
- f o p i C . ' D e b a t e '
Cathy Aguilera {*^5]
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m C 4
Gov: 14 Yan - Shponko
Opp: 13 Banas - Cummings
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

Judge's Name: mailer^

Judge's School Affiliation:_ M̂ ICamonk.
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

ptsĵ  Opp Speaker #2_
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Ven/Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved^r 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 th/debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and refer̂ ces 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 ann effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spealym an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

. V /
^ Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to ^ /loop

y each debater:

O n n l - f a i n t s s j a l u ^ M

0-gooay/DiKj hfK.. 6" 3pal fone iWey co.-^fuc^ ^ .
Z ^ F 7 ? S 3 & \ J i l o p O p p 2 : f n 3 a t n k e , \ A ^ ' f M a ^ i /

e v / f e ^ r t f e . / g r -

^ r i _ ^ 1 ^

C M A r i i

V p - g p a i t o n e t o t ^ h i c t
^ a c ? / A f t 7 € . / i m / f s c r n n e v
O p p 2 : r . i j y n m l n ^ y • '
A i y x ^

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 .

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

0\/̂ dma2yK aA^err\̂ ioî  beU-e^ tuXr
êo4 ev\(W\ce on ko'th fT̂Avios

Over#?<3oo,>.

o o

^ 2u n i accurate k
v l̂a)nhol̂ 3 u,r\fiiiizu
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Topic, getrlbujlioa ao place moclco^ cAioni-^jKihte sysk^.f P A R L I D e b a t e

Cathy Aguilera (*15)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m C 4
Gov: 10 Vijay - Cramer
Opp: 3 Duong - Kopelevich
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_ Cramefg,
DtS'̂ S

Judge's Name: ( oLfyy
Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P
Team Code #: ^

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

icatmyvfc.

pts_2^

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

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

Judging Criterhi
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the defers 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 /
• Jvidence: How appropriately and efficientlŷ e debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and ref̂nces to authority as well as general knowledge
• 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 /
• ĵ oints of Information: How relevant/̂ d effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speA; in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

auJ^ Using the above criteria, please/uffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to ,e a c h d e b a t e r : V i ' . W / . P t L a n Qf c - A a W W A _ > . : - ^ U , Y ■ i A n a t y d ^ - ' d e l a y s y ' ,

^ ^ y D f r t r * 1 • A - a o o A . . .

o p p , :

p : <
0 - y o o A v & i ' c e .
C '

f . r e f r i
U p p 2 . - - e J O i x n t ^ i n t r \ £ t - ~ t l /

ejCiSfĈ' f̂ icnC,ha'̂ 5<sk'rs
A -

1!p- Qooil hurd ̂CS>hu/LSC-" ̂&gA
o n t h e

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

he VNA)̂
<tPr̂ rOpp)

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

ref li bv<i/t)/0

A eK}^dM\c<-y f t fi A t \ o o d O A G A P r o p



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name;

Judge's School Affiliation: Cf*/^ ^ j
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker# 1

Prop Speaker #2

p t s O p p S p e a k e r # !
i

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

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters 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 references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
• 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 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 :

jPropl:^.j^ ^ Oppl: \ic,^ cM :>

I ' I . i r k / » f _ . . .
0■ ^ » > • , * . > ^ ( . 1 J

« a r ^ - v s w < 7 v / 6 ^ ( 2 t \ . ^ ^
P f o p I T ^ i t i O p p 2 :f t o U u l e ^ ^ P - y i ^ " " -

I I . » ' - O V I t J - I i v ^

- p f o p 2 : 6 ^ ^ ' ' ^ \ J J i ^ O p p 2 : ^

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

t / '

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 : - ^ y i . j



P A R L I D e b a t e

John Brouhard (*6)
R o u n d I B 9 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 2
Gov: 14 Holwitz - Kay
Opp: 19 Byrne - Nguyen
N o v i c e P a r l i D e b a t e

:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2_

O %

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #;

Opp Speaker #1

a ^ i ^

pts X S

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

P l e a s e a w a r d e a c h s p e a k e r p o i n t s b a s e d o n t h e f o l l o w i n g s c a l e : -
3 0 = P e r f e c t 2 9 = O u t s t a n d i n g 2 8 = V e r y G o o d /

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 the arguments j ̂

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with \

evidence—^which may include facts and references 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 effective were the quest̂ ns and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communj6ative 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 debaters were t̂ ôpponents and judges

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

Propl: \/̂ r̂y

P r o p 2 : /

f\ l \u

v ̂  (VJ> U-V-J ̂

O p p 2 : X c r ^ y A

t-*S /

TEAM CODE #: I_3 on the Ujjf^ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : / i , ^ \ .Iv 4-4



PA R L I D e b a t e

Cindy Bulger (*23)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m C 3

Gov: 3 Brown - Helms
Opp: 19 Mart - Moran
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 p ts "XS

Judge's Name: (

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1_

Opp Speaker #2 pts.^
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

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

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

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

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

by the other side
• 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 respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

/

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

Prop 1 :
\̂ \U vXioV) 4v \|ĉ

6(Nrvt4\yTvu> ^IM /

Prop 2:

^ ^ ^-h) U/v

Opp 1:

-v* 4^Utw

O p p 2 : . ,

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 .

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

l i o C t ) U \ M " f r ¥ Y v > t n ' / r v O
6 W v : 5 - C ^ / h n F S x f (



PA R L I D e b a t e

Cindy Bulger (*23)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m C 3

Gov: 19 Andola - Pareja
Opp: 5 Pashman - Ralston
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

P r o p S p e a k e r # 1 O p p S p e a k e r # !

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

_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 the arguments

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

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

by the other side
• 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 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 :

Prop 1:
Oy\ V|(JUV

Opp 1:

Prop 2:

\/€A\

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 .

