PARLI Debate

MWondy Young (*27) . /q
Round 3A 1:30pm ES , A y
Gov: 23 Banks - Corbett Judge’s Name: ] vAg , aeloim
Opp: 14 Liu - Fu /
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: L i r\o//u -
PROP P
Team Code #: 23 Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 Bg n L! pts Zf 2 Opp Speaker #1 M J pts 2 7
Prop Speaker #2 Cor bé,/ pts 28~ Opp Speaker #2, K v ptsZ/

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

e Delivery: How well the debaterg 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
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TEAM CODE#: 2. D onthe Frof  wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

m Young (*27)

Round 38 1:30pm E5 Judge’s Name: [7‘, NG /ﬂ Y /o A

Gov: 14 Tran - Vainberg

JO\?%;H? IEJ)LeIrlg)gt-eHOUCK Judge’s School Affiliation: é(/ rA //ﬂ /
Team Code #: s | Team Code #: /3 .
Prop Speaker #1 _T-fo( N pts 19 Opp Speaker #1 Ju r\ci‘ pts 25
Prop Speaker #2 \/a} )’\L(’I/‘} pts 271 Opp Speaker #2 H ovC t pts 21

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

Judging Criteria
[ow foin ) Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters dnalyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
{«ab‘/S * o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the dgbaters support arguments with
% evidence—which may include facts and referencgé 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
o Courtesy: How courteous and respectfal the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: / 3 onthe Q£ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Round 3A 1:30pm G4 ; . P , L
Gov: 5 Johnson - Murphy Judge’s Name: @1 Cp—ﬂ

Opp: 27 Manni - Brown

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: N [ﬂ"d‘l ‘H‘y e
Team Code #: S Team Code #: 7
Prop Speaker #1__ (MlUy” 4 AY pts n Opp Speaker #1 Manii pts ZX
Prop Speaker #2 ﬁA ~fsC pts Lg Opp Speaker #2 B reUk pts_zg

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 qyalify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Regerved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the lebaters analyze 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 r¢ferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effegtively 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 spéak 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 gffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: [)’7 onthe OFV{ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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(V)
e PARLI Debate
‘“~Nadeem Alam (*19) / P
Judge’s Name: | J—"( Kflaz"

Round 3B 1:30pm G4

Gov: 14 Rettenmaier - Pineda
Opp: 15 Lin - Hu

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: A( (ﬂ"\ Y M . f

B e : opp.
Team Code #: M (1 Team Code #: l‘f/ .

Prop Speaker #1 KLMM‘ &Y pts > Opp Speaker #1 L( N / pts ZX/
Prop Speaker #2 /ﬁ l"«(.é’a pts % Opp Speaker #2 H v 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 fofelimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatgrs 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 referefices 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
e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respgctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: IS onthe_D PP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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Arna Katewa (*21)
Round 3A 1:30pm E2
Gov: 15 Lee - Peled
Opp: 14 Bystrom - Gast
JV Parli Debate

PROP _

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: A’R NA /CATW
Judge’s School Affiliation: SM//MA'@M 'H'lé H
B orp .

Team Code #: 15 Team Code #: 14 .
Prop Speaker #1 P Q/ad pts 2—7 Opp Speaker #1 (‘ 4/4‘ pts 2-?
Prop Speaker #2 Lee - pts_28 Opp Speaker #2 /&/ S L{',o s pts 2?

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followm scale

30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding
Good (but possibly not good enough to

27=

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

= Very Good

alify for elimination rounds)

<20 = R¢served for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Cyiteria

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficie

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively th¢’ debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

ly the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and feferences 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 relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

® Delivery: How well the debaters
and easily understandable

eak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

e Courtesy: How courteous and yespectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate

Arna Katewa (*21)

Round 3B 1:30pm E2 > . ATEWA-
Gov: 5 Jayasuriya - Schulz Judge’s Name: ARNA K AT

Opp: 23 Crenshaw - Bulger
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation; SAN MARIN Hig

PROP oPP
Team Code #: 5 Team Code #: 23 .

Prop Speaker #1__ < el e pts 29 Opp Speaker #1__ Bulger § 29
! v ,
pts 2? :

©
Prop Speaker #2_\J0 01\//‘/M wuyh pts 28 Opp Speaker #2 Crewshan
4

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debafers support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references §6 authority as well as general knowledge
¢ 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

lyze the topic and the arguments

e debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer c
each debater:

pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: Gueat andl consposed fart. | Opp 1. Your /&f“_’&a{’ 4 % e
5/7797 ConVortlonns ) V. .
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on the oP P *__wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Round 3A 1:30 (*l;lss) KQ SC\\ (“52_-[ e
oun :30pm s .
Gov: 19 Rahman - Zhou Judge’s Name: b~ ARS

Opp: 15 Steinberg - Zhou
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: LO \/\/e \ \
PR\OP OPP
Team Code #: 0\ Team Code #: | S

Prop Speaker #1 %\\ OV ptsz_g Opp Speaker #1 S '{'{ vh b-( y‘/\ y ptszd/
Prop Speaker #2 Q«‘»\n WA~ pts/lq' Opp Speaker #2 %l’l A / ptsZX

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 ¢fimination 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
evidence—which may include facts and referengés to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively fhe debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and gffective were the questions and the answers

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offey’compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: |G onthe (7P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

~KenStene (*16) Z |
Round 3B 1:30pm I3 ) . ) ; L ‘oie —
Gov: 23 Nearon - VonSosen Judge’s Name: e La\ Chinty
Opp: 10 Wang - Lin )
JV Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: /(() W~ f ’ {
PR%P OPP
Team Code #: < ‘ Team Code #: | ©
Prop Speaker #1 pf Eﬂ'i.’)/\/ ptsQﬂ_ Opp Speaker #1 Ll ,\./ ptszq~

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale

26-

each debater:

Prop 1: E—\Luluw‘l’ ,res?da{\n,\l
Conyrtltsble, w il et —sA-
arymtt | bl ofeed

g—e\ga.lggl Won S\)Mo.{ w

MK o ha oot | e hed

Prop Speaker #2 VA SOSE~/ pts 21 Opp Speaker #2 W A'/\/ [‘ pts%

30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination r
25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inpppropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze
offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters sugport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authgfity as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatgfs respond to the arguments made
by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant and effective yere the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

topic and the arguments
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TEAM CODE #: 277 on the 3 l Q [E wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Abbas Rangwala (*8)

