
Young (*27)
Round 3A 1:30pm E5
G o v : 2 3 B a n k s - C o r b e t t

Opp: 14 Liu - Fu
J V P e r i l D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code#: 2.'^

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: /

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Lc

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

pts Zfj Opp speaker # 1 ^ ^

pts Opp Speaker Wl/_ p t s . ^

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

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

Judgin/Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectivelwrhe debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and effiMently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts ̂d references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and̂ fectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How reliant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debatem speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous ana respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, ple/se offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Opp 1: H

AJl 'foJ f Po\r\-/^

Prop 2: Opp 2:i A . . /

i f 4 ' l i / / w / / ^

C o A - ^ P ' / / ^ 6 ^ ^ - ^
T E A M C O D E #: 2 3 on the ?CO P wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : a /

T > ; J « a f f o ' , A \ - r a A . J r
W 4 4 v i . A A U j L ^ — - _ P ' / l A A e f /
O p t ^ P o p t J a j O fi



UMiSSi Young (*27)
Round 3B 1:30pm E5
Gov: 14 Tran - Vainberg
Opp: 13 Jung - Houck
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code

Prop Speaker # 1 \ {cA\/\

Prop Speaker #2 \l CA ) V\ ;

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

pts Vb Opp speaker # 1 dt/rv

p t s Opp Speaker #2_ 0

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterŝ alyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
A ' • Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the d̂ aters support arguments with
0 evidence— ŵhich may include facts and referenĉ to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively ̂ e debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and ̂ ective were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in̂ ^ organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectral the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer Compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop I Opp 1:

0 ) r C ^ /

P r o p 2 : ( ^ c j

— ^ o c c f ^

S o U ^ t u o i £ j W / „

Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #: 13

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the Q p/̂  _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : / / / / / W D j j /
" t U ^ / y i c r a j r

J
6r\ fYXryih. i^^\- 'boc/'

U r '+-^ A<-kt^< AS ff t l iAe ycynl oLj)L-eaJ/ pp "5>/



PA R L I D e b a t e

Round 3A 1:30pm G4
Gov: 5 Johnson - Murphy
Opp: 27 Manni - Brown
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #: ^

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 _ Pts ̂
Prop Speaker #2 ' / 6A pts M

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_ 9 /nuk
pts

_pts_2̂
Please award each speaker points based on the following/cale:30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 2̂= Very Good

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

Judging Cmeria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the>aebaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered dur ing the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and r̂erences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevaîand effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters sĵak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable 7
• Courtesy: How courteous and r̂pectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, pleaseydffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

.( Cwcrt/'- exut-fUi

Prop 2: A-k/a
j'Tr -

(hnef
TEAM CODE #:_ on the Of ( ^wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

t e ^ r / v 2 - 7 W M ( ,



'NSl^eemAlam (*19)
Round 3B 1:30pm G4
G o v : 1 4 R e t t e n m a i e r - P i n e d a

Opp: 15 Lin - Hu
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

R R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

kAu.

^ p t s Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2 H u
pts 7-^

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = VerŶ ood

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debars analyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thydebaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and refer̂ces to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectiv̂  the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

• Points of Information: How relevant am effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speamn an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respî tful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

p i r c C L h O p p l : / W^ ^ X T ' "

P r o p 2 : J j J -

( P / C ^ c K .

o p p 2 : ^ ^ ^ ^

(Av/- iAf Af ^ C-kS
T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

c U u . . ^ ^

i i C t f O i ^ i d < j ^ f \ c c h e A



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_ /CAT^m-
Judge's School Affiliation: A^Al 4^6^

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

GPP /
Te a m C o d e # : / '

PoJbLd

Prop Speaker #2

Pts 2-Z} Opp Speaker # 1 _

pts 2% Opp Speaker #2

pts_J4

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

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

Judging Ĉ teria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tĥ d̂ebaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiemly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and̂ferences to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and efl̂ tively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relev̂ t and effective were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters ^eak 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, pleaŝ offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: ̂ 00^ ay^oAAA.̂ ^ Opp 1:c r r a o A A A r ,

LuvkA-IXJX ,
^ C'\axXL

' " Z ' r X Z U - f X / \ / X M f i

P r o p 2 : y w W A j t < u ^ , g U Z J i O p p 2 : ^
A A X H i . X k A ^ ^ c / c f . ^ ( A f A ^ X A a a , J -

TEAM CODE #: IH- on the wins this debate.
( P r o p o r O p p ) _ _REASON FOR DECISION; ̂ MA: ICam^ MAL câ U ̂  Â v<AÂ t̂ ,

Al/YXj/t
/̂ ÂaJ<JL'''XJAĴ y\At aC'CKAX' ̂



P A R L I D e b a t e

Arna Katewa (*21)
Round 3B 1:30pm E2
Gov: 5 Jayasuriya - Schuiz
Opp: 23 Crenshaw - Bulger
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
T e a m C o d e # : 5 "

Judge's Name: /fg-MA /CATE-WT^r-

Judge ' s Schoo l A f fi l i a t i on : -H i

O P P
T e a m C o d e # : ^ ^

Prop Speaker #1 ^ cAaa^tC pts Opp Speaker #1 nts 2^
P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 l A T U y p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 / p t s