< ( P r o p o r O p p )
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : . . . , .

r v » 4 - . y v . f t b k ^ ) A j . 6 - ^ i U Y ^ o u t ^
A V < ( v » i p U > ^ u l ^ 1 ^ * ' b d i J t / '



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation:_

/ O P P
Team Code #: /

Opp Speaker#]
I

Opp Speaker

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

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references 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 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 respfectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p l : , ,
^ CfOS>d

Oppl :

Prop 2: Opp 2: CcTY^^^--

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 :

Pru-f
o n t h f c — w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

( [Prop^ Opp)



Tai Phan (*19)
R o u n d 1 B 9 ; 0 0 a m D 1 0 3

Gov; 14 UDn%^Wyszynski
Opp: 12(Ssu)Ur̂
Novice f^rli Debate

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:
L _ £ .

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #lWyS2ŷ

Prop Speaker #2_ ;<3 pts

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 Jpyî C 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 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 add 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 authority as yell as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respohd to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e X
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were thyquestions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, ĉ Wunicative 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 debaterŝere to opponents and judges

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

W2:
/ J .

- / ? • < V » I l L j f ^ r \ A ^ '

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 iViQ PĴP _wins this debate.
r̂ôorOpp)

f j . e ^ ( S f O e J I M O T ^

- f A n ^To Q e y ( j A S y



PA R L I D e b a t e

Abbas Rangwala (*8)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 5

Gov: 19 Alcantra - Thompson
Opp: 14 Kerr-Stein - Davidson
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #: / 7

P r o p S p e a k e r # 1 ^

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

pts Opp Speaker # 1 /̂ pts 3 O
pts Opp Speaker #2 / pts_^^

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

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debater̂nalyze 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 d̂ aters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referenĉ  to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively me 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 in̂  organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Using the above criteria, please offer ̂ mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to .e a c h d e b a t e r : ^ L L S a j T ) )
Prop 1: AL C/^TKA / d) Opp 1:
H f J - , T M l '

f -A/liiSSO ccuRTE^y ^ All6UrV\" " A / / / ^ d f f
^ / @ L

— ^ /
P rop 2 : -TMOf^P^VKf / / s ^

% . - r - \ t s v e / v i

"TEAl^QDE #: on the _

/(EF/tje // f^i'
^Misseo USUAtbh

COA/TÂ

— FDCÛ  ON Cot//̂ ŷ A/5/r̂ '̂

i i i T P A - S m / N 0

- ^ / ^ e ^ v A C j y
P o j —
P0»feRy — 5^
c o u j ^ r s s i — 5 ^
O p p 2 : C > A ^ ) f > ^ O N
Arlf^' — %-
i ^ h — ^""" ^nJA
P o l -Det^ — %
C c \ J ' — ^

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

CCNTf rcX

/^uM£r< / r^ ( i e n e x .

( P r o p o r O p p ) o " A < /REASON FOR DECISION: _ Pa„ pfCSwNM. C^ivSATEOUi . to Ni^AiUiMlOe^,
OPf &UICf ^ L06l<Lfrt. CASe , I*

y i — n l > P T i ^ ' i T V A A O A A F

P ^ , P 7 ^ 0 , 0 - A W V .
S.-Tf:vc7Vfie voo/l (P«"*r£. '



PA R L I D e b a t e

Abbas Rangwala {*B)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 5

Gov ; 19 Le - Ra the r

Opp: 14 Masuda-Thaya - Sun
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: C!>]/i

^ U//

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_ Opp

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 oîdppropriate behavior
J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /

• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyzeJtnQ 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 ̂ port arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to aûority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the deb̂ers 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 effecti-v̂were the questions and the answers

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

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tĥebaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement toeach debater: i^iT, f^eir^^f^irueNT, >
P r o p 1 ; / O p p 1 : A

6 /
Prop 2: RjSJiSSr / ^

r / r a g f c ' t - v t -

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

P O I . -
O G L - — ^
C O \ J ' -

Opp 2:

4 . -
P o l ' —
O E L —
0 ) 0 . —

i f ^w ins th is debate .

i i n r r t v e e ^

- ^ r r

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : i i ^ n 4 s i C A ^ "

v C / h o w c o y d r e s . ^ ^ / ^ - r r n n o ^ ^ B j jS k - m ^ f o C V ^ j T



Nanny Tunnell (*16)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 9
Gov: 5 Figueroa - Thomas
Opp: 21 Burrous - Griggy
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 TVvow

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: iHgv.K*\y 1
Judge's School Affiliation:_

OP^Team Code #: 2-A

Opp Speaker#!
/Prop Speaker #2 P\ pts Opp Speaker #2_ /(y\̂Cf2j y ptŝ^

Please award each speaker points based on the followingscale: ̂  -w W<x.
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 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 tĥ 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 efficiency the debaters support arguments with

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : A . X /
- d / A l K C T /

— irv/fiJ c jo

P r o p 2 : ^

T E A M C O D E 1 o n t h e ^

O p p 1 : ^ ,

— i\XA4^. ^ Car^ti-yAJ t/C'

— is^L AW iJ

— c ^ v A r ^ ( ^ A ^ , u - 4 c ^

K , t - v c A
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 : , / ^

— ^ V A J L ^ 1 $

(Prop or Opp)



• i - i r -J in
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Nanny Tunnell (*16)
R o u n d 1 6 g ; 0 0 a m D 1 0 9

Gov: 3 Lisy - Forman
Opp: 13 Karim - Kerstetter
Novice Pari! Debate

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: lUa n L / v v \ v ^ .

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #^ i'ROP^(n)o )

Prop Speaker #1 UvS i

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #: f 3

p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 1 ^

pts2-S^ Opp Speaker #2 rA
Pts^^

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 the arguments

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

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

by the other side
• 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 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 : _ a z _

P r o p l : , r J .- b o J .

- - U r o s W A - r

O p p i : ,

' 0pp"2rT^
- - t o h e s i l f ^

i / a I r \ J L i u X

TEAM CODE #: ^3 on the ^whf
(Prop or Opp)

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

- - . ^ V u , s ' 4 : ^
V A A y y ^ c t ^

siMjviM »wV- a-ilc- -n'-vx-e
( / v a J V N S /

-' oi,p-

J .

k\\ CX .
W i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

V/V '

< ( p 37 I *



P A R L I D e b a t e

Sophia Burshteyn (*3)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m C 6

Gov: 19 Phan - Phan
Opp: 23 Barton - Madsen
Novice Pari! Debate

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

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂  ̂  fO (
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code w.

