LI Debate

Cathy Aguilera (*15
Round 1¥c\ Q:%Oam ca ("15) Judge’s Name: G{,‘F/\q ;4- qui [6f q
\J

{ofnc Momdwb(ﬂ Mini mum Senfencing Aaws are. umjust -

Gov: 14 Yan - Shponko
Opp: 13 Banas - Cummings

Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: M! f‘amonk
PROP e OPP I
Team Code #: IL‘{ Team Code #: { 2) /

Prop Speaker #1 V/} N pts g7 Opp Speaker #1 &lnd 5 / pts 28
Prop Speaker #2 4}’\ {p Mko “pts 26 Opp Speaker #2 Cum m 'nﬂé pts 27

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

v v
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e 2 "l
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Wmlm a'\ om I o 7090 wku}:’?‘é\moﬂ" - No VdflaabJ
t- b lewnt legftn aftedess ¢ un uS*()USf’

wnjust= | Prop }: alN e« . Mnas value dCba/f v beni€tsé~”
A- aal |¢¢L_2\ g rodov” . 5mM O&olcmne poliy. et o
A-pooranalis  occidenf v imlensimet (SO yeory god Onalyis ~Snkets~ Aughitia ‘g
A-%@?@Eﬁ. s ' Nef.b_en,afs v
P -"No PoLl in rehuteld a cka{ Ca?e s morefale. .,

D 300& volie Jone. s eue.cg good ione M\Jae%es S eyt ortuck™

c- OOA 7 %?%swcnecq» c- (L f‘”é’ ”C”Tm' , ;'S y’o
- from mnok. . Y ER gues b
T S A gonko \ewrn Gommilie | Opp2: Lumming s Bsiike, \aw #lefontes
700?\/ A oJ aralnys Begrikelaw gs—_- geed Judse valve ""’f‘?m\‘j."ﬁ_
&‘ﬁ"’ E'-ggﬂ_‘?\&&fnsf. %@f@umf APhegmeg b
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Tof Retribudion 4 PARLI Debate

Cathy Aguilera (*15)

Round 1B 9:00am C4 Judge’s Name: (¢ QL‘H\V A’ﬂ (AIJff /44
Gov: 10 Vijay - Cramer

Opp: 3 Duong - Kopelevich
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Ml (a W’LOfo‘Q
PROP OPP
Team Code #: ‘ O Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 \/‘: '\0'\/ ’ pts 2 g Opp Speaker #1 D "VDM /= pts 2 é
Prop Speaker #2 C('a, mek. . pts &7 Opp Speaker #2 K Opek\/"/% ptszé

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

Judging Criteriz

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

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effectj¥ely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

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

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

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

Using the above crltena, please/offer compliments and/or suggestions for 1mprovement
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PARLI Debate

John Brouhard (*6)
Round 1A 9:00am D102 Judge’s Name: ,41\,\/@ raulﬁ\a -d
Gov: 14 Chan - Foley )

Opp: 17 Raven - Sweeney

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affliation:__ (bmp o1 45
Team Code #: | "/ Team Code #: ) +
Prop Speaker #1 L t\h—\ pts 2+ Opp Speaker #1 ‘SL., (L EN e7/ pts 29
Prop Speaker #2 F [) L 87/ pts 2 F Opp Speaker #2 WLave o) pts, 27

Please award each speaker points based on the following sc‘ale:
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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAMCODE# \ 7 onthe__{) 652 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

John Brouhard (*6)

Round 1B 9:00am D102 , . /
Gov: 14 Holwitz - Kay Judge’s Name: ") 0 L" l clr L\A o

Opp: 19 Byrne - Nguyen
Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: ( b Ay Tn 4 “.\ ,L:

PROP oPP
Team Code #: | "l Team Code #: \ 1

Boluy .
Prop Speaker #1 -\éﬁtll pts 523 Opp Speaker #1__\5 o Cal pts_) %

Prop Speaker #2 \("‘,Y pts )3 Opp Speaker #2 /\/ J( ) ;/ én pts_) é

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

Judging Criteria /
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments I [)’UJ
offered during the debate aM
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments w1th P wwn
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
o Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side g
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the qucstip’ns and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, commuyéative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were t/o/ opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/oyéuggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE # 1 7 on the _U.QLwins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Cindy Bulger (*23)