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 eliî ation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for ruae or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably arid effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the deb̂ers support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and referenceŝ  authority as well as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and effectively tĥ ebaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and eff̂ tive were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in aiyorganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful/Uie debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer ĉ pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 ! ,

(/̂ /vuL ̂ 4-̂ ^
/ Q J U ' j a J T V r a 'f L t - U A J r d - c \ ^ ^ '

Prop 2: ̂ /cUjO/
(XAa/Lrira.y(AJĵ  ̂

6jjOf -cM/euAJ-cC

O p p 1 : l U A j

A C i Q A t r J t ^ / / L a j C c L .
lyD ' ^dA)£:t ASClaauUa-jU t-

^ ( L L u J Z o j L - G o o c t ^ ^
Opp 2: ^/UjAy a^ajZcAAJ, LjaoL ^ a/ijAtJukA AjftATtAAUAXAAAiAj. ̂AAAJCÂ

T E A M C O D E # : on the OPp* • _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)(Prop or Upp)

REASON FOR DECISION: o^UjaL
XJLO^ /u^lk^



Ken-Stene ri6)
Round 3A 1:30pm 13
G o v : 1 9 R a h m a n - Z h o u

Opp: 15 Steinberg - Zhou
J V P a r i ! D e b a t e

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfFiliation:_ Lo
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:
O P P

i j

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker#]

pts2S: Opp Speaker #2 _pts2r̂
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 for̂mination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved f(x rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatênalyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the ̂ baters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referents to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelWne debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and̂ fective 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 respecAl the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offei/compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P rop l : C IW

A -v yCvJ C ^

t y

Oppl : " f v e . 4 u U a L
v u i . v v n A m 4 c v v < / X

ev."e(?rvce ,

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : I . ^ •

o w u ^ > s V x - ^ - s c o ^ i e ^
c r . - t r c ^ l F I K o l . w W o - x f o i ^ o x A
C \ S ' ^ r f f j ^ T V v O ^ L i r u ^ W ^ > « x

o ~ - t W T o U , V P r - ) £ ^ r O ^ ( }

on the QV? _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

V ^ yC^ rj I

OxA-



•ICerrStone (*16)
Round 3B 1:30pm 13
G o v : 2 3 N e a r o n - Vo n S o s e n

Opp: 10 Wang - Lin
J V P a r i ! D e b a t e

P R O PTeam Code #:̂
Prop Speaker#! /\l

Prop Speaker #2 \/A>v/ T

PA R L I D e b a t e

J u d g e ' s N a m e : x

Judge's School Affiliation:_

O P P
Team Code #: I O

pts Q1 Opp speaker #1_
ptŝ23- Opp Speaker #2

X)ts2,̂

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination roimds) ̂  J
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or in^propriate behavior ^ (

< o - r

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a / ^ ^
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze topic and the arguments ̂  o ̂
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters sîort arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to autĥity as well as general knowledge i ̂  j,
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debates respond to the arguments made ̂
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e / i
Points of Information: How relevant and effective Were the questions and the answers "II
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgaî ed, communicative style that is pleasant ̂
a n d e a s i l y i m d e r s t a n d a b l e /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the d^aters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complin(ents and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : I
^ r f L f t V t l i . /

^ ( b /
W.r>v C î

Vtv-f

Sr/v,t^w., w+ .0
C b - W j \ l k

Oppl :
CT,rb O-^

( f ? » f ■N ' t ' S O - 5 , o o ^ i
SK»A<1",

" U p p 2 : ^ ^

3 ^ t ^ ^ C {
c o \ y r C ^ f 1 1

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

Hrkoû hrl-"f̂ L



Abbas Rangwala (*8)
Round 3A 1:30pm G5
G o v : 1 4 Va i s s e - S c o t t

Opp: 23 Campagna - Mortensen
J V P a r l i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: t>VH^

Team Code #:

pts 3^ Opp Speaker #1 P4 6a//

Dts^^ ' Opp Speaker

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualî For elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserv/^ for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Critem
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the deraters analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently me debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and ref̂nces to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant ^d effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spê 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 ower compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: \/M

Prop 2: ^

4 . 5 "

5 "
5 -
TEAM CODE #:.

Opp 1: ^ p

£ V I
AUG,—— 4-
P O ! _

. I O G L
C 6 U ^
Opp T- ̂Aoĝ ^̂ l̂ /4g2y
/ W v A —
e \ / l -— 4-5 '
A f { 6 - — ^
P o i — ; ^
0 £ L r ^ 2 -
C o v — ^

on the PP~Of _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

c.'tf^hWs Oto

P m f
P r f f v i

A-

(F lop or uppj
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

. o/M KfSV fO,/vJTS. -TTArn Off yHOVlA f=ocMS On
r - / r T A K e s A w a v



PA R L I D e b a t e

Abbas Rangwaia (*8)
Round 3B 1:30pm G5
G o v : 2 3 Va w t e r - O l s o n

Opp: 14 Bernstein - Jarmel-Schnelder
J V P a r i ! D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #l_ŷ Wf]eY_

Prop Speaker #2_

P t s O p p S p e a k e r # 1 " S ' p t s 3 V

p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s

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^unds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or̂ Appropriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analŷ the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debater̂ upport arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to ̂thority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the d̂aters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effe(̂e were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an ̂ anized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easi ly understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tKe debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: \/jW>rTf7̂