OJ^ KiUavW Pts Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker

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

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

Judging criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tl̂  debaters 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 references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effec/ively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant ^d 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 respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

\ i n o . d U t ) ' ^ ^
P J

T 0 o f
Awl

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 _j^^5H^wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

' i H - ^



Sophia Burshteyn (*3)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m C 6
Gov; 6 Kang - Yolasan
Opp: 21 Harris - Marr
Novice Parii Debate

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2 ̂  Q

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2

-{oJUU-

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 inappronrlate 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 tonic 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 supporb̂ guments with

evidence—̂ which may include facts and references to authority A 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/rfie 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 debates 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 : /

Prop 1: 'Oppl:
cl to

î jQ C/L.-e/'Ov-p

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 r nO \ _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



D e b a t e

A l e x S h v a r t s m a n f 1 4 ) ^
5 = . . . . J u d g e ' s N a m e : 4 ^

Alex Shvartsman (*14)
R o u n d 1 A 9 ; 0 0 a m C 5

G o v ; 1 0 K h u r a n a - D a r u k h a n a w a l l a

Opp: 22 Keshav - Wei
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e Judge's School Affiliation:_

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2

pis 7̂^
pts_7̂

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker/ff 1 h4 (K^r\c^ ptS_3L

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include factyand references 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 effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, commimicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous ana 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 : /

Prop 1:4^^0Itc- Opp 1: • Uoi- <rOt^/i«o
£ > ^ O O ' "

/
I / O i L < y v J - t - ' - y ?

0,, 1- Opp2:(j^,J? . 0,'+
' 7 > ' V r f t W o V ■ 1 I J , n 1 ^ , U . M

• U v V .

L o v l ' -

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)

/ Z L u L , : U .
A t o f A . J O Z / 7 L r t . ^ t 7 . ' '

- h J



t l ^ fr- ^ (c c X, I
/Vi/v'-O S^\Lrs^ .

Alex Shvartsman (*14)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m C 5
Gov; 3 McDonald - Thani
Opp: 10 Lee - Wang
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

O P P
/ o

Prop Speaker#! /J-q //̂  <>-t ̂  pts li Opp Speaker # 1 ̂
Prop Speaker #2 ̂  pts 2̂ ^ Opp Speaker #2 3 • ) 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 eliminatî  rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude ̂ inappropriate behavior

Judg ing Cr i te r ia /• 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 auoiority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the deMters 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 effectî were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orĝ ized, 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 tĥebaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p l o o v ^ - / O p p c K . o \ — . J -

Prop ercty< J^r, t- SS*^ '®PP ^ ^ ^ f >cW^e.
, , / L _ ^ j c I f ' t > c ^ u^ ^ ^ 0 v - x x / • / I A « / 0 h

, I g / / ) i - v ^ v j c k c v e ^ r . r \ a A . - c• l « = 4 ^ 0 ( ^ f 1

" I' lt/'ivll tr^ 6\<C-r -h . <x^ool- - L <f fC-~wX^ Cc, I-c=.L>|-|V3w ISS ^
TEAM CODE#: \Q on the />fy wins this deba^ C,CA.<^

( P r o p o r O p p ) V
^ A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ ^ .cxX^- t - . looFC- I *■

0 - ( f d . - ^ e U ^ « . u I p o , ^ ■
4 ^ r r 0 ( . A c Q a U 4 - .

" L j d \ < c - r
T E A M C O D E # :



P A R L I D e b a t e

Lori-Jill Seltzer {*S)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m C 1

Gov: 3 Lanzone - Hubinger
Opp: 19 Fong - Ligutan
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

Judge's Namehx/^r \

Judge's School Affiliation:

z c (

P R O ]
Te a m C o d e

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

P ts2 ? "
Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2 l N — J p t s2X0
Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding /28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough t̂qualify for elimination rounds)

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

Judging ̂ iteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively t̂  debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficienftly the debaters support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and /eferences 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 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 7
• Courtesy: How courteous and r^pectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Propl: (2V«_ajrlu

ijO'cW-oD tOlOr
I Opp 1: (X\ 1

r̂O(̂ vOO. Vjeroi C-QOfĤ QO) .1̂ ©

P r o p 2 : Q j - q U V X - p B ® P P T S )
euvde_oG ,̂<3rO0^̂ -̂ ji_^ -Vc;;2> '54-odr̂  O W,

Q ) D O <

\e.GL.r

T E A M C O D E # : on the J wins this debate.
( P r o p o r b p p ) . \

i r l u O o t o T ^REASON FOR DECISION: (O U r>A>,d<

o G o ' e s H o 1 r
poioiS A orI had

( 3 ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Lori-Jill Seltzer (*5)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m C 1

Gov: 12 Murdock - Bazile
Opp: 14 Dickerman - Millar
Novice Parii Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name: I \\
Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! VvLjroOi
Prop Speaker #2

p.sZ ̂  Opp Speaker # 1_̂
ptQ3r Opp Speaker #2 . i l \ a

ptsZeS
_p«£5

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

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

/

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterS/dnalyze 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— ŵhich may include facts and reference 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 effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in m organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily imderstandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respect̂ l the debaters were to opponents and judges

/

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

Prop 1: QJ\
fO'Jcy

Opplj

Prop 2: PlA;
poi.43 cs

T E A M C O D E # :

a \i

O O o V )

Opp 2:

b o i "

I - 4 ^
G O v J O a

br reZcJci-G. pbiK̂

the rrou wins this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION:-^^P ,
( ^ c j v c ^ ^ O C _ . Q C X J ^

: y r w i n s i n i s a e o a i e .

