o il pe

Prop 2: L(XVQ” Opp 2: 5 C,"[l,\I'L

- 8{,@& Conta ‘9“4 Pol . 30@4 %wﬁ\‘on

\\mT@Yedma FO‘H" > ~ c(ParspeﬂJ\ €asy +o followd

~ nie sticta

TEAM CODE #: @ 5 onthe OPE wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

T vele —fﬁ\( Ay O{)P Feam b@Cause

(essonable.  pomnts —amd Qovd, support®
wl\]\\(‘l@f\& "l"o
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PARLI Debate

Peter Brown (*27)
Round 2A 11:00am 12 WLE R Do\ n Judge’s Name: ?C)(‘l/ gfav«..
Gov: 23 Banks - Corbett oohed Ww\ —
Opp: 14 Bystrom - Gast i“’""“ o W
JV Parli Debate oy Judge’s School Affiliation: \~V “~*$x
PROP ogp
Team Code #: Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 Bos ptsz—,) Opp Speaker #1 GPS"' / pts 20
Prop Speaker #2 Q"‘&‘\l pts n Opp Speaker #2 R‘{‘ S'\' ,3/_, pts Zj

Please award each speaker points based on the following scafe:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =X ery Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualiffy for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reseryed for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Critepda
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debfters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
® Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refeyénces to authority as well as general knowledge
¢ Argumentation: How directly and effectivgly the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant effective were the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak/in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
® Courtesy: How courteous and respettful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please off
each debater:

Prop I:G’aay q,\q\‘lﬁs L He
0.\\) spoe o 258,

< tats 2o} ij S+m~5.N“'e L L«f
DA L Ale a-dye spech,

compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

lows.
Opp linaoﬂ qfsvw),a\-‘m\‘ B_QSY _',, él
CJ"\-'O ake L her v of o<

Rl

Prop 2:(0),q - g‘u"\ff‘f‘- Opp 2: (:7739 " of s
C}o:/Q C,VF/QL—\"‘-\ S‘F("ks clesr
bfoﬂ)‘/( (,o,\%\-\ri,

TEAM CODE #: ILI on the Oﬁ wins this debate.
' (Prop'or Opp)
ae— ‘ﬁ-”@ b celole s)v\SLCd‘C’ “j

TN o«,i\—al flalered), D ) ol

\
REASON FOR DECISION: 1 all of fne Opp CmdeT



PARLI Debate

Peter Brown (*27 el

Round 2B 11:00am Ig ) 03 -(\C\- g\"'\/a KYSL ﬁ ' Judge’s Name',‘?"\"'\" E‘fo\-—lf\
Gov: 16 Chou - Kim rdve e 9 (N & '

Opp: 14 Lee - Fairchild
JV Parli Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation: \ wFso-

PROP orpP

Team Code #: L\ Team Code #: 4
Prop Speaker #1 C,\— 2\ pts 24 Opp Speaker #1 L"’C pts /28
Prop Speaker #2__ L3~ pts_ 73 Opp Speaker #2 Q Vv oL~‘) pts, %

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatigsf rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude o/inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anal
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debateys support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references toAuthority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the g€baters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effegtive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an/6rganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful/the debaters were to opponents and judges

e the topic and the arguments

Using the above criteria, please offer
each debater:

mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop : {hssorale by Opp 1:C X\ relamences .
Gt vie of refirints® €y % T\
Do’ CoYNXo-s.
CD:\‘E;‘ ote elotle Vacthar kLA f ('}hcfﬂk.\ o

EENN
Prop 2: 5.\ .2 o~ J-r_\y(wo Cohe—ar5 Opp 2:@30/@ 0\.&\)%\&\ o~

QKA MQL\\\NUj . S\-\/a-“ Vo

(js.,ﬂ VY ac ’h

TEAMCODE# |\ on the _{7<p. wins this debate.
{Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: | prop Swccssl-lly

P"‘AP vl NS Al (5 YR Y \"\l he Oer e opp R PV 4 /Jpﬁuﬁ ConYeions,

fpe P @k O e el The
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PARLI Debate
Pauline Honaryar (*15) 2
Round 2A 11:00am E4 > . Yoouly LLO
Gov: 27 Manni - Brown Judge’s Name: SN e 0 a?u\ac‘
Opp: 3 Brogan - Modi N\
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: MATamen\ e_
PROP oPP

Team Code #: Goy 21 Team Code #: O pe >

Prop Speaker #1 N\a)’\ n.; pts XY Opp Speaker #1 Bro 3Cvﬂ /  pts_ q

Prop Speaker #2 ?)(0 wov] pts 9\7 Opp Speaker #2 M 0 AU pts 2 ‘K

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for £limination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fof rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterg analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the g€baters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referengés to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectivelyfthe debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and ¢ffective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in/an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: Nvew cleas yove