Round 1A 9:00am C3 Judge’s Name: [’A‘ N A BM\ 4</
Gov: 3 Brown - Helms I J

Opp: 19 Mart - Moran

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:_ S g Ramen all CY
PROP orp
Team Code #: _2 Team Code #: | 4
Prop Speaker #1 ng\U\/\ pts 2Ly, Opp Speaker #1 Ma~ pts 2“

Prop Speaker #2 telm$ pts 2% Opp Speaker #2 Hovan pts 7,0,

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

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

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

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the d/,ébaters were to opponents and judges

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

/

Prop 1: . | Opp 1:
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Prop 2: / Opp 2:
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, TEAMCODE#__ 19 onthe_OPP  wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate
Cindy Bulger (*23)

Round 1B 9:00am C3 ] s N . !
Gov: 19 Andola - Pareja udge’s ame'.&.ﬂ.ﬂj_&ﬂg‘(/

Opp: 5 Pashman - Raiston

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Afﬁliation:é{g N Ko l['ﬂﬂc.}l

PROP (gP
Team Code #: \ 4‘ ‘ ' Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1__Pndo) o= pts ]  Opp Speaker #1 Kalston pts 24
Prop Speaker #2 paS\(\ VL) pts 29 Opp Speaker #2 PaShM£ e pts Zal

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 l";‘;’) x
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments v
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: s
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TEAM CODE #: \ ‘\ / on the _A f E wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate

Tai Phan (*19)
Round 1A 9:00am D103 Judge’s Name: TA"I PHAN i+

Gov: 13 Garcia - Acosta -
Opp: 25 Green - Nichols

Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: P <
Team Code #: 12 Team Code #: // 2SS
Prop Speaker #1_ Ao ¢h ZY  pts Opp Speaker #1 N'[la ,f 2.5 pts
Prop Speaker #2 _&_m[,‘u 29  pts Opp Speaker #2’0 reg) 2 Z pts

Please award each speaker pomts based on the follovyi/ng scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding’ 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough/l/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 the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant/and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:
Opp 1:
-l _chardy ,;“ﬁ:’?z s

-

Prop 1:
_ Good ek T@am
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Prop 2:

" good work-

Opp 2: ASTZ; gl . comprdest..

ey

TEAM CODE #: 3 on the =2 wins this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Tai Phan (*19)

Round 1B 9:00am D103 . Judge'sName:_ TA| DHAMN.H
Gov: 14 Lyons 5 Wyszynski i
Opp: 12 J%Bﬁl‘ ("=
Novice Parli Debate JoneS Judge’s School Affiliation: P HC
PROP orP
Team Code #:____{ Y Team Code #: 12,
Prop Speaker #1 \J\J zSanf g ; H pts, Opp Speaker #1 && ZZZ@ 2 g pts
Prop Speaker #2 _Ly_Qy\ <. 29 pts Opp Speaker #2_Jones 2.8 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 inappropri}t{ behavior

Judging Criteria n/
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support argments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respofid to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the/questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, ¢
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters #ere to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments gnd/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: ‘ /4 . onthe_PIOPL  wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate

Abbas Rangwala (*8)
Round 1A 9:00am D105 Judge’s Name: ARAAS (A—N G o Ath

Gov: 19 Alcantra - Thompson
Opp: 14 Kerr-Stein - Davidson
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: HDv17.S

PROP oPP .
Team Code #: / q Team Code #: /LI- e

Prop Speaker #1 ALCANVTI A pts E % Opp Speaker #1__ KERK - Srev pts 320

Prop Speaker #2_ T ImPEL on/ pts p? % Opp Speaker #2 bAvi D$0A/ / pts 29
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very (Food