(Prop or Opp)

>o boQ^
oAD



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School AfTiliation: i ^
P I ^ P

Team Code #: 2- W Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

L i i f k .21
pts ^

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

Judging Criteria/
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debates 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 /ebaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and referents to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively ihe 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 m organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfu/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 l : ^ / O p p 4 : ~ p ^ V O I O i m U~ / _ I T V o r e e y e
s|<f|| of lOterppMloi! u!ll be pê fecf

} -ft-

5|
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

- confi'deid" (?vo
ooHl t ie MOMsA'

Opp 2: - po(H^- ^'1 fi-f fo/ic ^ v/g)CA

£ L m 0 i n G)hp/8yins this debate.
(Prop or Opp]

T h e - t h . ] ( i e c \ a n 4
has tipe. ̂ 4̂ poliiLiJ, pk'̂ eMdloî  -



PA R L I D e b a t e

Winnie Wang (*10)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 8

Gov: 27 Campanella - Petruska
Opp: 3 Greenwall - DuPuy
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

P r o p S p e a k e r # ! _ p t s

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 D t S

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: Jyvinj-hn H!j\\
O P P

Team Code #: ^

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 DuPi^'

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

Judg ing Cr i te r ia /• 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 debaterŝ pport arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to aumority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the dê ters 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 effecti'̂were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orĝ ized, communicative style that is pleasant
and eas i l y unders tandab le /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tĥebaters 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 : I /
(jonicAa

b-̂ ôoc(
P r o p 2 : / 0^ (^0(| y/

^ Mflve -€vv(k^u. \o\l\
TEAM CODE #: O PP on theon the ̂

(Prop or Opp)

O p p 1 : ^ O i

-̂ 0̂  a)nduAAon

~ \ ) £ . p C > X
^ ̂ wins this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION: , y0}Cd2m^
plrov<c/.eoi

s+gk.



Arna Katewa (*21)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m C 2

G o v : 1 2 G r e e n - M a d i s o n
Opp: 14 Lee - Duan
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Te a m C o d e # : f 2 .

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: ARMA /CATEIaTA^

Judge's School Affiliationŷ r̂AJ ̂  --H1 K

Team Code #:

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

Prop Speaker #2 pts 2-^ Opp Speaker #2 /

pts_^

_pts_?3
Please award each speaker points based on the follow!̂  scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding /s = 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 Cmeria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively thêebaters 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 rê rences 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 effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spealyin an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1:

C<^A/Ly _ M.Atc,E tyJ )
- X>̂ SjeicLe.cJi K Le. aa/CW

Prop 2'̂

^ l r \ r t l X . C j A J L o C i
j ^ O r i A / U / i ( A " 0

/ L i J u C c c i . A S • 6 O O A . t J n O l e . A ^ F > u >

^JL^AML - ( /̂u^ /UAaaMT^^

\AJt-. O/vLod ^ /utcjiLY
- , V / W « ^ r > , - J , . . " O _ / O . ,

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

I xii>re>ÂJî
Opp. w i n s

l̂AZtJ-QjA fixjCX CATAAJ MU/̂  jCjc^e t̂xhjrtA^
X A j l ^ X c o y t v y y ,^^6.^Vlvv/ ,

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

(ProporĈ p)R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : C P b < A y d < . ^ n A A , A X A J X O L t X r ^ j i p ^ C ( x 4 ^ < - t ^ A i A r v ^

5 ^ h i S y < ^ ^ C L A A ^ I J I A Z A ^ ^ A J I ^ / x A J ^ A A O I
• t A A - A A y - " i ^ X x A J ^ c J L

^^/Wi A/V-d /AaaAT

5 ^ ^ U j y < ^ < 5 C L y i L i X / A A y ^CK.AA.AL .̂-CACLouAÛ  jilXXAJÂCL AAAAAj:X~4fLAAn̂ - y A A A A j A J ^



Arna Katewa (*21)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m C 2

G o v : 1 4 L u k - Ts e r e n n a m i d

Opp: 3 Dovichi - Vetterii
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Te a m C o d e

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 pts ^ Opp Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2 pts 2-^ . Opp Speaker #2

pts_2S

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 rodnds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or iî propriate behavior

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

evidence—which may include facts and references to authcmty 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 organ̂ed, commimicative 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 d̂aters 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 : / U C - o y ^ o L J

ŷUiAAjtiAjC -

t . . . . I / yT t

Opp \ \\/tM,i/dAy (ityval
u c ^ A / r '

£ŷUlK̂r\Â.ttA *

/ U y L i A U ^ - ^ ^
. Z i A J U ' W / f i V C •

Opp 2:

.y<*yCyuOf 4AyXcyCAAy& '

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 .
(Prop or Opp)

l E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ c o U L

aMl<yy,r^ AC
0<rY'̂ i<A/YV\£/1Atc^ ^ CCijt^ ,



PA R L I D e b a t e

-Wendy Young (*27)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 1

Gov: 3 Hemerling - Barnett
Opp: 14 Woo - Melman
Novice Pari! Debate

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation: In JMl
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Team Code #:

O p p S p e a k e r # ] _ _ p t s _ 2 _ 7

Prop Speake r p t s 2 -7 Opp Speake r #2_

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

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

Judging Criterî• 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 / I

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thydebaters support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and refere/ces 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 andyeffective 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 respeĉl 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 l : / O p p 1 ;

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : i J O Q
_ _

dt C<hJU
'' code #: m on the C>PP wins this debate.

O p p 1 : f n d i i n fi A . , j
' i f h c . z . P ' r - i J -

' dAJ'P-«<"d ^ W f'"''*'

Opp 2: UOO
- ]/.e(^

_ C o o ' i y

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :l V l - r r \ O V - / l > l 1 \ - / l V I J

A c A i ^ e l l p r f c c - ^ { -
f V \ ( ) A s K U i ' ^ l C a J 0 ' ^ T o / f t ^ c 4 ^

lyjai /\^oha\)k h 5



PA R L I D e b a t e

Wondy Young (*27)
R o u n d I B 9 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 1
Gov: 14 Fong - Geller
Opp: 6 Brouhard - Welch
N o v i c e P e r i l D e b a t e

Judge's Name: y ̂
Judge's School Affiliation: (a) '/ r\jJ/o ,

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

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker # 1 La/-^

Opp Speaker #2 l?/cP U Kof£>

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 roiû )
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inanf^opriate 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/K)pic 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 rt arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to authm f̂ty 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 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 deleters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:

P rop 2 : ^ '

O p p 1 : '

/ i w ; h
{ J , k 7 ^ / ^ ! - / '

O p p 2 : f

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

(Prop or Opp)
_wins this debate.