Prop 2:

■ e

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

A a / A - ^

Co) — ^
b i S L . "
C O O ^

n p r >
A f J A — ^

^

po I -—

c o u — 3
^wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

:jv6>

Ott> vfW OorS-77^J»/^6 -^0^ try A (LMCSe 'SV/ O/'P }rSOrs/
A ^ r h o T H c M f b o A r

0 - p u P ^ ( ? N i £ T s C W H I C H U



P A R L I D e b a t e

Ritu Khurana (*10)
Round 3A 1:30pm G3
Gov; 14 Eng - Morgenstein
Opp: 23 Woerner - Miner
J V P a r i ! D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! \

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:*

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker

Opp Speaker #2_ _pts2^
Please award each speaker points based on the following sculey

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = V&fy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify mr elimination rounds)

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

Judging Criteriy• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debars analyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

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

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respepttul the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please off̂  compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1:

"vuvN ovv osi^*

T E A M C O D E # : o n t

Oppi: Q:X)CjG.̂)QflrvV

o9̂vux\(L>dbi-
7

Opp 2: -

=̂̂SUU1ju3L<!

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

P R O P

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the t̂ ic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppop arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to authoritwas well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters î pond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were/me questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organizêcommunicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debates were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complimen̂  and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : ^ p p l : ( W t o l Y )

Prop 2:

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
(Prop or Opp)

\le5M \AmA
SiSii»§- ^p<^^S:S V '



Vivian Levy (*14)
Round 3A 1:30pm E3
Gov : 27 Lave l l - Cohen

Opp: 6 Bonet - Stankus
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

27

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

^ / V T e a m C o d e # : ^

Qpp speaĵ er # 1

Opp Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker#! J. 21
7l«.

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qua! w for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resen/ed for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Crit̂ a
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d̂ aters analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficientl̂ ĥe debaters support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and refî ences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevanb̂ d effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters sp̂k in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and re/qiectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please 6ffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : / O p p 1 : « ^ ^ ^

- f t d f
CffcS

Prop 2:

T E A M C O D E

REASON FOR DEClSION;'Z7

- O A o f - A e » > -

Opp 2: \/ObsA)f (>V)VViV
11 1.

o n t h e f M O w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)



PA R L I D e b a t e

Vivian Levy (*14)
Round 3B 1:30pm E3
Gov : 16 Chou - K im

Opp: 17 Day - Shah
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

Team Code #;
P R O P

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfTiliation:

Team Code #:

OWtW-

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker#]

Opp ^eaker #2 s Z-C?

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 inappropnate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the tQ|nc and the arguments

o t t e r e d d u r i n i

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppoyt arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to authorit/s well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatersyespond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e ~ 7

• Points of Information: How relevant and effective wece the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organiẑ , communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e ' / '
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debars were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complim̂ ts and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : . / o p p l :
- i v i ^

- \ ( ! , w o r

pp 1:
- O j i n O A

P r o p 2 ; /
' (\y[ |\5

^ 9(v\lu\\ UKirtU/Ai ■
- t / \ v A w o , \ t v r j M / v l ' •

T l ? A J l . / .

( , V o w i c l W . v < ^

' W j t W A t - C o

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e

(Prop or Opp)



/foi/lC.
Cathy Aguilera (*15)
Round 3A 1:30pm E4
Gov : 10 Pand i t - Manda l

Opp: 25 Stephens - Flanagan
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

Judge's Name: K^Qj \uj ercL^

Judge's School Affiliation:_ fAiramon-ht.
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #: ^ 5
Prop Speaker #1_ ParicLtr pts3o
Prop Speaker #2_ pts 21

Opp Speaker # I grephens
Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

fl A l N v i t l P T J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
A • Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters cinmyze the topic and the arguments

? • d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /• ̂vidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debars support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references p authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively tĥ ebaters respond to the arguments made
o t h e r s i d e /

• JPoints of Information: How relevant and eff̂ tive were the questions and the answers
• -Delivery: How well the debaters speak in aiyxirganized, communicative style that is pleasant

1^ ^2uri>iA easily understandable /• A^ourtesy: How courteous and respectfiil/the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : 0,btr\efiHo^fiS

I k H u l / . Oppl: S

J / i0f/ACT''Sf&^Prop 2: rVAWf J/t,AeU^ Opp2
^.-'^T^rsirr TOT
C*" team code #: (O on the \^0P wins tl

r X r * n X

keep ̂ ttm* out
Opp2: FUrŵ
4 ' ,

A 0 9eC ■/'gulU'kirHk.elutft?