Round 3A 1:30pm G5 ) i g
Gov: 14 Vaisse - Scott Judge’s Name: /4’/%/34 (A'/VGNA’LA—

Opp: 23 Campagna - Mortensen

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:__ DVH 3
Team Code #: / 4 Team Code #: 2 3
Prop Speaker #1_\/ A ¢S~ pts_ 30 Opp Speaker #1_CAM P4 6I\ﬁ/ pts 29
Prop Speaker #2 S COTT_ pts X 9. '7/ Opp Speaker #2_ M2 TEMSEN pts 30

Please award each speaker points based on the following scalg?
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quali

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserv£d for rude or inappropriate behavior

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently
evidence—which may include facts and refefences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectiyely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant
e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

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

Prop 1: yM $8E Opp 1: CAMPALN A
r—— ANE— & __
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TEAM CODE #: [ &4 onthe PRy __ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: _
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PARLI Debate

Abbas Rangwala (*8)
Round 3B 1:30pm G5
Gov: 23 Vawter - Olson

Opp: 14 Bernstein - Jarmel-Schneider
JV Parli Debate

Judge’s Name: Aﬂ.@&S PA‘NG WALA

Judge’s School Affiliation:___DV/} 4

OPrP
Team Code #: / L}-

PROP
Team Code #: ,,? 3

Prop Speaker #1 \/W’f’?x( pts %0 Opp Speaker #1 7. ARMEL-SCH . pts 5 0

Prop Speaker #2__ (D]120%

pts 9. g Opp Speaker #2 (e STEIN pts 3/ﬂ

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 bunds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or jdappropriate 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 gdthority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: VawTER_ Opp ;. ILRMEL- SCH.
g — 5 Ak — 5~
Evi — &5 %’ — g:
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Po) — 5 Fo) — = Coreat TOB
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A — 45 ANA—S
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TEAM CODE #: /4 on the_(PF wins this debate.

C (Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Ritu Khurana (*10)

Round 3A 1:30pm G3 s E ’ S! o i !!! !'_’ﬁ DQ]

Gov: 14 Eng - Morgenstein Judge’s Name: \\‘

Opp: 23 Woeerner - Miner ..

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Afﬁnationzmi\%ﬁmj&%\,\ SCWU/

~ PROP OPP

Team Code #: \U\ Team Code #: 2%
Prop Speaker #1&8{%&&@}@_ pts 7.3 Opp Speaker #1__\ A) e NO V> / pts 20\
Prop Speaker #2 g MQQ ptsfz,F‘ Opp Speaker #2 m' pts&

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale;
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vefy 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 Criteri
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debag€rs 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 referefices 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 an¢ effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

each debater:
Prop 1: ——C}\_@D& p Opp L: QDCQM @)mm

~LaY o CaguMNLAY /Sedert ~Nou, k- ovessan WW W Y

ot ; vel Ogp: | O9umandy

vodo Keld v ow 08 %omaf-
Prop 2: ﬁc\@ec\ \@:e!@mm Opp 2: »—W %(%W

ot on CoanBlon of- —o S8 v e n o
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TEAM CODE #: 11 on the %wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:




PARLI Debate
Ritu Khurana (*10)

Roun'd 3B 1:30pm G3 ) Judge’s Name'_%(\\ S\A \Q\/\ang\

Gov: 23 Boedisco - Ransweiler
Opp: 3 Brogan - Modi

JV Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: Mm_gj,\ Sd,\/up

PROP OPP
Team Code #: 13 Team Code #: "%

Prop Speaker #I_%m_(_@_ pts__£O 7/% Opp Speaker #1 QQS-&QY\ pts %{ )
Prop Speaker #2 Qox\ﬁ \,&_)b@& pts?% Opp Speaker #2 m (‘Y\)\ 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 round
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapptgpriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the t
offered during the debate
o 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 rgspond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective wereAhe 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 debatefs were to opponents and judges

ic and the arguments

each debater:

Prop 1: _Q—KC,JQ_Q;\’)' ‘):e”(k ke pp L: *Q—XJCQ&Q_QJ\‘}T OH&MLW) ¥

~ V'8 \pousionode
gfj\?\wm P

o2~ (. Couedn oSumeds:

040 ~Ovad) ewedod \storeraim M

Coukgn. Yo b 05 ’CMM}%Z - M\m
MCO::#: wp/{ o::f Qﬁs this debate. %M Ve

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

elar.o) M%&&Agﬁmwm&e&wﬁ%
Shmg. Qe Qunes ponks Re\dlped dgp-Seam



PARLI Debate
Vivian Levy (*14)

Round 3A 1:30pm E3 \l

Gov: 27 Lavell - Cohen Judge’s Name: LP \/ \] . WO
Opp: 6 Bonet - Stankus l

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: D\NQ/

Team Code #: Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 W C’Oh pts ’2'% Opp Speaker #1 %O(\ f/ @ 27
Prop Speaker #2 M&U\I% \ ¥ 1 Opp Speaker #2 Sﬁ){( pts

Please award each speaker pomts based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = ¥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 Criteyia

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

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

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

o Points of Information: How relevant/nd 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 regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each de{)ater -y,
:A oce Ceade (’/M,r(‘\f\ (PQ_(\K\u»QM*.

Prop 1: ’3“3"‘ e Opp 1: . g '
- God conienhiant. —X v neRd \ Q\V\‘N\V“’] hme

_ i 0 Wanhe ] Ld Pt _ -
Al SR ' %\ Wi ﬂe»\-w on W8 ofF  lee bo cletall .

a8 Ol W prun Sthodl
aks S S Lok 0 en enbe Uy,
Prop 2: Opp2: Weak Gbuls  ¥ela \\)\05 g0y merr?
R PRV ISR L LA (gt 22
" NSM“LN“‘. - 40 P on favda vel Y
TEAM CODE #: pr\ LDN{\}m the VN\E (bwins t:is debate. -
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:Z?