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



David Duncan (*25)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 7

G o v : 2 1 S u n d a r a r a m a n - E l m h i r s t
Opp: 6 Goldblatt - McKinney
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: J ^cA-^

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: 2,

O P P
Team Code #: ^

. 2 ^Prop Speaker # 1 Opp Speaker # 1 (5 o/tJ jl pts^*^
Prop Speaker Opp Speaker #2 pts^^
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good /
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatioji -ounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude o^appropriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a / /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anal;̂  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 y

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support 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 effete were the questions and the answers

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

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful ̂e 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 : /

2*5^ /s,4-
~ "STt

O p p l : C o m f H X . u
z.c/^ £c sp^cL 1^^^ /

Prop 2:

-^7
Opp 2:

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 .

( P r o p o r O p p ) i j jREASON FOR DECISrON:^ ^ J Q/)/) Uh\H
p / l o p ( i p ) M ^ P / W . ( j



AM. W

^ CM/I/V-̂  C/U/>r̂/dnJr htvOL- ̂ficrj-
1_ ̂  V iv/t̂f<XÂ  5 ̂AnMj 'Ŷbniij
- WIA(Ĵ  S-̂ v̂ i'/VA'-C AaAM ArCff'

\

# 1
/a-/K: ̂ l̂ Arl̂

omJ- m
CorA i^J-

fc^ jAd^^.
■HZ. ht-xhmo

Sod-oJjI. -tj UA /j
iy oV Vifioos /VWkk_/̂WfA

ZamIA^

h W c ) . ■

Ôst̂jty JIAH'Z.L - /J' ?>'.'l'l

M30/o' KyffA^
IpoU. 62̂  Â fŴSct

2 :3>0 .

I J Ĵ ÂAp

" ifyj
7'

■HZ. bt.\bm̂
(I AJ3 /imiaj s-ê /p̂ -̂C

ijA>jA>^ Ato r .
\Mr̂Acf - (̂ Zc^ y A i ^ ' y f ^u - d^c '̂̂ hhh^ ? (HkJz jlZcĴ̂iHAA ̂  ■
- ̂ /iftAĈ Jl , . j-fiXlav̂

~Mz ^fioL opp ':<y^ ;/ /
f o I A A ^ ^ p o / ^

y ^ Z
\ jo\mI cm, j_ J

P..U op
jp\0d^ V



P A R L I D e b a t e

David Duncan {*25)
R o u n d 1 B 9 ; 0 0 a m D 1 0 7

G o v : 2 3 S c o t t - A m b r o s e

Opp: 10 Mao - Tong-Seely
N o v i c e P a r l l D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Team Code #:
P R O P

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker U4

p»zi

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1 I

Opp Speaker #2

i a t i o n :

_pt^5r

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 mu 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 argimients with ̂

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authority as ̂11 as general knowledge P
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respom to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e X• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were tĥ uestions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, comniunicative 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 debaterywere to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:
\)ilM
Osjoa L (fvvtm koopd Z f hIryJ bvtMlO -hrk-t ^

Prop 2:

0 5 ^

Opp 2: IrAji

T E A M C O D E # : C , J

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

A-Ffe

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

(Prop or \)pp)

b o x h ^
^ I {mM Mq f (MM- '



^ [/K /

4 % ^

.vo nlA^<- \/^ ft
^sysfty^

V ^ ¥ 7

(y^k.4 ^ft ̂  HX'tpty
/ r 4S~ /M ĵw
a F T I

f o ' " P f ^
2 j-oJ^ , , , ,
6/?JS CM P '̂̂

2 ' .

ofp
^^rvf/ervAv^ fvCf̂  =^3 ̂ /̂9 s

y^m\l̂  /3 rp -TiJ^&/ C/) (VVi/jAJM J i/iT̂  ŷ"̂' /
i - Cr? c/ma<_ ^\/A<%(

4 Z ccM/-/ / aj 6/t/z6ev4i
/dp iy\A JosPfĈy

4 3 bfîAr̂C-C '̂>0/0
uspcjlkS- h> c/)iyvv̂ -- CCmĉ aud/yfi-fS
- /

__jh!dZ=-

-/oo h fiypt-
AJc?|- d. K/r 0 >/Ai t=xO sM/O\f0

-. ]\Au!hj po<4h>.
^ /Plx

' '



\ j w P

G o v : 1 3 K a r i m - K e r s t e t t e r

Opp: 14 Holwitz- Kay
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: V \\/ \

PROJ
Team Code U:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

W\fl>^ PWAbA

i a t i o n : ,

Prop Speaker UI ̂  J Vc -V-V̂  pts \ ̂  Opp Speaker # 1 \̂ \ W\Vz> / pts 2."̂
Prop Speaker #2 V-^ Q ITVa pts'''3fe ZO Opp Speaker #2 ptsj^ h

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debateryanalyze 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 d̂ aters support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and reference/to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively th/& 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 ef̂ctive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ar/organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful fhe 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 : /

Prophyv^g. Opp 1:

0»vv-V ^ oV,

|tA -V^ wKoLC
LvvUcJ-

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 ir Opp)



_6bato**Mw«r(!q9f^
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m C 6
G o v : 1 2 S a n t a n a - B a z i l e

Opp: 14 Yan - Shponko
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: N/XnIX̂ ^̂ A

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_ \\̂  pts ̂  Opp Speaker # 1 ̂
Prop Speaker #2 Spts Opp Speaker #2 V\ iPO pts "2^2.