Opp l: Werle e eye ccml-aot',' a/xwtl_ow\_\,;
Mnalysrs /d‘.gfiwh on Fb\-u‘m xv od

VoL ) verd cleac. onk may reee

%: W'SVS;\Q‘Y\AL@W':‘% 'M(.(b{; Cabr de o ‘od slosed. apeak vol
Mooy, o o "
&n&&? G g 15\9%&? POLT | ’X“"")- et celute

vlbou Hals

ive pressnbafion POT: v
Prop2: orlk on (0€sive p Opp 2: ok ceapenats ) &
and  dalaver ';“W‘“\‘S ohated w‘r\@cﬁb:,aeb n Yap AL

bul not suppec » duls Canm e \vw()‘\?\"& oy
¢ \ (6 - s
Veryy concteow o g o ve herva ok 08 gve wnm daliver ts
D ke I n'S:
< ac 0 h e O vm (‘{
TEAM CODE #: | O\ on the O wins this debate.
N (Proﬁ &1‘ Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: .
Ovesrul wiea d*uu-e/w] l a/oOd c:.wlc\‘cumu. VoI,

65414& ar%fwwv\\—s /8}w-n‘j M»q)wm Yo PO .
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PARLI Debate
Pauline Honaryar (*15)
Round 2B 11:00am E4 » . .
Gov: 10 Pandit - Mandal Judge’s Name: ((DML‘ we. H_o”““'!“r
Opp: 23 Bodisco - Ransweiler . l‘C
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: /A’\ famonic -
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: O Team Code #: 22

Prop Speaker #1 ’PWV\(«QA-\— pts_ 2% Opp Speaker #1 Db odis O pts_zcl

Prop Speaker #2 MQMO(& \ pts_(p  Opp Speaker #2 Ram sweslec pts_ 2 (o
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude gt inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ana)fze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debagérs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references tg authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively theAlebaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effgctive were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in aff organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfyl the debaters were to opponents and judges

_}'7 each debater:
<
S \gx 66 d-lh\r&"'ﬁ Vi, Cane ?\CLLV]%"‘S; @KLLM\‘ l)mu"[h 0{10\“ A%th) ¢
¢ 3/ tndume abitwedde ph somie | pactrayed onbidenc | w2y e combne
i) i el o g
< o Porbon
s <3 :
S84 Prop2: good yob/en chanthcaben | Opp2: A Bwo H00 many “un'’s . ,
o Y5 s teg THL ?MRLMO?PO‘H"“’"’S ghowed A2 TYOUO by Peing a lHe
' 45"“""*_ NA‘LM‘S“\“M o dlive “A: Taroacd Yau : W«a \‘w@e—clf .
Yoo maclhe sc,u:)‘uﬁ‘\"s as "‘f"e‘*l("“f) 6@2\“\}@ wan ctaan,s. uQ hul ladtu’k \CIE-»
TEAMCODE#_ 23 on the O@‘\}_ wins this debate. \Qlw, mmun cabwe S
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: o ,
MLL\Y\LN\ Ao Yo Mo exuilont O\Vaikm\'?‘&hév\ Q%%GV\



PARLI Debate

Doug Barton (*23 '
Roundg2A 11:00am E(5 ) Judge’s Name: D ouUé Bn /LTG/\/
Gov: 15 Steinberg - Zhou
Opp: 14 Huang - Luc

JV Parli Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation: Sﬂ/\/ Kﬁmw\/ [/ﬁLlﬁY

PROP OPP /
Team Code #: [S Team Code #: / 5/
Prop Speaker #1 STE 2 BERG pts 30 Opp Speaker #1 /7[ U/ & pts 2/
Prop Speaker #2 ZHouv pts_2 f; Opp Speaker #2 vc pts 2

Please award each speaker points based on the following scaje:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = X'ery Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualif for elimination rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reseryed for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debfters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refepences to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectiv€ly the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant agd effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak/in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respgctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Opp 1: W W//MW .

S

TEAM CODE #: / S‘ on the / é()f wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

ﬁﬂ,% MW a/w/mwﬁﬂ%f// W%W/%’Q%W
fomleg, . 0/¢Wﬁ7%,



PARLI Debate

Doug Barton (*23)
Round 2B 11:00am E5 Judge’s Name:___ [ DOV B /KTD’\)
Gov: 14 Stroumza - Chen )
Opp: 15 Lin - Hu . m/
JV Parli Debate Judge's School Affiliation; $ AN KAm
PROP OPP
Team Code #: ! l‘) Team Code #: [ 6_
Prop Speaker #1 C H BJ\) pts 9 6 Opp Speaker #1 LI/\) pts
Prop Speaker #2 STR-OUW" ZAh pts 98 Opp Speaker #2 H v ptsg /

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatjén rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude of inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaterg’support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to adthority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the defaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effectiye were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the/debaters were to opponents and judges

plan . MM ‘
TEAM CODE #: / ‘/ onthe 220P __ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
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