PARLI Debate

Vivian Levy (*14) L \,
Round 3B 1:30pm E3 > .
Gov: 16 Chou - Kim Judge’s Name: QJ\I\'{ ' 1\1\ l \G N
Opp: 17 Day - Shah ) )
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: pwe’
PROP OPP
Team Code #: \ \0 Team Code #: \ —)
Prop Speaker #1 C/\{\O J pts, L L Opp Speaker #1 ‘D 0‘\1 pts Z 7

]
Prop Speaker #2 \'LWV\ pts ’L{ Opp Kgcakcr #2 \\%0\\\‘, pts 2 (p

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 inapprogfiate behavior

Judging Criteria

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters su
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority’as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters y€spond to the arguments made
by the other side '
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective wep€ 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 debgfers were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complim
each debater:

ts and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp I: W DM b U)J\Ol
ot R s eantd:

= Unpikpiowy of  \seReE=EE 0. d\0
(o siepr cehgert) il o W~ Ak

Opp 2: % &\‘“3\.{ d

el Wnnad MM pad - TPt ME warogs
i - Qo 0N plephry rdvge,e) A

TEAM CODE #: " onthe O\’E wins this debate.
Eiq;fim\x (Prop or Opp) Awony  ald P‘mww e,
REASON FOR DECISION:
1T Gtowone oy s fomote (et

Prop 1: QH_“,\.}// .
= O pOSONARKT V0L

- DW-rdone  on moral wgumeur
o L af Wi oaea eXOML S Guo0.
- \uw (u'S\)mM Swwk.td hile Moy, lm’

Prop 2: \(ﬁ_
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Cathy Aguilera (*15)

Round 3A 1:30pm E4 Judge’s Name: Cch%a /4010(,/ / ba_
Gov: 10 Pandit - Mandal U J

Opp: 25 Stephens - Flanagan .

J\? Fl)’arli Debpate 9 Judge’s School Affiliation;___Mif& MOW"t ‘

Team Code #: l O Team Code #: 0" 5 /

Prop Speaker #1 Pa f\d t. pts.%o Opp Speaker #1 6‘,—% ers P 27
Prop Speaker #2 Manda« { pts Z 7 Opp Speaker #2 Fla m\?-a A/ pts 2 7

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimjdation rounds)
<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor
\
,\\fw Judging Criteria
) ® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters yze 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 46 authority as well as general knowledge

( P
\l‘»i“ M o Argumentation: How directly and effectively the/debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
‘(jﬂ"x‘b o _Points of Information: How relevant and effe€tive were the questions and the answers
o _Delivery: How well the debaters speak in aryorganized, communicative style that is pleasant

Wt (’“"g’\ and easily understandable
@ S e _Courtesy: How courteous and respectful/the debaters were to opponents and judges

o

pliments and/or suggestions for improvement g)"/'f’ ow China_s

Vv 73'“% é .)“5 Using the above criteria, please offer ¢
(% h debater: - 1) 9
wﬁﬁfw gV > each debater oo ¢S é_‘ K Pk ducto
Prop-Ls al'd"f - . Opp 1: S"’ ere- /P“: CoLs SrEM esb™ !
siglis i HAUE Elrar eantnsrom
A = nFidld. c- Jood ﬁf?s"cig}
eclton } s ant ool
g (,m % kxpoumllo(d. 7‘%’?;?@744 6

cwtﬂﬂ‘ﬁlmMm‘d&{ S F[
Jere Frop2: 0 M Opp2: ¥ lanaqam '(? I'MMWM
ood analysrs— Aih sShoo A~ ood S AP ;blma

¢- 9000 @ : 2| EZ Q002
b Grapamrtadions Nty gocl ekt ot P01 2 Bt il
" isahi

O | havd oo Tk, dort eock ki e |

2_ %— TEAM CODE #: l o on the (O . wins th‘iéetflé te.
i &@ pbr Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

o
Fed. evidance. on horh parts budt- wrstbed.
Gop delivery) analysis  aagierentadion> L3S (mpreeSiVe.
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PARLI Debate AR Zoneg
Cathy Aguilera (*15) .
S P wiesvane_(aty Auilera

Opp: 10 Shingwekar - Vichare
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: MI ra-MMC

Team Code #: GU@&,OQ 5 Team Code #: ! O

Prop Speaker #1 W pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 é’“nﬂ l/\)ekd r pts _x
HassaN . \;J

Prop Speaker #Z_Ma—- pts 28 Opp Speaker #2 r‘}u( - pts q

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/founds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or shappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® _Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyz€ 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 gathority 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 effecive were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an pfganized, communicative style that is pleasant Mﬂ'

and easily understandable 0
gxﬂ— e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges w
p “’"’ﬁag.'?cmwmo( Ac
USing the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

fut) VP’
each debater: 0 2LL
Rasenn

Qo ¥ O wealih hares 2
CRebTorzi " Gad of g

74

¢ )MPCPl“ﬂhW’ -
.‘- : b{\,m:?*: bad "Odbs,
D) ( j“
€~ qreak eviden A M%%
Pl irgnpenteos . 2% *"32 b g
0'3""“3‘0‘-) ons & hard Z sh Sleha 'éyﬁq% n 4 Cour S b—
C~ good or Zehmelas, oL lonkracc
Prop 2: % Has obliagtiord| Opp 2: Vidaare . 1) st 9
A~ Vo0l ardlisiS sexr A- 7 | their oud ol
E-__good evidenc< Ot Populations ooy elliat L Mo10lle ahens 1
P~ WO 0T conduch, hapf gesturest ton € dvolumnd of- oviN Cihueng
g co A et
-9 TEAM CODE # \,O on the OW wins tHis debate. { ;D”\Fn &
(Pro ‘ e(olm?
REASON FOR DECISION: P o) @ | mord ab’y?iao

deba}e 4 lent | 2) Birareiil mili
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PARLI Debate
Sophia Burshteyn (*3)

Round 3A 1:30pm G2 Judge’s Name: SO/P& o gukg H rf/(//ﬂj

Gov: 14 Kwong - Tan v
Opp: 10 Yang - Ho / ~ o
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: jj £ A)/ L F‘/ / N
PROP 0) 4 ¢
Team Code #: } L!l Team Code #: [ O
Prop Speaker #1 TOW\/ pts l 7 Opp Speaker #1 % psﬁ Z?
Prop Speaker #2 K wo W? pts Y4 Opp Speaker #2/5 (O.,,{/l/g pts 2 ‘I

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

Judgi
® Analysis: How reasonably and effective
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and effjciently 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 debatgrs speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous gnd respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Criteria
the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

each debater:

Pm%{(:) 000 %

Cousgis
w P

Opp 1: ‘t WW $ /
puts

@O\)‘N 07%(/\3 f @uM‘Ou\l?/

O«Mf\zu 4222 q00d euvidec e 4

PP 2y A 4 ronng wcf“Wk Opp 2: %@%@M‘L por | gtiten
, W oundd %AJ{)PQ%‘L
Portvor .