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 inappropriajer^ehavior

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

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support̂ guments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authorit}̂  well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters rp̂ 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^he 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 defers 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 : /

• P r o p l :
V J J /

CyO ' j f |X ) * \ aVO
\ ^ \ U t O L s W y

k \ ' I • € . /

Opp 1:

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 :

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

Elizabeth Murphy (*5)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a t n D 1 0 5

Gov : 3 Dov ich i - Ve t te r i i

Opp: 27 Campanella - Petruska
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

Judge's Name: Iz l̂ I

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

: S r S ^ C p 0 ' fl . S ,

Prop Speaker #1_

Prop Speaker #2_

p ts Opp Speaker # 1 _p ts_ I I

p < s _ I i L O p p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s

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

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

Judging Critma
• 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 efficientljythe debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and rêences 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 relevant̂ 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 rêectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p l : N ( J ^ ^

/ , , ,
hooc^ <5/ (p't? -' h u r l ^ C a c L i i n / j i '

Opp \ : (rOO<^ of S€)f
5WOIA((;1 Cl-e-coily 5-fa-f<-

d d o d a f h u c d ^
' C o c l i t n U L i

h u d ^ C a c ^ n
P r o p 2 : /
CCK^ / ^ /^O VJL ^
fhouCĵ ^̂  / aA(̂ uAAJiiniwh'oA
GoocA /OfOfi df

i c a l o u d J - C a c i t i o k t

O p p 2 : F r o f ' SCtoaA ,ob ctlAxljh<^ I "
Good cf KJOf U -y^Oi nx> foud'^
'Cuo ix tn OL Co / <s - /

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 :

- e / ^ C u o U t o i x C o A s I S - I
o n t h e _ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

0i>p dfd (X Ly-fKxA joh dj / cXscA,l>rnĉ  coô Mpk,»
^hy "AKcocs ĉ p-l-̂ AAuA/i ̂  JL pAOji>os< f̂s,P^OiO AJUL^S ^ ivu^yyio\/(i a.Ad-

V s S



P A R L I D e b a t e

Elizabeth Murphy (*5)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 5

Gov: 10 Lee - Wang
Opp: 19 Andola - Pareja
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code # : tO

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 J(a<Aajl̂

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂  ̂  S loop d'DnujJ fiS.
O P P

T e a m C o d e # : n

p t s

Opp Speaker # 1 I (A pts ZS

Opp Speaker #2_ Ainc\o pts zS
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 naunds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ip^propriate behavior

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to aumority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the deters 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 ̂ anized, 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 cî pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : J a U c c \ o ( x fi V & f 4 j .
V j u y /
LovV^ uoru'ksbvAy c}o\/ŷ

aoacl t>f̂  comjac-y

<9 vB/ttrf <to fc'
T E A M C O D E

X! no-l
■Ak) !■ if. .
- / tw i* e^ 'CffA- fy

Opp 2:

\ J j u d t o h x r U A / a ! a l o i .

r ' ^ h " f S " ,WAX 4-iir\k> tiaho<a,
on the P/b p wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : / , - y h j u U

1̂ *04 A».L4€ ?tol &)/v4-«.î 4-tot̂  aJ Ptop .



P A R L I D e b a t e

Mr Olson ^23)
Round 2A 11:00anr i C5
G o v ; 1 4 L e e - D u a n

Opp: 6 Kang - Yolasan
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

Team Code #:

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

PROP,14 Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker U2_

Opp Speaker #!_

Opp Speaker #2 pts*3^

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

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

Judging Critwia
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the dwaters 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/he debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and refOTcnces 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 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 ofur 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 :

CU)itf OWiffiiiOttib-.

gct«>
nflc. t^uc/rr4^.

Opp 2- ■- OoBP f'lWS of I uy/ts^tZ. P>W ,
T ' i t r i f j i . , /¥ ie f *Ti rSS

fliers,

T E A M C O D E # ; / * ^ 1 o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)

? 0 . : r « ? ? h ' O r f - r M O
fi r J p r - s y ^ r ^ s / > s H ^ y < . .



P A R L I D e b a t e

Mr Olson ^23)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m C 5
Gov : 19 Mar t - Mo ran

Opp: 5 Figueroa - Thomas
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P
Team Code #: ^

p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 1 ^ ^

pts Opp Speaker #2 1̂ 1 ku
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 inapf)ropriate 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 opie 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 si^ort arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authjmty 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 effectiv̂ ere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orĝzed, 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 thêbaters were to opponents and judges

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

P rop 1: ' Cccv H ^

P r o p 2 : o m

O p p V . - ^ C r O o p 4 W
Q c r f H A g i M r r V \ I *

c e w r t fi ^

0/fpe Ctox> fom'Ts,

O p p D W f T J S r . ^
-Tti S/^y

Ui^H> Or( ^aS^jotkf^mSr^' /
■ £f^rn/4^

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 .
(Prop or Opp)

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

' H H Q f e l l C M f • © f f . m f ^ - ^ w r
•> >"!) W«^ t*rr "Tja^ 7"« ^ ejrr f "Ti^, Ti^f <9 Tyuu-

o n t h e

^ ' ^ > ^ 5 ' .



B i l l H o l t n )
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m C 3

Gov: 6 Goldblatt - McKinney
Opp: 19 Alcantra - Thompson
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

PA R L 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 #:

pts ̂  Opp Speaker #1_
Opp Speaker #2

P. M

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

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

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts anĉeferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and efKctively 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 f
• 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 : /

\ 0 f V A c U h t ? J I C f ' M l S l U A ' j

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : C l - ^ O C I d y O > Y \ H

\Jiv̂  CVjKCVL'® ^bod! ■ivdinot

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 .
(Prop or Opp)

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

(fy/\tbncC , p̂ O'P oyjA'fnintj[d%\n \MCî



Bill Holt rS)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m C 3

G o v : 1 4 K e r r - S t e i n - D a v i d s o n

Opp: 12 Green - Madison
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O !
Team Code #;

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

ptŝ 3-
pts5V

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

pts_^

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

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority aywell as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters resp̂ d 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  questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organizedycoramimicative 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 debated 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:

\NV \ W

Prop 2:^0Ocl (P
'p0\ni3> anef

Opplî i/VAVxool SD îcl loy\c«l

YmKt \ Awr Mc
r — p 0 \ / w w a s j

Opp2: ®j pO'9u\aA(rK) ai-twfK
cjood ,cwe^u po\A\sjiAirj\KWnA-5

juM- laj fv q mn
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 .