VAfyin^
T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

f v a r y i i
on the Pf̂OP wins tĥdel%te. fcef>*<3i

(Prop>r Opp)

03©ci e\f\(hacc OA bofK p̂rfs bict̂
(Wp (jle-hvergj a»val̂Si5 t qÂ ĵref̂

—KuirxiriH^ I d.eî .pof'̂

t o c ©





/ . , h j e o d i K u C o u M r t C S e e ^ a j - c e s 6 ^
^ O O t C ' ^ P A R L I D e b a t e

Cathy Aguilera (*15)
Round 3B 1:30pm E4
Gov: 25 Hassan - Goody
Opp: 10 Shingwekar - Vichare
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

toi&a,(2r" pts-̂ 1
BtsZS

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! Wa

Hflssa^Prop Speaker #2 &

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

ija/lfra
M o a j m

Opp Speaker#! ^)nalA)ekar t>ts30
Opp Speaker #2_ \chafe^

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 eliminatioî ounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude ô appropriate behavior

Judg ing C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analŷ the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• ̂ vidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatê upport arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to ̂ thority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the d̂aters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

• joints of Information: How relevant and effec^e were the questions and the answers
• JDelivery: How well the debaters speak in an̂ ganized, communicative style that is pleasant a

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e / \
CA Courtesy: How courteous and respectful me debaters were to opponents and judges [7 n S S .

' Using the ahove criteria, please offer compliments a /̂or suggestions for improvement toI e a c h d e b a t e r : I ? b Z e « » » 0
/OAptrv Opp

jGtelaAflu

- T - " a " J
\ \ p s / ^ r v 0 p p 2 : V Tc K ^ i n t . i ) t j c a ^

C' 3®̂  team code #/ V O on the <5Pf ŵins t̂s debate.

'enc<^

kor\ <

T E A M C O D E # i w i n s t m s dd e b a t e .

(Prop orfopm
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

VCfM ahor^ci dcW€., t^rrXlenj- ,.
!« (WU t̂e,

oyt oPPO&5tf"o*o. botb t6a.ms
( 3 > «





PA R L I D e b a t e

Sophia Burshteyn (*3)
Round 3A 1:30pm G2
Gov: 14 Kwong - Tan
Opp: 10 Yang - Ho
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

. SOJA

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 \

Prop Speaker #2_ u y O i

pts ^ 1 Opp Speaker #1

pts in Opp Speaker #2/ Pts_2i?
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstandî  28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enougl/to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

Judgiî  Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and ef̂ iently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include factSŷd references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly anyeffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How r̂ vant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debates speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous md respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

p n . . O i - t e j A f
- { \ J O \

u 5 i t U

Prop 2: Opp 2: 4̂ (pOX ,

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the ôt _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Sophia Burshteyn (*3)
Round 3B 1:30pm G2
Gov: 15 Barbir- Deng
Opp: 21 Fields-Gersh
J V P a r i ! D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: B /
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

pts_Ĵ
pts_25

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters ŝ port arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to aut̂rity as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debars respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effectivê ere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the d̂ aters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compl̂ ents and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

l^pCk^S /
Prop 2:

Opp 1:

p oJ

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

d OiXJ?
Co OV1/1



PA R L I D e b a t e

Cindy Bulger (*23)
Round 3A 1;30pm 11
Gov; 11 Tong -fung
Opp: 14 Stroumza - Chen
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #: 11

Prop Speaker #1_2̂LZ1̂_
P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 Q

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

pts Opp Speaker # 1 C-V^m

ptsl̂  Opp Speaker #2
pts_sy

Please award each speaker points based on the following ̂ ale:30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 2̂  Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qapify for elimination rounds)

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

Judging Criteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the ̂baters analyze the topic and the arguments
o f fe red du r ing the deba te /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficientlwrhe debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and rererences to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

• Points of Information: How relevant md effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spê  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 ofpr compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: ^jOU & W 0-^
ĵcLv'

c v o A c { i \ ^ \ r 4 \ j ,

Oppl:< t̂>0 Ĵ

P r o p 2 : ^

e r f

-h) -full 1^0

O p p 2 : ^ U f V u y w w
SvSncL

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

C f f f M A f ^ i A C U K i 4 W C T r f y v t 4 ^ ( 4
A U p 8 s . - » ( D n « ( m t v « u i t i



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affi l iat ion: \ /^ i

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 "j? pts Opp Speaker # 1 '\-Vû â
Prop Speaker #2 pts 9-% Opp Speaker #2 U-lA C*

Pts

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

11 — Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination̂ unds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or appropriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze t^e topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters sî ort arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to autl̂ rity as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debates respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective wfere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organi/ed, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliî nts and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1.

bU oi- VjDlV
O p p l : \ j c i u ( r v ^ i s A i J o a J

povî -h. ;

P r o p 2 : l U /
0 - ^

t o i ) ^ I
V/OlA/

T E A M C O D E # : I Q o n t h e

Opp 2: KUU.
\ J t s (
: : > i " t A - 5 r K A - « .

T E A M C O D E # : v W o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

" T C t S ^ - ^ p i C 4 - / 1 t u ) 5 ^ 3 i ^ / i v / ^ * i A 4 . < S o i - X .
k ) o > H ) ^ j o b A f - p u m

s l ^ h u . A

j <44* Kcrvir;^ v^'U..n+vv»^ JbWicl/y VuJq/^ t/ifo



Montgomery Judge 1 (*17)
Round 3A 1:30pm 12
Gov ; 11 Nour - Kuo

Opp: 24 Lacombe - Appel
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #;

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! y^VJ

Prop Speaker #2

pts ^"1 Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2

pts 2.~[

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

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

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

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references t̂authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effeĉ e were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easi ly understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfiil tĥ debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compWments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P'-opi: (LVJ^Cda^C^ ®ppi- <1^<1
n 4 - ^

A>/0 \0 .