TEAM CODE #: \Q on the OPP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

rhiong Lode -

[



PARLI Debate
Sophia Burshteyn (*3)

Round 38 1:30pm G2 Judge’s Name: S 6 () HIA E)(/{ A3 H/\E /L/l/

Gov: 15 Barbir - Deng

Opp: 21 Fields - Gersh &~
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: %E ML ETN
PROP OPP o
Team Code #: [ g— Team Code #: Z [ 4

Prop Speaker #1 @‘@l"' Q pts, Z‘% Opp Speaker #1 F ]\ééﬂf 'é pts 27
Prop Speaker #2 @aﬂgt A pts (Z,% Opp Speaker #2 G‘M 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 rdunds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or igdppropriate 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 sypport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authdrity as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatgrs 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 orgapized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

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

Prop 1: { Opp 1: .
pgoom\@t\ PP ?O@J gfw
% Low Oy =

TEAM CODE #: ] on the ! RQ 2? wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: b, acle
“e T
fhtong cot and LT

@vvo( QJ‘(/?U



PARLI Debate

Cindy Bulger (*23) cw‘
Round 3A 1:30pm I . s .

Gov: 11 Tong - fung Judge’s Name: /‘\{ ﬂ)(l[g(/
Opp: 14 Stroumza - Chen

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:

Team Code #: ‘ \ Team Code #: ‘ “'\'
Prop Speaker #1 un 5 pts 3—"\‘ Opp Speaker #1__ L N8 pts &
Prop Speaker #2 Ton 3 pts')/% Opp Speaker #2 S‘l’ YOULim7_a~  pts 2—)1

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

Judging Critéria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d¢baters 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 refgrences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectifely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant ahd 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 respgctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: \OU (¥pected G Ley ot Oppl: Lol UMt ot C\(a.mpW

Naw Pownis Stveral drmpo “Ths Ond  pule SpeAllLr
g (hwd Wew kee,h et~ s e § e
Spent Abveliprng : 1A eed)

W oddng weu \nfrhahinn,

Prop2: T dovd wiAd o Laot Opp2: 3non o Lt o Conditentte
S¢aler out mdiee swe Jos N hed soew g Prerts.
Pants cre el drmgutont
Qad ot Werd A+ ot

TEAM CODE #: |\ onthe AX & wins this debate.
{Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: '
Wdin avalu Pvoposchian s . Slcumstuliuss ol Jw shadests fes o +sae
Ww-Lonhe - of 05 1 A Diplecin and {eladesd FeladS 25 weit A5 dha
WA (rtoses equeiaiy betuewn en & Womea ta b Bk e o detd e
AU posivn om \nlLeowd Lmpnsus wn Tu STEsr haldS s ey Wm.\w/,

~&



PARLI Debate

Cindy Bulger (*23)
Round 3B 1:30pm |1 Judge’s Name: (/I(M&'t\{ &«Aﬁ&/

Gov: 10 Dara - Randeria
Opp: 14 Huang - Luc

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Sen (&«W\A \fa!lu2 ,
PROP orP
Team Code #: O Team Code #: \ ‘-!—
Prop Speaker #1 ? ﬁ,f\dﬁl]\ f~ _ pts .-_2’ ! Opp Speaker #1 -\A’\A&,/\ 3 pts &

Prop Speaker #2_ DN A pts 3% Opp Speaker #2_ LA (.
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 pbunds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or i

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze tfe 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 authgrity as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatefs 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 organjZed, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the delfaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:

nts and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 1: QU yasiAs Sowe Vésy 3000‘
POt L Y G P jedd
& Bt vnoe conbtenc

Lol s GYRLA g Sy L

Prop I: Sug gpea teg shyu out

WSE Nowr -t ok o, g
V\'\dbg(_( VM 'P"\v"b‘

Prop 2: Cyvg e was ol - Opp2: #iteg Sl Lang s L. o

Ond \f‘&t\ ¢ e e o+ Weet b v vebuic pager
o ™ L[Mﬁ‘&& ¢ Gwnd [ Lt \i:y e 73:";-.:\{ B LA M
COA AL Wt vasfed G N 3As ™ Aok ol.

Pruny
TEAM CODE #: | O on the _A{"r= _wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
Thig 19 @ g hpic o HLkle 29 minu des ot sy bt das! I
Comirgad WOty Slus o1 @ Jdo el cloar 4y Afe (oo Wl dedde
Mk e VA gy ot Solatag we il e 4 Neret o Gufpac Shat—

V(:“W”-{H v 4 G0 1A kY, Svel £ oy Waye Wwa,
it DATRE Vol * {N ‘*"f»f[:r- i‘\\.) il Lk ety W et ¢ fo y
y‘M'(""‘ YW\l LouU. [\//'J w/\ S A = TEL 'S e & Gregr Jog‘/\ 4N ’
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Montgomery Judge 1 (*17)

Round 3A 1:30pm 12 , ) D!ng ¥ le‘OQ df.Q
Gov: 11 Nour - Kuo Judge’s Name:

Opp: 24 Lacombe - Appel

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Afﬁliationzmm_aﬂ/\

PROP OPP
Team Code #: “ Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 K\)O pts 21 Opp Speaker #1 I ( QN\,bﬂ!j / pts 271
Prop Speaker #2 \JQ)( pts 21 Opp Speaker #2 ADW.\ pts 2]

ey

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 elipdination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rdde or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debajers 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 effectfve were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an ogganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the/debaters were to opponents and judges

lyze the topic and the arguments

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

each debater:
Prop 1: \_(\\B“\LC(\ e CD(\‘S Oppl \/0”5 M) %DO& G&Q (M}EQE’
W V\ o - Modumdab an - ?ox%ci\

Sy ! wﬁmg@m@ .