(Pttop ®r Opp)

W > d C L - C i / i M n u i j



PA R L I D e b a t e

Ken Storre (*16)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 1

G o v ; 5 P a s h m a n - R a l s t o n

Opp: 21 Sundararaman - Elmhirst
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

Judge's Name: ^ lU ^ v"J. ^
Judge's School Affiliation: Lo

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

P r o p S p e a k e r # ] _ O p p S p e a k e r # 1 _

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

Pts

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

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

Judging Criterî• 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 tl̂ debaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and refer^ces 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 effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speal̂n an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p I : O p p l : L l S a

^ J i f - J J \ : > , v J i K f

P r o p 2 : / O p p 2 :

' - t . - I r v p v ? i .
0 O fi , ^
C ^ y i . ( A \ t ^ a y O ' ^ ^ ' QTEAM CODE #: ^ on the y P wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : i \ , , , 4 - 1 . r l F r ^ L .

A- doK cj- '^erv^ ofp ^r-\7 "fU ^

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: Lova<.II
P R O

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

Yfr̂ î S pts 21 Opp Speaker#!
H n n S n « » n ^ < » rOpp Speaker #2_

2 - ^

W v t fi w
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 î nds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inqjpropriate 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 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 sû ort arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to autĥty 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 orgâed, 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 dwaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r O D l : O n n I : C o J e C a i o o - i - r

. \jQr^

P r o p l : ^ l A - ^ O p p l : f o . j l f
- t V ' - ' p t t ' V M - V - f 0 5 i : ( W « l f , .

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : f f W -

r»-pvtd. ^«JI jcA,n3a. \ /Pr-) r fJOA-ceU
$ t x , V x 7 ^ 0TEAM CODE #: JL\ on the X l^r wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : . , ^ i : o r ^ v " A \ > .

/ V r \ o ' ^ Y i o i ' ' r fl . v / t - t s . 1 c W i K t d -I M A U o f t r . ^ S
1̂ 0,1 tl-Vfrr̂ WL A/to-l ̂ e"7- ̂



P A R L I D e b a t e

R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 9

Gov: 17 Raven - Sweeney
Opp: 14 Luk - Tserennamid
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

p ts Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2_

p t s

T P t s

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserve^or 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 th/debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and refer̂ ces 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 an/effective were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak̂  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 of̂  compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: • O p p l :

Prop 2: Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # f \ _ J 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 : i

w



P A R L I D e b a t e

Vincent Banas (*13)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 8
Gov : 21 Ha r r i s - Ma r r

Opp: 3 McDonald - Thani
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #: ^ 7A

Prop Speaker #1_

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation: * / 3

G P P
T e a m C o d e # : « = #

Opp Speaker#! / p t s

Opp Speaker #2 Imt^ ( pts ZSf

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very G0od

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ^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 /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively tĥdebaters 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 anyorganized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1:

r . t r

Prop 2:

Opp 1:

Opp 2: ^ y ' / . 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)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Vincent Banas (*13)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 8
Gov: 19 Feng - Ligutan
Opp: 14 Pong - Geller
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 ho /\J pts Opp Speaker

P ' 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 rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappronrfate behavior

Judging Criteria
• 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 suppoir arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authorhy 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 wwe 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 d̂aters 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:

M a ^

Prop 2:

O y y v C y i -

O p p l : %

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 :

o n t h e ^ ' ' w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

^ 9



PA R L I D e b a t e

Dan Fishlow (*15)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 2

Gov: 13 Banas - Cummings
Opp: 14 Chan - Foley
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Team Code #:

i a t i o n ; —

pts Opp Speaker # 1 CIaoO
D t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2

/
/ pts 'ZJhi

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

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

/
Judging Criteria /

• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters andyze 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 to/authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful me 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 : /

P r o p 2 : / O p p 2 :
. U v ^ c g . v ' \ W 6 1

^ h . i u g o . o t i 1 " 1
/ / s

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 .
(Prop or Opp)

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

C L k J I . A T j O C A . i u r ' f W t



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: ^

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

G P P
T e a m C o d e # : i l L

Prop Speaker# 1 ̂  '"TyJC

Prop Speaker #2_

pts*̂ ^ Opp Speaker # 1 _

pts^X^ Opp Speaker #2

pts 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 romds)
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 thê pic 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—^which may include facts and references 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 effective wer̂Jie 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 compliment and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : G o o d
(yc>ô

T E A M C O D E # : I Z - 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 :



PA R L I D e b a t e

Scott Gast P14)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m C I
G o v : 6 B r o u h a r d - We l c h

Opp: 19 Le - Rather
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

5 co-H"

i n n - L o w e l l

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

WdlcU
Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_ i c /

Please award each speaker points based on the following scalê
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very 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 Criterhi
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the det̂ xers analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references 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 effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spê in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily imderstandable /
• 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
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : /
TfVich!/»^

P r o p 2 : K q j / Q y C
v<eed^6 Fv la It: kvixv/'

e,̂ <yvyoL Ĉ ĉ .1

I y y\/vvyy>̂d
c! ve

yo< i ey f
( j p p 2 : 6 ^ ( /

r ^ v f Q o t y J I c t - ^ D
^ Y t h ^ 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 :

-feOA-l ^ f f

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

(Prop or Opp)
T<?fcw«

c i - 6 ^ ^

n o > ' e r c ^ i ] ✓ t r . v > , - . y

sfj e^c-kc~.ol
c

V«2̂ ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Scott Gast P14)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m C 1
Gov: 3 Duong - Kopelevich
Opp: 23 Scott - Ambrose
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

5c oft

lion: Uv̂ /p;/
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

DtS ̂

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elinudation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for r\me 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 deb̂ ers support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to 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 aiVorganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfulyme 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 : /

Prop 1: crrn-fi/fabfc Opp 1:| i > A / ^ ( i v n f e r ' f ^ ~ h x l k - c c M - h c r f ^
yvow-f CLVCVJ' C C o O d b ( h d k

^ C i v " ' o v ^ 5

Prop2:\A/a5 J-cd ^ Opp 2: c\^/ al'oid ^
wA ^oiclc/v

TEAM CODE #: *7^^ on the 0 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : . i < r

o f ^ 1 ^ 0 J J •



i|^Shingwekar(*10)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m C 2

G o v : 2 5 G r e e n - N i c h o l s

Opp: 3 Lisy - Forman
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

P r o p S p e a k e r # ] \

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliationi o n :