P r o p 2 : ^ 0 P P 2 : A V D i O - b v v i _

V ; n c \ o o A ^ U v ^

T E A M C O D E # : r o n t h e • w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . *
(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECISION: CVo'̂ ?, • S\cAvVl̂

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e



WAe-.2-onx5>. e b a t e

Montgomery Judge 1 (*17)
Round 3B 1;30pm 12
G o v : 2 3 C a r v e r - G a r c i a

Opp: 14 Lee - Fairchlld
J V P a r i ! D e b a t e

P R O P
Te a m C o d e a 3

Prop Speaker#! OAdZVdi/
Prop Speaker #2 Câ»e-c»

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2_

pts_23

La t ,
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 eliminatioprounds)

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

Judg ing Cr i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analŷ the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debater̂ upport arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references tôthority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the Raters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d 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 /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful̂e debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer ĉ pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : /
fGMtS. na jJCK ^
(occ«oc>̂<̂  uc)%Au.̂!yc•D̂a>lS

Oppl:N cu^ C(vyscii/^ /o

Prop 2: AvO\C>

MpJ ACX-csi_
TEAM CODE #:_33 on theT)

Opp 2: cSlDJorv sVf\v(LrC>/̂

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
(Prop or Opp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Susan Stephan P15)
Round 4A 3:30pm E2
G o v : 1 4 B e r n s t e i n - J a r m e l - S c h n e i d e r

Opp: 26 I iaooon ■ Goody 11 No\Ar^K^o
J V P a r i ! D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfTiliation:_

P R O !
Te a m C o d e # : Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! 3^/vW-^
Prop Speaker #2 K pt^^ ^

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker points based on the followin̂ cale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding Very Good

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

Judging Cmeria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively theydebaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered dur ing the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and r^erences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effe<̂ vely the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant̂ d effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speA 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 oner compliments and/or suggestionS r̂ improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop Oppl: fl

Prop

- 3 ^ ' " i ^
T E A M C O D E # : I I o n t h e - J

Opp 2:

CA tT l t> -

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the ^ wins this debate.
CProD or Opp)

h U K U b C l i i l U N : / ^ Al ^ l c / 4 / ^ ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Susan Stephen f15)
Round 4B 3;30pm E2
G o v : 6 B o n e t - S t a n k u s

Opp: 23 Carver—(0^n\
J V P a r i i D e b a t e ^

Judge's Name:

P R O P.
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#K ^ pts Opp Speaker#! iT ,

Prop Speaker #2 pts Opp Speaker #2 /jT t vAs
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 roî s)

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

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze tĥ opic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and references to authpnty as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debat̂  respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective Were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgâ ed, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y i m d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the d̂ aters were to opponents and judges

/
Using the above critema, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to / ^each debater: cUl--^^OAd ar^ ^
P r o p l : / O p p l : . i „ „ ^ 4 - y i j d —
^ t r o ^ M i d ^ ^W A K - f - h A r l \ 0 ' - ^

Prop 2:- y d

^ p r c - r U i H J

y ^ o U ' - t h ' ^ a . A - u O ( ^ ,

O f j o b a h ^ / " / "

TEAM CODE #: i/y on the r wins this debate.
Opp)R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : W <

c i



Evan Hubinger (*3)
Round 4A 3:30pm G4
Go v ; 2 1 F i e l d s - Ge rsh

Opp: 5 Johnson - Murphy
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

Team Code #:
P R O P

2L|

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Z7.5

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

pp Speaker #2 I'd 3t>V̂ V̂ D̂ \ _pts.

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

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

Judging ̂ iteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiemly the debaters support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and /eferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and eff̂ tively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevam and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters ŝak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and r^pectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please cufer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

M- JW- ofVij
a i t t e & T j i j T ^

t . m n

/ H S r h a A 4
K \ A 1 ( O n C M < i ^TEAM CODE #: 2 «" the U wins this debate, Hal,/, M ^

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N ;

TEAM CODE #: 2 on the O wins this debate, ^ ^
/V REASON FOR DECISION: '
P l r t n r f 1 , 1 . . ' ^ C - e r f C O y ? ,a n ^ o A T ^ x A p m p h Q C y e ^6 > p / ^ S ) r o ' ' s e n o u s " i - h > e ^ f ^
YU^-^Toi^l ^cccy)^.



Evan Hubinger (*3)
Round 4B 3;30pm G4
Gov: 23 Campagna - Mortensen
Opp: 14 Tran - Vainberg
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

pts l̂.Sopp Speaker #1Ĵ
pts 12̂  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 elimination rounds)/
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapproffriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the tô  and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppor̂ guments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authority ̂  well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters rê ond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were mc questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized,/̂ mmunicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complimentyand/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: T\YtAh^{Z. Qppi-% 44^ C^n4/yft^—
h > f a m o n / a U y ) e c

( M ^ M d o l o z e , W
t y i i y ^ ^ j t . < % -

v e r t i H c ^ - h r u f ^ r ~ n z K 7 r - i ^ ^ .
( m u M ) n ? d o c Y M e ^ fl 4 z d i W ) y

"J^TEAMXODE#: Zj. on the (-T^P wins this debate. (^k ĵĵ -TL ̂
:̂̂!SSSp0RDEaS,0»:

.|4t2_ c^cv&y u/hrch

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e

(Prop or Opp)
>bN FOR DECISION:



PA R L I D e b a t e

Emma Sutton (*12)
Round 4A 3:30pm 12
Gov: 15 Steinberg - Zhou
Opp: 16 Chou - Kim
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

C .

l i a t i o n :

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

p.s^ Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2

0 ^ '

Please award each speaker points based on the following ŝ le:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28̂VeryGood

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

Judging Critwia• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d̂ aters analyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e red du r i ng t he deba te /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently/the debaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and refOTences to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effecti/ely the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

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

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and resp̂tful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : O p p 1 : '

CvrA-.̂ Vyclr
P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :

P r o p 1 : O p p 1 : f ^ '

P r o p 2 : L . V a < O p p 2 :

^ V A - ^ ^

TEAM CODE #: \ ̂  on the ̂  C ̂  ̂  wins this debate.
f \ ( P r o p o r O p p ) f . ^ i \ a " V ' ' —■

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : W V S c . w _ V J V c ^ ^ v
\ h I A - . f V S A A V ,

A U . c - . i ' i



PA R L I D e b a t e

Emma Sutton (*12)
Round 4B 3:30pm 12
Gov: 14 Huang - Luc
Opp: 11 Tong -fung
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

Judge's Name: ̂  • S (̂  \\ O U- ̂
Judge's School Affiliation: iswsriJ-.

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

r\\A^vvS|
u Z

P r Opp Speaker # 1 T"

Opp Speaker #2__V_0̂ x V
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 elimmtion rounds)

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an̂ ze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debates support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to4uthority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively thêbaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effê ve were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easi ly understandable /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful me debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer con̂ liments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l r V ' ^ ' - ^ O p p l : V - ^ \ i
\r<c^ \

Prop 2:

TEAM CODE #: on the 0 ^
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : C

O p p 2 : f ®

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . .

^ - o<S(xcV t«,oV c. . - scN cA\-c^<- ^ v V-V. I 1
t I r ec o v s - \ A x \ x c v A : \ - I ^A ^ « . c c , v s " \ A '

yir-X\A~

'cocii> W«u-



PA R L I D e b a t e

Matt Petruska (*27)
Round 4A 3:30pnri G2
Gov: 24 Lacombe - Appel
Opp: 14 Eng - Morgenstein
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P o J
T e a m C o d e # : ^

Prop Speaker#! LAC<̂ iJS)̂
P r n n S n f t a l f f t r W )

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2
. T P

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters a l̂yze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the del̂ ers support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references fo authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively dy debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and ef̂ tive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in â rganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful/he debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer c(̂ pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p X - v j ' y
(■V (ise ^ de-v. /

f\r̂̂ /r\9r\WciJr\
h

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

Oppl:(^

c - < A y c ( '

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
(Prop or Opp)

uy6 4 o&K/



P A R L I D e b a t e

Matt Petruska (*27)
Round 4B 3:30pnn G2
Gov : 14 Lee - Fa i r ch i l d

Opp: 10 Dara - Randeria
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_ LiliVictsô
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 C

Pts 2^
I d

Opp Speaker#!

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 elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behdvior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and t̂arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond tyme arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the queens and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, comm̂cative style that is pleasant
a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were m opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments sind/o/suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: Opp 1: /

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :

\s Ccrx^c^c>.% i
6 ^ '■p /

i <2?^c«'5e V€/Y/
TEAM CODE#: Qf \ \0 on the CK\o p d e W y ^

A t w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
(Prop or Opp)

Q c i 3 ' < ' ' < A . S o ' c fw e . - v ^ e - '

d (Jx 0/^ CmH)



y k i ? s - t a r ^ ^ ^ r / , ^ ^ A r e ^ Q c u r , ^ ^
P A R L I D e b a t e ^

Yuyun Shang (*6)
Round 4A 3:30pm G3
Gov: 14 Liu - Fu

Opp: 23 Vawter - Olson
J V P a r i ! D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: 7̂r)ĥ  fiAc/o

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

pts_£̂  Opp Speaker #2 ptsj^
Please award each speaker points based on the followiî  scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding ds = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough tcyqualify for elimination rounds)

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

Judging Cwteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively thydebaters 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 ryierences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effeyively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant̂ d effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speaUc in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and reŝctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

^ f ^ ( T A

Prop 2:'

^oi4l€f a/drtJJ

0>}Ai

Opp 2 : ^ rm prop ' j pc^

E # : o n t h e i rT E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
(Prop or(Op[

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . , . .
I f U

p o M f ,



^UO-yAnî
P A R L I D e b a t e

Yuyun Shang (*6)
Round 4B 3:30pm G3
G o v ; 2 3 W o e r n e r - M i n e r

Opp: 11 Nour Kuo 2S"
J V P a r i ! D e b a t e ^

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 \AJOQrAA-f pts_

Prop Speaker #2 hA*f\t^ pts_

Judge's Name: yUA

Judge's School Affiliation: jrr^b 0 i^

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 H^SS^

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 quality for elimination rounds^
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapm»(^riate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze thêpic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppwt arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to author̂  as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters -espond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effective w ê the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organî d, communicative style that is pleasant
a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the d̂ aters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliî ents and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: (jfpevr̂  €"><I?) <tinC> <i ̂ PP ̂