Prop 2: M\/\"\RL’ Opp2: AVDIO d)@(ﬂ,@(&—%«ﬁ ’l"Dx/\L.
Psuwscq Whtaour d,\ﬁ)tdl/\bwgéua% oY

wn A\ gundh onalam Wi (v La,{lq %V\:i 090)\%&5:\
< ¢ COMMONANTK

AVOLD - %lm@r

TEAM CODE #: 24 on the _ PP - wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: 60000 C,\OXQ . O?} V\ ACQ S\ Ld\f\’k ‘_\ th

Covloped poshors.
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Montgomery Judge 1 (*17) j A ‘ :E E
Round 3B 1:30pm [2 Judge’s N .
Gov: 23 Carver - Garcia udge s Name: N

?\F/J %;rﬁ BZE;tgairCh"d Judge s School Affiliation: ‘\/\ 6/\,‘\'5\
Team Code #: 9;3 Team Code #: \L{
Prop Speaker #1 ( AVGV ptsﬁ_ Opp Speaker #1 ?kt 4 CW pts_2-7
Prop Speaker #2 (ﬂ&,{,\ A pts 2-] Opp Speaker #2 \_.QQ_, ptsﬂo

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 eliminatiop/founds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude orAnappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analy
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaterg support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to githority as well as general knowledge
¢ Argumentation: How directly and effectively the dgbaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effecive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an gfganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

the topic and the arguments

e debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: .A(V()'\B Oﬁﬂ,ﬁk Opp I: éfbb& ((])@\\2,9\0.{\ < kAkg

YOMQ A= MIUA &S ¢ C -/ Wy /u%bﬁ(
O c\ (&»&u\ % !
éoa (,; L;b % con ) el QN s ke

Prop2: Avoin DE @"Q’-’\ﬁ Opp 2: S Aorun, Mo+ 35“"\\/0—40«
' a&,Met\ N Ar§m\'v\w)vm\«5w&-|o\l\.
' MO, C\q\.u,av\u

\w‘)(V\ﬂ/(wM .
TEAM CODE #: A on the’, Q( (552 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

(P\(O(.Q&W}JN.B SW\ j LBM@&QV\.\ &vc QUQ'M'J §§ch~§ dg,\\uo,wb.



PARLI Debate
Susan Stephan (*15)

Round 4A 3:30pm E2 > . A4n
Gov: 14 Bernstein - Jarmel-Schneider Judge’s Name: <'/'ep

Opp: 26-Hassan~Geedy || Nour-Kuno
JV Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: /th radm 0/1‘)‘ o

Team Code #: I{)L{ M Team Code #: 71/ ‘
Prop Speaker #1 Tﬂf /V‘él' gl’l“e( ts%r Opp Speaker #1 ﬂ ﬂ( | Pts%

Prop Speaker #2 )%a!h-ﬁL Z(h ptg’q Opp Speaker #2 uo ptsQX

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o [Evidence: How appropriately and efficient)y the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effecfively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant
e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: courteous and res ectful the debaters F\zere to ogpo@ and judges

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

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

Prop 15 Jarmef-Schne: opp 1: [ lovr Fect-
faq;f s o P ng oad ’oau)’:ﬂ\r‘zjj L_?D 7:5@" cus
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TEAM CODE #: I L{ on the , wins this debate.
ﬁ or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Susan Stephan (*15)

Round 4B 3:30pm E2 ) . ‘

= Gov: 6 Bonet - Stankus Judge’s Name: S 7L€p h An
Opp: 23 Carver <@zmsiF—(only) . /
JV Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: /‘/I (‘YA mae

. PROP OP o
Team Code #: (ﬂ Team Code #: 5»3 o/g(\
Prop Speaker #1 \5 BA nQ?L % ,Opp Speaker #1 6’ Cﬂr Ver pts 9~7’/ 0O ‘S

Prop Speaker #2 S S’/'”‘hku S pts }4 Opp Speaker #2 é’ CQVVQF pts X%fw/

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

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 support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authgfity as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatefs respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective yere 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 dgbaters were to opponents and judges

iy
an
Using the above criteria, please offer compli ts and/or suggestions for mprovement to .
"% ve nefras

each debater: o oF j‘“\( lﬁ'(;”‘( k(Provea (’Z}Qe_k r~ o ﬁ
Pro 1: BUV‘Q:" Opp 1: C

p aad th | Yon L) PP am’ qu/ ‘Q;Q éa,qu.f

WAR :j ‘2 ramem/ur ta b whick ‘Q)L,m,,olfh .

oir nforadtian as this C Jo care N J éuh\ ﬁafwa_(
?eam hO* as‘fﬂspec‘/ﬁ( “S Aﬂkldbe F{C ’ﬂou m H Jog

/-H'Q onfu i
' olfQ/‘{‘ has‘jw,a,(ra' Sotz\ha/(/)

01\ r»ewf' lt @ ’/QMF/GLO

hire o - Yo hare
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. J e cadl ‘H\Q”\ o it
g fcellonT )((e,(\nb»’*" - ,oalcnr-

yery fotah Jogo gﬂarxe, ﬁmmousluk

)
TEAM CODE #: ( 2 on the %I"dg wins this debate.
Opp)

REASONFOR DECISION: @ /2, - wﬁ&lmu\fa o a@an %47170"'\ p

Prop 2: SJ’W\)@'S
~ Vowy 5040’ pey




PARLI Debate
Evan Hubinger (*3)

Round 4A 3:30pm G4 ) . I” ) /q l% \4,6 \ry Zq

Gov: 21 Fields - Gersh Judge’s Name: " J e
Opp: 5 Johnson - Murphy B@’H&Q

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:

PROP g{
Team Code #: Z Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 NV "‘Z\ (i(’f Sz\ pts 27 S Opp Speaker #1 m \Ciﬂ{’ mwm‘ﬂts Z 9 S
Prop Speaker #2 Bf D\m@j" F’ djﬂ ptsl‘é F‘?)pp Speaker #2 'q SOV\ W Oh pts Z ?

Please award each speaker pomts based on the follow1 g scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding /28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough t¢/qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiegtly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and feferences 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 sp€ak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and refpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

TEAM CODE #: 5 on the O wins thls debate. m P(E“/‘
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: \/7_\£ AT “M r;eow"*w‘/l‘!

PYOP (ﬂ axgurent- aboout COfY Cafx g T‘C’f WQ‘T? gorey)
ORA'S VPWE&HOYK o angtitute o “sepous” threat >
Netorne|  Secendy.