O P P
Team Code #: 3

pts Z3) Opp Speaker # 1 S

Prop Speaker#2 ^ y-^^W pts ^ A Opp Speaker#2 ^ p t s

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters amlyze 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 debars support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references m 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 amorganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful me 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 : /

Oppl :

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 0 PP _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



^ ^ S h i n g w e k a r ( * 1 0 )
Round 2B 11 ;00am C2

G o v : 2 3 B a r t o n - M a d s e n

Opp: 3 Lanzone - Hubinger
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

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

PA R L I D e b a t e

J u d g e ' s N a m e : 5 *

Judge's School Affiliation:'̂  \Jl AJC> [ 0/-f / f-f

Team Code #:
O P P

2 .

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker#2

pts '2^ Opp Speaker #1 uloL

pts Opp Speaker #2 L~4^ pts_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 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 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 authority as well as generaj/lmowledge
• 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 apa the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicatiyeJstyle 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 compliments and/or sû estions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: Opp 1;

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 /OP'P ̂ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



PA R L I D e b a t e

Bonnie Hayne (*25)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 3

G o v ; 1 4 W o o - M e l m a n

Opp: 13 Garcia - Acosta
N o v i c e 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 Affiliationy ^

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker̂ _pts 9~ ̂

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enoû  to quality for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <lj3 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

by the other s ide /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the deb^ers speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteou/and 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 r o p l : /

Ldcrvk (rr^

/ - I ^ ^
Prop 2:

^ / / ,

^ fhJ
U M C O D E # : 1 7 o n t h e J * : O l

Opp 1:

O p p t M u l o i j - ^ ,

, ILU 'Pi f?

TEAM CODE #:_J_7__u_ on the ' wins this debate.
P̂rop̂ r Opp)

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

^ f h c s - v

T^-T/cT /?^C ^Ui\^' iv
r r r ^ T l A - ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Bonnie Hayne (*25)
Round 2B 11 ;00am D103

G o v ; 2 2 K e s h a v - We i

Opp: 3 Hemerling - Barnett
N o v i c e 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#!

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anal̂e 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 tôthority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the craters 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

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 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 l : « /

U [ay l 1"^ i ■

TEAM CODE #: 3 on the

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

-JL iYhvA U-O' ^ ^

on the I ŷ C ( ̂  wins this debate. ̂

■( ̂  /Iath. aUAC



\KF4 bo-h VhoAma. itSS^nJi on OMmaJS ■' P A R L I D e b a t e

Teresa Skarr (*27)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 7

G o v ; 1 4 D i c k e r m a n - M i l l a r

Opp: 10 Khurana - Darukhanawaiia
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 ptsj32.

J u d g e ' s N a m e : U i T f ~

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P A
Team Code #: /jO

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

Opp Speaker #2' A / Prop Speaker #2 KVl pts Opp Speaker #2 tQ-(o'5
- /

N Please award each speaker points based on the followin ĉale:^ ^ j 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
A * 27 = Good (but possibly not good enough tôalily for elimination rounds)

.), )J^ 26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved 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 efficî tly the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts an̂ references 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 releŷ t and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debateryspeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

- f -

i f V v i k r / O p p l :
- m m c U - h

j t M - h i 4 - ! Y v j o a . o f ^ ^

v 4 ^ .

T E A M C O D E # :TEAM CODE #: J H on the (7^[^ wins this debate.
P̂roj)or Opp)

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

-llAii PtTf mchdid
O J ^ r r \ o y i x ^ c A V ^ M ^ ( j u ( h b i
ouJl C^-khPlaA. mJl d jm, oM I ^ ^ •



U . < y ^ f e d u c a ^ U ^ b ' ^ ' d i t P ^ .
Teresa Skarr (*27)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m 0 1 0 7

Gov: 14 Masuda-Thaya - Sun
Opp: 10 Vijay - Cramer
N o v i c e 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:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#! V\

Opp Speaker #2

(r\Â  ̂  Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:^ 1/ 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
A r 11 — Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rdunds)26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

^ a A J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
. *0 Unalysis: 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 ŝ port arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to aut̂ ity 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 compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

€ M d J L O r C s L . . / 4 - b o

opp2,C4affia-

TEAM CODE #: [_ ̂  on the OPP wins this debatef— [A)(Pib" ( P r o p o r - h

Z Z t - P ^. / . ' t ^ t f . A ^ I . / - I ^

T E A M C O D E # : on the Opi
(Prop or

ZLp<.igt
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James Nerny (*ej
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m C 4

Gov; 3 Greenwall - DuPuy
Opp: 27 Little - Wagner
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

P̂ P
(sdJU/

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Afflliation:_

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

PtS

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality 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 ̂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 /

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively 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 ctive were the questions and the answers

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

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfUmhe debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1

-tS CCAAilcU^

Prop 2:
0

CA/\X.

i - L (

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)

rf\ACi A^LIoo >
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R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m D 1 0 9

Gov: 10 Mao - Tong-Seely
Opp: 19 Phan - Phan
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

PA R L 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 #:

m pts_21
Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2

DtS 2.̂

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

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

Judging Criteri/
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the delmers 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 to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectî ly 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 aad effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speâ în 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 : /

"T ^

Prop 2: ( X O O Opp2:

^ a O € c o n ' "
TEAM CODE#: ID on the erof _wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : I 1 1 ^
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P A R L I D e b a t e

J a n r e s
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m C 4

Gov: 19 Byrne - Nguyen
Opp: 14 Lyons - Wyszynski
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

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

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

pts 11 Opp Speaker#] [jUQW^ / pts ̂  f
pts Ih Opp Speaker #2_ \jJ pts 7

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

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

Judging Criteria/
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debat/s 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 tĥ ebaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and referees 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 aiwf effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak Jn an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Propl:

Prop 2: p 2 : S U o c o ^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 ^ tSW wins th is debate.
(Prop or Opp)

cU loJ^