^ rttuH-t! <m JuAcleeJj
Prop 2:1 f*/*'"'""''' CouM^/p]^ ij Oppl: y ».iw -t'x ^

/ I r y ^ r J
a n f e p ^ . - ^ r . ^

T E A M
y M l M - t L ^ C a ^ p / ^
C O D E # : _ 2 . j h o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop ortOpo)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

/yplu-fftl



PA R L I D e b a t e

Katrina Fehring (*21)
Round 4A 3:30pm 13
Gov: 10 Yang - Ho
Opp: 23 Nearon - VonSosen
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code#: ^ \0

Judge's Name^̂  ̂ )
Judge's School Affiliation:_ ̂  (3

o v y
T e a m C o d e # : Z .

N H f k -

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2 YArO
pts 2̂^ Opp Speaker # 1 \/o/̂OSF̂
Pts Opp Speaker #2 IuEAM ^

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

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

Judging ̂ riteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate /• Evidence: How appropriately and efficî tly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts an̂references to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and êctively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters roeak 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, pleaŝ offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: Opp 1

Prop 2:

■ ( / ^ cmd

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the 0 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

yCot?tt



P A R L I D e b a t e

Katrina Fehring (*21)
Round 4B 3:30pm 13
Gov: 14 Stroumza - Chen
Opp: 19 Rahman - Zhou
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name: lyT'

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker#!

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 eliminân rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude m inappropriate behavior

Judging Cr i ter ia /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anal̂^ the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debater̂ upport arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to m ôrity as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

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

and eas i ly xmders tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thcyaebaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1:

C) --h

Prop 2: Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the I wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



PA R L I D e b a t e

J e s s e ~ M a c K i n n O l
Round 4A 3:30pm E4
Gov: 15 Lin - Hu

Opp: 14 Kwong - Tan
J V P a r i ! D e b a t e

Team Code #:
P R O P

1 ^

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation;/

Team Code #:

pts ̂ 0 Opp Speaker # 1

pts ̂  Opp Speaker ̂
pts_2J^

pts tP- i

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

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

Jud^g Criteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectiv̂y the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

• Evidence: How appropriately and emciently the debaters support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include fact/and references to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the o the r s ide /

• Points of Information: How nelevant 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 /
• Courtesy: How courteous/nd respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, (dease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Propl:

Prop 2:

/-y) I /- ' A (k,

( . A t 4^ ^ r v J W c

C-̂  4- I (f.9 A -Coi V} ̂  -ft ' ■» ''-X
\ / J .

O p p 2 : ^ \ \ ^ i i
rj «/ X ̂  S d' /-»d •i- S f ' J

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

t h J



PA R L I D e b a t e

Round 4B 3:30pm E4
Gov: 3 Brogan - Modi
Opp: 27 Lavell - Cohen
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: / ^ r \ 0

P R O P O P P
Team Code # : ^

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

pts Opp Speaker # 1 ̂ o
p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 ( / ^

pts 3>7

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

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

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze thetopic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suĵ ort arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debars respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effectiyêere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an or̂ ized, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i l y unders tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tĥ ebaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : a y c .

r ^ \ j J i , /
C i / J r

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : u . J ' i

t - ' / r

T E A M C O D E # : ^ . u : _ ^
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

( p ^ " ^ r ^ K J

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

^ r J \j [)U



P A R L I D e b a t e

Robert Lustig (*14)
Round 4A 3:30pm E5
Gov: 25 Stephens - Flanagan
Opp: 5 Jayasuriya - Schuiz
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:i t i o n :

P R O
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

' ir-

pts]̂  •

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_ fc UJi
.ts^7
ptŝ 2̂

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

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

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

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thê baters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and referemzes to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively/the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and/ffective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak iii an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respeĉl the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offei/compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

r. . ^ -^77\ / lAl^
< r ^ C 2 ' i

Z . . X b S l J c U m i Y .h ( n / i # e ! < 3 ,

Prop 2: ■_ t . - . J t A . . . Opp 2: '^'^'U4^a9SthLa^

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e

/-«js - -^ij pJ

wins this debate. j/ ioAJitJ j^C-
(Prop on Opp)REASON FOR DECISION:̂^̂  ̂  ̂  of̂ 1 f T < } c s ^ V ^

'fo ijl^ O" " oSf^XX) iff~ U&^ .
j L ^ h ^ ' U i X Z ^ A i i s u J , ' h

0 '



PA R L I D e b a t e

Robert Lustig (*14)
Round 4B 3;30pm E5
G o v : 2 7 M a n n i - B r o w n

Opp: 10 Pandit - Mandal
J V P a r l i D e b a t e

Judge's Name: ^ 11 0 -

Team Code #:
P R O P

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 ̂ —

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #: /

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2 fM. CKkuJIj*̂  ̂  ̂
ptsJr?'
ptsT̂

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

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and ̂  arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support argum̂ s with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authority as well̂  general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond ̂he arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the qû ions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, conim̂ icative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters wery(o opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/w suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / /

P r o p l : '

j p 9

T E A M C O D E # :