PARLI Debate

Evan Hubinger (*3
Round 4B 3:30pmgG4 3) Judge’s Name: BW’” rMW

Gov: 23 Campagna - Mortensen

Opp: 14 Tran - Vainberg Hetﬁ
JV Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: {3&\’

i

v Yo et o aime

P&gP OPP

Team Code #: Team Code #:___ | ¢}

Prop Speaker #1 Mcf +enson pts Zy ] SOpp Speaker #1_TRAN pts Z ?
Prop Speaker #2 CQM {qu\“ 0\ pts 7 7 S Opp Speaker #2_VAIN 9@(\" pts 27

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 topi€ 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 authority 2§ well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters regpond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were tfhie questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, fommunicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:
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Emma Sutton (*12)
Round 4A 3:30pm 12

Gov: 15 Steinberg - Zhou
Opp: 16 Chou - Kim

PARLI Debate

Judge’sName; L_ S\~ K/

JV Parli Debate

€ ()

Judge’s School Affiliation: —3 S

S P S S

Team Code #: \ S\ Team Code #:

. /
Prop Speaker #1 Sx( k\gwﬁ pts 13 Opp Speaker #1 \XVO [ pts«l—x
Prop Speaker #2 2—-\'\6 b& pts )-s“ Opp Speaker #2 K’A pts )Z
Please award each speaker points based on the following sgAle:
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 28 # Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quahfy for elimination rounds)

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

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently Ahe debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refgrences to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectiyely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

Points of Information: How relevant
Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable

Courtesy: How courteous and respeftful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:
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(Prop or Opp)

\r\ak Sove

TEAM CODE #: \ S’ wins this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Emma Sutton (*12) E g \
Round 4B 3:30pm 12 , . a N o
Gov: 14 Huang - Luc Judge’s Name:

Opp: 11 Tong - fung

JV Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: ’3 S \'\' S ( \‘)' )

Team Code #: FROP \ L* Team Code #: OPP \ \

Prop Speaker #1 x‘\ S UN pts g} Opp Speaker #1 ¥W\C\ pt

J ‘ —__  J / '))_’
Prop Speaker #2 \‘_\AL ptsg'(’ Opp Speaker #2 \ Ok) pts g\

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rugé€ or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anglyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an ¢fganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

Using the above criteria, please offer comypliments and/or sﬁggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: on the O " wins this debate. \
(Prop §l %pp) s e\dut Sweles. D Y
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PARLI Debate

Matt Petruska (*27)
Round 4A 3:30pm G2 Judge’s Name: IMM ?Q‘\VUS‘(Q
Gov: 24 Lacombe - Appel ‘
Opp: 14 Eng - Morgenstein .
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: W ircso "'\L(?l/l S('_l’)s*s ’
PROP (2/‘_, OoPP q
Team Code #: Team Code #: l

| N
Prop Speaker #1 (ﬁC GU\% pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 {VW?\Q (" /4 Z 8 ‘ {
o 7
Prop Speaker #2 AW&\ pts 27 Opp Speaker #2 ij // pts Z

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 elipfination rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for yide 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 debdters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references fo authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

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

Prop I tcelat defivery, very Opp 1: (V) e/ qosuasive i contertio>
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s(eake,

Prop 2: Opp 2: . “
@r)/ger*/ Aunetrti contirved Wc‘ presertition o8 eviderce

detnte aqd to’ﬁnﬁ.’n? ' vy coskaten
b R
TEAM CODE #: M ' L’ on the OQV wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

“Th& wis 4 uer/ clow debete.,



PARLI Debate

Matt Petruska (*27) o
Round 4B 3:30pm G2 ) . MC'H' \ ‘\'(JS(C'\
Gov: 14 Lee - Fairchild Judge’s Name: €
Opp: 10 Dara - Randeria . .
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: N c(SOf *'\‘ ﬁl« SC"‘D (
PROP OPP
Team Code #: ) (', Team Code #: \0
Prop Speaker #1 L/'e{ pts Z,_@ Opp Speaker #1 R"”C!‘C L CK pts 7
Prop Speaker #2 Taivch! d pts [A] Opp Speaker #2__ V) & 4 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 and
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 3¢ general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond tofhe 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, commudicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were

arguments

opponents and judges

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

clesr cna‘

Veluery kﬁﬁv (ncige. Torsvasiy
(tote |, Covteors

Prop 1:
(‘D Covrtecss d Cl(c/

Prop2: Bet Reckx~; Vay pedicdate] Opp2:
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¢rsvasi de\ivsry,
TEAM CODE #: ,M \O on the Q?? wins this):lebate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Yuyun Shang (*6) >/ ?/
Round 4A 3:30pm G3 ) . un an
Gov: 14 Liu - Fu Judge’s Name:
Opp: 23 Vawter - Olson /
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: £ X Mpo Jindo AL
PROP oP
Team Code #: 74 Team Code #: 23
Prop Speaker #1 Ziu pts 25 Opp Speaker #1 0 [fn pts_ < ?
Prop Speaker #2 F u pts 222 awtes pts < 7

Opp Speaker #2

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

<20 =

served for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficien

evidence—which may include facts and r

the debaters support arguments with
erences to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effecfively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant,
® Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and resgectful 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 #: 25 on the

REASON FOR DECISION:
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wins this debate.

botte.



The WSFG  Shodd 8B Guaranter Cirtizens Free Hher S artom
PARLI Debate

Yuyun Shang (*6)

Round 4B 3:30pm G3 s . ' S/ﬂ”
Gov: 23 Woerner - Miner Judge’s Name: ){(’ ~ J
Opp: L-Nowr—kue— 25 Hocsan-Goody
JV Parli Debate

) ado
Judge’s School Affiliation: Go mpo Iy HS

PROP - " OPP o

Team Code #: 2 5 Team Code #: 25
Prop Speaker #1 Woernre+ pts Opp Speaker #1 éwcfl ‘/ pts

Prop Speaker #2 Mines pts Opp Speaker #2 /’/affﬂm 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 roun

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1. C’/p‘wy éX/)’qiipJ Contentdons| OPp 11 ¥ (Groet 1% /)oh'v vt E2j pa N paafjg
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Opp 2: ¥ Greot peivt peeple /maj pay more Fax +
Pt At froo education
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¥l {a)l
ple 2
ul ocerd ounts
TEAM CODE #: 271 on the =0 'i’{vinsé;ﬁ]is‘lde a/t‘g 7‘4 /)
- (Prop o Opn)
REASON FOR DECISION:

g@é@ SFHroyev rebuttal
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PARLI Debate

Katrina Fehring (*21) _ 5
Round 4A 3:30pm 13 Judge’s Nam@ - ;/4 YbbE r ) N AR
Gov: 10 Yang - Ho
Opp: 23 Nearon - VonSosen ‘ 3
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation;
PROP opP
Team Code #: A 10 Team Code #: 23
Prop Speaker #1 H’O pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 VO //ogOS _,/\) pts 28
Prop Speaker #2 \1/ A N 6 ~ __Ppts 28 Opp Speaker #2 b/,ARD N pts 2 *7

Please award each speaker pomts based on the follow1 (14 scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding /28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough t¢/qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Zriteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tffe 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 angreferences 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 relev
o Delivery: How well the debaters
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and fespectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

TEAM CODE #: 2 3 on the 0 Pr? __ YTV  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

W W ott. ’.fe&uﬁ/an maloiihs -
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PARLI Debate
Katrina Fehring (*21)

Round 4B 3:30pm I3 s . . >
Gov: 14 Stroumza - Chen Judge’s Name: D’r 7/4 ID EET 5 [W i1
Opp: 19 Rahman - Zhou ‘ ‘ 5
JV Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: -H
PROP OPP
Team Code #: [4. Team Code #: 1""( i

Prop Speaker #1 W" ptsZ? Opp Speaker #1 1@ a / I X< pts Z/'/
pts £0_ 2% Opp Speaker #2 f ‘%AW 4 27

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 gt inappropriate behavior

Prop Speaker #2

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 debatery/support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to apthority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the depfaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effecti
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an or
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

were the questions and the answers
ized, communicative style that is pleasant

each debater:
Prop 1:
Good Aebartr
focad ] enformade
self Lorhulecley

Prop 2: Opp 2: ‘
g{a# ‘ PP Cood Aol ] gjﬁ(ﬂw7w
Sy ok Cocnlaay’ prd oot
/mwdﬂf“f A L7
TEAM CODE #: l L' on the FROP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

Clandy i iy ol gemet



PARLI Debate

Jesse-

Round 4A 3:30pm E4 Judge’s Name: 60 l\.:E 1a/u L\c cé

Gov: 15 Lin - Hu
Opp: 14 Kwong - Tan

JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation,
PROP
Team Code #: LS Team Code
\
Prop Speaker #1 L - pts )—3 Opp Speaker #1 %v IA

(”'Q Lév( g(\(LkJ(,A _(,,,\

Prop Speaker #2 I-\ [ pts D l? Opp Speaker

Please award each speaker points based on the foll

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectivgly 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 facty’and references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

e Points of Information: How r¢levant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debajérs 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:

N\I)t‘}\) gblkfr‘l."opplz (au\é‘l}(\é'[:" ;—-('_p,\ Aot t“‘)"’t(tf
9~¢ anort (] é cf‘vjlw i~ i &L \gv >_j(. 6"{/‘*

Prop 1: G oat j’L
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TEAM CODE #: "‘" onthe Y, ’p wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

JW

/“
Round 4B 3:30pm E4 s . Y/ g
Gov: 3 Brogan - Modi Judge’s Name: L\'\ \S> ~o. ‘\é/ /

Opp: 27 Lavell - Cohen
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Cﬁ AN 7 l L\ /\0
PRgP OoPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: ; 7’
Prop Speaker #1 "B (s J{A Py pts l‘i Opp Speaker #1 ( o L €A pts X7

Prop Speaker #2__ M\ 2 Y pts_ X 9 Opp Speaker #2 La vell pts lé

30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rou
26-2S5 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ina

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters s
evidence—which may include facts and references to au
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the deb
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effectivg/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 thedebaters were to opponents and judges

topic and the arguments

port arguments with
rity as well as general knowledge
rs respond to the arguments made

Using the above criteria, please offer com
each debater:

iments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Oppl: (trt (37d33 A2 il brfene. —
Wiy  (tedive. Aoefvaen (2 Lse

Prop 1: 6,4;..» Oy € CPadees .
L\J"l ’fjh.,?’bl[ e? A\ s

fo‘ju A S, PR Or)lfw\: T at i .

Pr0p2:‘ CJ,) Jog *Z\

IQ/\/ FJ:«JJ/ (Ja‘!(!“{
0[\(\'7,- ,}—V,\)L/ o2 ‘;,.‘C')A( \|q£11J(‘)L1,

Opp 2: /\/)u_ J’& oA j(,Lala,JL\t{,

G0 GV, be(‘wﬁ neth  pore
0c56as 2asde, — (o3 0F¢ 4/ &
‘9"}‘ nervauw

TEAM CODE #: E onthe (=P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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REASON FOR DECISION: /Sg
¢



PARLI Debate

Robert Lustig (*14)
Round 4A 3:30pm E5 Judge’s Name: (LU > 77 ‘s

Gov: 25 Stephens - Flanagan

Opp: 5 Jayasuriya - Schulz Aﬂ/b )C,Q/Q
JV Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation:

o Tlue gz JiD Soprnd

Team Code #: E\F Team Code #:___ . ( /
Prop Speaker #1 f fo“\—\ Q pts'Lé Opp Speaker #1 JMMM/’/)@ /pts Z7
Prop Speaker #2 ;'},/ [ LM/; pts _2& Opp Speaker #2 Je M / 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 £limination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fgr rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debateys 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 referenges 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 iy an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respecful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:
q 721()0 B«ua#a» NP LD —
Prop 1: (e Monr o [4dy ¢ Opp I: O.._\,O\ neD e o M{Q,T @ [l TR

1 4, e
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J% Ly Tosto plsea>ome
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Prop 2:- 701)‘“‘) J“L_bef:zw Opp 2: ;7:;17[@67‘4“4 W»mgﬁ‘é)[ai)
20 //wo )
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Z 0T 7@m»w°m ptesSa oD Tt Tto.

TEAM CODE #: on the wins this debate. doj% 2 &(IZU“‘QLT’ nit { k( .

(Prop o1 Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: M‘Ww j‘« ds DQ Mf‘ WQ (1o c,c;bad
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PARLI Debate
Robert Lustig (*14)
Round 4B 3:30pm ES5

Gov: 27 Manni - Brown Judge’s Name: M ﬁ ﬂk

Opp: 10 Pandit - Mandal 009
JV Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: LIH«()

PROP :
Team Code #: . $7' Team Code #: / O ~
7 -
Prop Speaker #1 /L Qe pts Z? ' Opp Speaker #1 /70“'*%}4#’—/ pts ﬁ '
Prop Speaker #2 24{/‘& pts Z/_) Opp Speaker #2 /L( %&Q ptszé -

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 beffavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and
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 # general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond tg'the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the quegtions and the answers

arguments

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters wereAo opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1- ‘/ur ﬁL’U" o'lS/M:d el L 594

cAus AMD rg‘ FECT 13 AT T/5m
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KLett 20§ Voo 1.0, odish

co ) 4D
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[eihre Do o] 52000 Hosoco credecdif g -6old
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TEAM CODE #: on the " wins this debate.
(Prop or]Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: -7’_‘_0 Qé GI-O‘&I’L—({ gﬁ an Q u}zwﬂ_‘% W—;«@.? ) o) @

(e L D cenre™de 7
;ZZL%P %qf_/ ?ﬁﬁfg@ //%

o




PARLI Debate

UPA
Shingwekar (*10)
Round 4A 3:30pm E3 Judge'sName: AP A Yy S H 1 VEWEKAR
Gov: 17 Day - Shah 7
Opp: 15 Barbir - Den
IV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: K Y IV 30 N HIG A
PROP orpP
Team Code #: \Q— Team Code #: A
Prop Speaker #1_ SHAY pts 17 Opp Speaker #1 :D‘&v\ JIL / pts 29

Prop Speaker #2 (DP"Y pts 2? Opp Speaker #2 % o\ g P pts 2§

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

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thé debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referghces 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 fn an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable "

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

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

Prop 1: Opp 1+
Defime Topic cLeanl M (e VDW/\/J‘ S Jpee A
S L(Tld‘ &1 G
Prop 2: Opp 2:
TEAM CODE #:___| <~ onthe_ OPP  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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A
M% Shingwekar (*10)

Round 4B 3:30pm E3

Gov: 23 Crenshaw - Bulger
Opp: 14 Vaisse - Scott

JV Parli Debate

PROP
Team Code #: 9—3

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: UDAY sHINCGWE kﬁ&

Judge’s School Afﬁliation:jﬂ ViNETo N ~HiGn

orP / i
Team Code #: /4

Prop Speaker #1 M(,(n
7

Prop Speaker #2__ (.24~ Wod )~

pts 2  Opp Speaker #1 SW&' /pts:zéS’

pts._ 27~ Opp Speaker #2 Vai <s pts 27

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 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debéters 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 refgrences to authority as well as general knowledge
® Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side

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

and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous and 1€spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: .
Make éj,é

Prop 2:

TEAM CODE #: 2.7

—

o Opp 1: &JJJ y{,\a,w{/wje io %MJO‘A/

,%’ pron POM’L— lmjeﬂvl

iy Atk 2Bl ity

Opp 2:

on the ?0’)\0 p wins this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION:

(Prop or Opp)



PARLI Debate

Nanny Tunnell (*16)

Round 4A 3:30pm 1 J s N . 7 {
Gov: 13 Jung - Houck udge’s Name M "ﬁf (uncd (
Opp: 14 Rettenmaier - Pineda
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: /N/\‘\’s
PR P5 oPP
Team Code #: (1 Team Code #: P‘\’
Prop Speaker #1 hD\A(,k_ pts)7 Opp Speaker #1 QQ “Qn W\fa\‘ -0/ pts }{’
Prop Speaker #2 A V\V\{/]\ ptsp7 Opp Speaker #2 pl nac \ pts Z’o

- ook spppel~ PAR Y

- Exdence wm watll v

— i Go b conne 777 ¥
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- wetl ‘r’)’\”‘-y‘k
- Nud v wduw b
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~ Prop 1: H‘Mc/kQZJ .

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /1I\&-¢ Smu’(”/f‘ I~ +o
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good "\ ¥ndys “rwst .

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
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the Aebaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenfes 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
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak irYan organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

each debater:

Opp 1: Qmw\»«g\z .iflf)
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TEAM CODE #: 1% on the LD wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Nanny Tunnell (*16) /\) T / /
Round 4B 3:30pm 11 ) . ann "
Gov: 14 Bystrom - Gast Judge’s Name ‘/ AN
Opp: 23 Bodisco - Ransweiler
JV Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: VVLU H’ﬁ
PROP OPP
Team Code #: L& Team Code #: 2’;%

Prop Speaker #1 ﬂ\u Q-MVV) ptsé’?@z Speaker #1 @Ud l\S (63} pts Zﬁ

Prop Speaker #2 (TK\ST pts Z L Opp Speaker #2 ' Q ﬁ swo \t@'/ ptség

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale Uso\ vd\" ' V\5F J Wﬁﬁw
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good » 2l Lt
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds) gl
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropy#ate behavior

Judging Criteria

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support

each debater:

Prop/l: s ;M)m (9-Z> %\ﬁ- JO{M,“/Mkw\‘hwg
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&ym s:h«\\f_ - Shon, qugls o~\\ m” aguvbon/]

9}7«\\4 w Tuwr
— lasqgto Polloo opae style

Opp 2 W”‘:":l:\:\(jf ig i\nA el ¢

- ()'U\J"VL S,\ll&‘\ A_CL&-
V‘V‘r\\/ "y
Prop 2: c(,—N,-r)

- Conderhwe =070 pa i ot |
— /:\\;%STU ’l{JO wv/ - Che e - ol et o o.n\\\,]s\S |
- (foiﬂa’w el ¥ sourdd |4’0J oA €ne W‘ﬂn oS 10 c«l?vt:"Q .‘
TEAM CODE #: () 5 on the @lvﬁfs“mnsﬁf‘ﬂfé"ﬁ 1o her SAAse of arhlin,
(Prop dr Opp) . <
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Tai Phan (*19)

Round 4A 3:30pm G5 s . -
Gov: 10 Wang - Lin Judge'sName:_ T A ) PHPA H
Opp: 15 Lee - Peled ‘
JV Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ID f/ }‘I‘ S
PROP OPP
Team Code #:_ ] 2(1? Team Code #: /5 2.?
Prop Speaker #1 L[M Z 8 jpts Opp Speaker #1 'De,le A / 2 ? — pts
Prop Speaker #2 WA'NQ ZC'] ~ pts Opp Speaker #2 : 7,C] = pts
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 gualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = R€served for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiefitly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts an¢/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 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

. v4 9@\4' . '
* %/rm k /wu%?q‘d

TEAM COD

onthe (O i' i i wins this debate.
(Prop o@’ N\
: /<
RIZZ%ZOR DECISION: bt 7 / ok —tveerna
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PARLI Debate

Tai Phan (*19)
Round 4B 3:30pm G5 N .
Gov: 10 Shingwekar - Vichare Judge's Name:_ 77\ ) DHAN . 1~
Opp: 23 Banks - Corbett —
JV Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: 2 J/ H LQ
PROP OPP
Team Code #: jO ’ Team Code #; 92

Prop Speaker #1 Sl‘u_: MIQ N pts 2.3 Opp Speaker #1 _&//LA N pts_z,j’/
f pts M Opp Speaker #2_{( @ﬁ N ptsZ¥

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 eliminatigrf rounds)

Prop Speaker #2

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude g¥'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 debatgfs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references tg/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 effgCtive were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Prop 1: y 4 Opp 1:
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TEAM CODE #: [ O on the __"' . wins this debate.
' Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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