Opp 2: C
c f

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the f̂ Q ĵ ' _wins this debate.
(Prop or/Opp)

7^5)
V r r o p o n ^ ^ p p ;



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: Ay S ^ ^ tC/\ (\
J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f fi l i a t i o n : H

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 SH Ai

Prop Speaker#2

Team Code #:

pts Opp Speaker # 1 ^4^

pts_22l Opp Speaker #2 51

O P P
i r ~

p t s

_pts_?^

Please award each speaker points based on the following scal̂
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = ytry Good

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

Judging Criteri/• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the deb̂ ers analyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently th/t debaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and referraces to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectiv̂  the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

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

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respemful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: Opp h
y ( u ^ c d - \

Prop 2: Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the OfC _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



Shingwekar (*10)
Round 4B 3:30pm E3
Gov: 23 Crenshaw - Bulger
Opp: 14 Vaisse - Scott
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #: 0^

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: M ^ ^ U/F^ H

Judge's School Affiliationî 'î  \J\ hJ ̂  TQ
O P P

T e a m C o d e # : /

P r o p S p e a k e r # 1 p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 1

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2

p t s

Please award each speaker points based on the following scaleŷ
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vply Good

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

Judging Critera
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /• Evidence: How appropriately and efficientl̂ ê debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refî ences to authority as well as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and effeĉely the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevam d̂ effective were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters sn̂ ^ in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

• Courtesy: How courteous and ndspectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, pleâoffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : Opp 1: S i C y d J J
J , A !

Prop 2: Opp 2:

TEAM CODE # : 9 - S

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)



Nanny Tunnell (*16)
Round 4A 3:30pm 11
Gov: 13 Jung - Houck
Opp: 14 Rettenmaier - Pineda
J V P a r i ! D e b a t e

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! \h\AcJc~' ptŝ 7 Opp speaker#]
Prop Speaker #2 Opp Speaker #2_ Pi

y n ' y , - j j " — ^Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: A'fA- • ^ ^ ' ,
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vet/3ood <IV^ ™

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

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

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thcydebaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelVme debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and /ffective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak î an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectml the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offeî ompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

♦ Prop 1: )

\SOÔ

Opp 1: L ie)
/ . . V s S c V v

I

l a A > f - - { j j V I A O V f r i l r t W ' •f a c e / - _ _ _ Q i ^ U L < 3 -
T E A M C O D E # : | ? > o n t h e ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
(Prop or Opp)

— S r K < V v ^ ^ ' ^ y r ^ y ^ . u
0 5 ^ \ K V C C



P A R L I D e b a t e

Nanny Tunnell (*16)
Round 4B 3:30pm 11
Gov: 14 Bystrom - Gast
Opp: 23 Bodisco - Ransweiler
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

ip Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2

z s \

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: r^o\
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 inappropĵ e behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topL̂ d̂ the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support̂ f̂ uments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authoritŷwell as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters rê ond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effective werê e questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized/communicative style that is pleasant
and eas i l y unde rs tandab le /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debars were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer complimê  and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

— \ / 4 . f l A S " K V e _ /

^ r\juLA /wovy.

Prop2:ccr-^«]-:> (x\\ /' ^

T E A M C O D E # : ( V o n t h e (

O p p 2 : 1 - ^ ' ^ \ I ,

~ boat bw-c+^ cL
I ^ * — 1 # ^

[CODE#: ^23 ontbe_(WL^4'{l^is-Eelij^"9 ^
( P r o B 3 r O d d I ' ' ) > ■

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

— { K „ < ^ A v o r ^ u



PA R L I D e b a t e

Tai Phan (*19)
Round 4A 3:30pm G5
Gov: 10 Wang - Lin
Opp: 15 Lee - Peled
J V P a r i ! D e b a t e

Judge's Name: /A l /•/

Judge's School Afriliation:_ F. i/A s
P R O P

Team Code #:
GPP /

Team Code /5"

Prop Speaker#! -Liu

Prop Speaker #2 iVAMtj 2Ĵ  pts_
Opp Speaker#! Z£r5,Pis.
Opp Speaker #2 jp, p t s

Please award each speaker points based on the followin̂ cale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding = Very Good

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

Judging ̂ iteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tM debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficî tly the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts an̂references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and êctively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relê t̂ and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaterŝeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and/espectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, pleâ  offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : .

Prop 2: y , /

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N P G R D E C I S I O N :

fj/<p<^ -eMs^

on the OfP -^wms this debate.
( P r o p o i ^ b ^ / ^ )



P A R L I D e b a t e

Tai Phan (*19)
Round 4B 3:30pm G5
Gov: 10 Shingwekar - Vich£re
Opp: 23 Banks - Corbett
J V P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation;

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 \/u

Prop Speaker #2_

pts ̂7̂  Opp Speaker # 1
2^ pts 2jC^ 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 eliminatioiliounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude o/inappropriate behavior

Judging Cr i ter ia /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debat̂  support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references tŷuthority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the/febaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and ef̂ tive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in arganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily vmderstandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectM the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offeiycompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Propl: Opp 1:

Prop 2: tLt^ Opiv2:
'Hyo'sci <xcjh CoA/'e. -

T E A M C O D E # : on the .JLjy jP wins this debate.
(fPrô /opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :