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for efimination 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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: cehle: i-4 (5 8ave excetrenT) (- AveRaGE

Prop 1: AlenvirRA A | Opp 1: KERR - S15/0M 0]
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oV '———_’f‘le\g—‘CODE #: /l-f- on the foccu wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp) _ /
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PARLI Debate

Abbas Rangwala (*8)
Round 1B 9:00am D105 Judge’s Name: /466’45 /44’\/6 whALA
Gov: 19 Le - Rather

Opp: 14 Masuda-Thaya - Sun

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: DV H S
PROP OPP
Team Code #: l 4 Team Code #: / lf
Prop Speaker #1 LC’ pts 30 Opp Speaker #1 SunN pts 30 \

Propl: LE pl: $¥N EAK. ON

Prop1: L& Oppl: &¥ . ' ont A BITV

ANA. — 475 rervirord & DELIVERY |\ g - 5 60 CoNTENT! RERUTTAA

Evie — ¢-5 Goov riHQ\I LosT FoM$ 0070 \yp — 5 iZ=54
’ CTART, - 7Y ‘ & N

e — 5 e T Ve A TIMEIE v Me. — 5 _ pusral TieDvP VR e

por. — NIF  upor vR crsE poi. — 5_

- — 5 cov. — %
p2: TR pp 2: MALUDA rA
AN 4 Prop?2: RAHEF AREUMENTS A RBIT O,Wf\'. — 4.5 werK REBVTTAL WORK DV !
A -4 /wokf-%e, L/ ROVPTHEM 45 RBITMIRE < p il
evi. — &5 MIKE, /B ™ PIE EVI- - YR THouenT
- 3 —apavoD T PG ARoM ME- — 4 — ¢ARVCTULE QR
ARG %- i ARLT VAR ~vir WPl poI.— MR o LoVpIEST
Poi.— ~MA paL — 4 - Focd ARTT MOZE
DEL:- — 2,5 tov—_ 5
Cov- TEAM CODE #:__[4 on the PP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: . . QN
P Won BELMEE THEY WERE PBLE TO KEEP THE) R CQNT ENTIONS CRISP X LD&ICAL ERATULALD
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Prop Speaker #2 Kﬂ'ﬂ"[;z pts_2 4 Opp Speaker #2 MAS (DA ~THAY A pts 0?/ q

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: éﬁ MES: -5, 5 /ge,‘,y Crceigent, | &u':g 4;/5(’/166)

5 ,éﬂku(‘fg‘/ZD VERY DEL: — @5
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PARLI Debate

Nanny Tunnell (*16)

Round 1A 9:00am D109 ’ . Ncu\r\
Gov: 5 Figueroa - Thomas fudge’s Name: \l/ [‘ wanell

Opp: 21 Burrous - Griggy

Novice Parli Debate _ Judge’s School Affiliation: MvHs
Team Code #: s Team Code #: L/
Prop Speaker #1__\Wovwa s pts )—7 Opp Speaker #1 %?y&w $ pts 2 5
Prop Speaker #2 Ao e pts :l Opp Speaker #2 / Cv\‘c..ﬁi )-/ ptsz-g

Please award each speaker points based on the following'scale: ££°@ Miniu~ Sonboice \MS“ st
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qéalify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20= Rf:/served for rude or inappropriate behavior
/
Judging Cyiteria

offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and r¢ferences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

® Delivery: How well the debaters Sp?ék in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

/
/

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

( ?

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

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively ;h/’debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

Prop 1: . Opp 1: N
- e, evtmet ' ” ratel  \at e a&(uvm‘f\ & arguenunis
- @WA wrisud pr L | - nd. Y e cawiw\/ Uf"wsbw‘ﬁta_

- nsh TV gaows WADNL, eov«”ﬂ&aﬂ
— vk, A ,{r_ pom.huf_, FAA Ao A
Prop 2: Opl;:’z- (}”‘3’}‘ PPl A o VO T pW N A
- Wkt Q&HWVE’ — couwrieony X

P o ‘r\u%\‘b pre sovdt 12 y\dys ot P
-Way\wu\sl$*“w‘*‘@(/ ' e o powt 1

WA 4o odwev 'y w%‘hngﬂh ~ Used LXAWPHE well 1o ot POV Sacpwr(
T Ned d"’"”;’_’ sepovsh Mrﬁatf,m o - e e rgavnanhAN aa
TEAM CODE #: 1 on the ({ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: ol o
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Nanny Tunnell (*16)
Round 1B 9:00am D109

Gov: 3 Lisy - Forman

Opp: 13 Karim - Kerstetter
Novice Parli Debate

-{ROP {ou D
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

pts 25 Opp Speaker #1 {@lfkﬁf’-t"

L\\\ S N
d

Prop Speaker #2 \%T/vu v~

pts Ls

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: \Man vq_{ Lavve )

Judge’s School Affiliation;  YNVYS

OoP
Team Code #: ?i

pts 2“?
ps 25

Opp Speaker #2 ‘émrl M\

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: R Voot on VAns N0 'D‘MQ-—

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
24-20 = Poor

26-25 = Fair

offered during the debate

WM e crmaind)
J~oN e Cystena

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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 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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: CL\‘59> S

— pecd a&'\‘w"bkk&“d“m

PO’ p~
TEAM CODE #:

13

on the

REASON FOR DECISION:
— he e
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af Opp 27 CBzrvmn
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Opp1: C¥ersktier) 29
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PARLI Debate

Sophia Burshteyn (*3) @ >
Round 1A 9:00am C6 , ) HL A By k@HFE i’
Gov: 19 Phan - Phan Judge’s Name:__ Q P {

Opp: 23 Barton - Madsen ~
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiligtion: /5 Fny LET

PROP l 01

Team Code #: Team Code #.

Prop Speaker #1 E &OJ'\- Ko,u\gz pts_ & ¥ Zb Opp Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 Ve\g,v\ &Jﬂw pts Opp Speaker #

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficienfly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and r¢ferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effecfively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant 3
® Delivery: How well the debaters spez
and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous and respegctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: | : o Opp 1: 7001 {/@Ow, 9%%@1\4\‘9@
w%aa%y,

24 U 1 ”
Prop 2: o Opp 2: WQU{% Q«J/’[)M /

umﬁ( ﬂ?

TEAM CODE #:

(Pr opor Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: [ C{

Utoo\c( Lode . ﬂ#‘

c)uok Mm& www% A



Sophia Burshteyn (*3)
Round 1B 9:00am C6

Gov: 6 Kang - Yolasan

Opp: 21 Harris - Marr
Novice Parli Debate

PROP ,
Team Code #: é

Prop Speaker #1 W

Prop Speaker #2 [ &0 f LQ &1; i/ pts_ 2 ‘ Opp Speaker #2 /L(’QM

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: 40 ,/}/Kﬂ‘u %q/waa,/»

r
Judge’s School Afﬁliation:m

. ‘.mmeﬂ PN

OPP

7

Team Code #:

pts ¢ T Opp Speaker #1 HOJUU 4

ptszq

pts L (

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
<20 = Reserved for rude or inappro

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppo

each debater:

Prop 1: “frow?

{
LS e

Prop 2:
900

Qu {)(}79"(*

TEAM CODE #: 6

REASON FOR DECISION:

‘olve  oud Lo
2%{% Qaj«é/-(,@«,\? CoLe (,(()iof; ot

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

Opp I: %MJ %09‘01
%@@J wwﬂfﬂw

Opp 2: alooaa p@JvW

on the E P\»O P wins this debate.

ate behavior

and the arguments
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MA o for ), bin Seheoco (6&8 s by F‘ﬁiI.KLI Debate
Alex Shvartsman (*14)
RG::\T 118 r?i?ﬁ?é"ng E: Darukhanawalla Judge’s Name: 4@( £ 4 SZ) Vd’/?'[(m")
88&.0(232P|;ﬁi$gae\/b;¥ev ¢ Judge’s School Affiliation: AOWL/
Team Code #: 1O Team Gode #: 2.7
Prop Speaker #1 Ma‘ dolan pts (L% Opp Speakeril N4 e rde— pts LS
Prop Speaker #2 Qipad pts (L(? Opp Speaker #2 /\,0 N ptsq/q

A J

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstagnding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good erfough 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

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

* ProPl:é\”OLo C/(‘l‘-’ly ok V\"érok Opp 1:- ambiey a 0 k. (’NL e I Loune
o o DoruQ’) - ﬁwg w‘”\l °]°9t9 Poi~iy .
no enflbo <7(~—<¢(,L7 ‘\usF vellc O

WL rechre tan G a vtry off ?
sz*fo»—s D(Cv‘\"D('

Prop2:.%rwsu( o o a“\‘.wp Opp2: ., o0 cebobie (L W oW Ha Pree)

‘9\/\— &C'iu "" (4‘.“ \—) ((,L\) " (’L "oi"‘é} - .
. , O J,D dovn a8 breatte
s Neede & \,\.1' ¢ ff}b(’\(u A . Ne 5low

7 LOS" 4(60‘; scnr:~( 4—\-\«1(5—

TEAM CODE #: / O on the E" 9F  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
Be fter f/e/w,/a- Speater 1 var nwsd. efbedfio,

e
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Nebrhbran ben w lece w o roders pARLI Debate

Cvim f~ef A%} o s$H
Ao Shvartsmian ¢ ‘g e

Round 1B 9:00am C5 Judge’s Name: digy . S 4&/4/&7‘&»1 an)

Gov: 3 McDonald - Thani

Opp: 10 Lee - Wang
Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation:

PROP OPP

Team Code #: s Team Code #: (O
Prop Speaker #1 /,Lo / / A p pts Zol Opp Speaker #1 (L"A e pts Lé
Prop Speaker #2 2 Q ‘1 0( pts L’; Opp Speaker #2 ) Prun ts (L’I

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thefebaters were to opponents and judges

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

PI'OP 1Z'$VeaL> erO‘VQ + Clear. Opp 1: Spoit it car(B \904\ mo,‘,\ C'SVM}'
@ C(fc\;\.a _SL:_‘\.,Q "’3"""""4’ . €se B Cootron '\{JJ 4o og,\‘_\ ph (.q;p«.r(B
ALY - P oz dihame ™ needs ~ < &~ b oA Lwl’
groed ')oJaQ rLLU""—w( . dee retonale? b N
wnd Lw-s-vd" N 4 VLWSMWM o D v k \5.\—,“ 5‘”5'('\ Lcw (g—‘-\r‘l -

PU»\.(?LV\—\—-" \M(l S \4—-!’) - "'Lv- geMa « L
Prop 2:pee o 4o reeched po b saqm OppZ.\ nee de (e thee sgect fs T

. N =T l"’swL—-
v, LY 4o peoed .

lo"'s oF lﬁms Fous P

spole e tood® 4 clear. madke Som— quod

‘OsL (’D‘V"b . weo b r(~L(~\ %L\ow:,ﬁ ""{/\ﬂ G\T‘)uw—v-/i'
s Tkerelt Yy e éleecr a.ISUa.--—-AL . elook A% Lekosein cclelzbol o .‘\\rs‘r‘
TEAM CODE #: \‘{—) on the wins this’—(_ifha/te_.) t\ O\ "~ Yum")\n V\,W-L, é(,(.«/\
(Prop or Opp) Hee - d.f‘s\nM Qoesn ,l’-
REASON FOR DECISION: Heeel dofor oL
Combnm O Sgoren were ‘/\ﬂ’)L\A{ . Lok ) ) D) —
Seternos fFor OfFf Ak well okt u\OU)L\ TTeotsirmed por )
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PARLI Debate

Lori-Jill Seltzer (*5) L1 S ,\_
Round 1A 9:00am C1 Judge’s Namet=( ) C \ C 112
Gov: 3 Lanzone - Hubinger
Opp: 19 Fong - Ligutan % ‘ )
No\”ce parll gDebagte Judge’s School Affiliation: O\v
PROP% )
Team Code #: Team Code #: y L

"r\’\QL(" POD\+‘&J

Prop Speaker #lk l(bl rde ptszq Opp Speaker #1 l_'OK Q ptsZ 5
Prop Speaker #2 L-(i Nz OO ptsZ Opp Speaker #2 / Qdﬁé&’ N ptsZ<O

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

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

Using the above criteria, please
each debater:

fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

oJad. |opr: C,OuchA\, o\ 5(%

Prop 1 C\ QQU(‘\

eu\Aemﬁa @(S& 3123 T Qomﬁ ‘54?1}&3 Q\ear
e\ ve o’QD

TEAM CODE #: :27 on the ‘ [ g% wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: () \o ¢ | &Q) oLn '\'S ‘COF'*
> ugfcfh ey

N O
VQ\Z&Q/ \iil eﬂi&w@ re{u% Qrg o)

| statd

8| amCoook maness. responded,



Lori-Jill

PARLI Debate

* —
Round 18 Q:SJSit%?r( 5) Judge’s Name: LQ;(\‘\‘J\ l ‘ SQ \+ZG(-

Gov: 12 Murdock - Bazile

Opp: 14 Dickerman - Millar
Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation:

P OP 0 P
Team Code #: \ '5 Team Code #: i} lL—'\ ~
Prop Speaker #IHL_) VAC) C‘k pts ? q’ Opp Speaker #1 D\ Qj(@(‘ A \\) pts_Zi
Prop Speaker #ZH( JTA\O Q& 2 Z“ Opp Speaker #2 H \ \a (’"' p@

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very G,o’ed
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for e}iﬁﬁnation rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fo/r,rf"ude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ﬁnalyze 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 eftective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in @n organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /
Courtesy: How courteous and respectﬁdl the debaters were to opponents and judges

/

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

Prop1: C\ WLQ*&‘* 0

Woe \\ @igoﬂung

ou 3

S all | oledd b0 noe
) OOy T Lo e o)
raytodhd' Lo ot S\QJ cﬂqogrj

TEAM CODE #: { 2_ on the Q) wins this debate.
(Prop or épp) l L

REASON FOR DECISION: e O{T N Ok

SR cudonce. oud Qoue \QOI



Winnie Wang (*10)
Round 1A 9:00am D108
Gov: 27 Little - Wagner
Opp: 14 Situ - Zhang

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: Wim?f € V‘/ﬂn‘é‘

Novice Parli Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation: Iri Vgﬁm /// (?)7

PROP orp
Team Code#: 2 /) Team Code #: | 4-
Prop Speaker #1 L(HI € pts s Opp Speaker #1 S \“{'M' / pts g )—7
Prop Speaker #2 Waq,nﬂ)( pts 23 Opp Speaker #2 Z“l({h ’}/ ptfd > 7

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 28 = V¢ry 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 debatgrs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in gh organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable '

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

each debater:

kina Foile

Prop I: Oppd: ~ WV() WV\Q sfe ﬁ }

camd omdang — Mre eYe conlu oﬂ aMd”w
.\ﬂ,ood sk,\” of)n’rarf etatiof Wil ke Pe/rfecf

- dent pn The QWU"
- talang oz move  condi
%W 1, E, ftopic | will be el

Prop 2: d + ()V\ Opp2: ~ 4 VQ/% +PO (e f +D /Q( y a‘
— Good dgY4umental - Qo Vavistion 6 nJ oc
_‘Jj@hﬁ(ﬁ‘ nfoymaton well- @mp%ag"s

- cleay SFQU’A — f==d very cowvteons
TEAM CODE #: g 2/'7 on the JE%0 ’~ ins thlse;:)aate

REASON FOR DECISION:

The% team  hag goocf Sufofm’% for the main | dea ond
salso hus the éon{ido/n-f dng| po/isApa( P}’ege,ﬂla"ﬁm?.




PARLI Debate

Winnie Wang (*10)

Round 18 9:00am D108 Judee’s Name: WWI:‘Q n
Gov: 27 Campanella - Petruska tcge’s Name Wﬂ 9

Sg\?i:cg g;ﬁ? Bv;illat-eDuPuy Judge’s School Affiliation: I )’V}ﬂgﬁ’l P / :;7)’\
Team Code #: ?/’) Team Code #:.__ 3
Prop Speaker #1 Camgﬂmﬂ/l ‘& pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 _@[,gg/nwa ” pts 7/{
Prop Speaker #2 Pp’h’v\S ka pts 77! Opp Speaker #2. Da P LM(AJ 4 >

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyz¢ the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters Support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to aythority as well as general knowledge

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

e Points of Information: How relevant and effectivé were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgdnized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

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

Prop 1:

el oyt and o | PO

. . "’eO ic QY um,an'fs
Vwéwhhm <K — ﬁgyong é {£ivmn attiide
— MOV< sw‘grw}% 0{— d con oN
noon  Ydeas O méfooc{ - o £
Prop 2: Opp 2: F‘Q/‘/{erj— -6% w,ﬂ‘%&
~ gpood Mﬁmpkﬁ B \ o el
OP@(AZ\MA ,méorma on W
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TEAM CODE #: (O {D}D onthe 2 wins this debate,

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: ﬁ?@(&@;f’

Opp provided  more fudts 5(A{>j’0rf WJA persnasive
ﬁa‘e\




PARLI Debate

Arna Katewa (*21)

Round 1A 9:00am C2 > .
Gov: 12 Green - Madison Judge’s Name:_ ARNA _KATE wh-

Opp: 14 Lee - Duan

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Afﬁliation;gk—ﬁ) MARIO HigH .
Team Code #: 12 Team Code #: 14
Prop Speaker #1__ Maorsem pts_26  Opp Speaker #1 ee pts_29
Prop Speaker #2 q Neen pts._2F  Opp Speaker #2 duas - pts 2—? :

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

Judging Crijteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refgrences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectifely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant
e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respegtful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Ut AvgumeY,
(oney sulgesnon, - Maxe Ey

Pebuttal - Needed & be

_ML(. anol Aol A.o.ﬂ,\’g 7/,4067 4 ' M,ab/" , oo Ui, cosdesAlons.
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TEAM CODE #:  [4 onthe OPP . wins this debate.
(Prop or Oé)p)

REASON FOR DECISION: &4 ¢4 Ao (s undrons Juy Tadzol ot Coidendirno

on~el our. s, LY e aedlilon Lo non srLore i e ke
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PARLI Debate

Arna Katewa (*21)
Round 1B 9:00am C2 Judge’s Name:  ARNA K ATEWA

Gov: 14 Luk - Tserennamid
Opp: 3 Dovichi - Vetterli

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 14 Team Code #: 3 .
Qo
Prop Speaker #1 Lk pts 21? Opp Speaker #1 Ve bt erda pts 28

2 ]
Prop Speaker #2 [serennamd pts 2‘1 . Opp Speaker #2 Bevchn

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

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

topic and the arguments

each debater:

Opp I:V&H,ML‘; . 4&0&1 ,JL;M’— Shordlel "M’
> ey v
ufo#aa/r LooYooAiona
W%.

ebutlal - Viry olear b o0 Rebtad — Necded 85 2lokorels ©
< Jntuas Wk _iasne Moves

Prop ik - Good ool comfeotens
v aliow . CLe Ao G cont

TEAM CODE #: onthe PROP"  wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: el F Cromplo,
ol lenrns Auok o GEEAT ToB . Afrpeeien. Y s

a0 20 s Lbe ol
iy e reoe e g i e op



PARLI Debate

“Wendy Young (*27)

Round 1A 9:00am D101 Judee’s Name: youn , y
Gov: 3 Hemerling - Barnett udge’s Name 4 )’ﬂ eryl

Opp: 14 Woo - Melman
Novice Parli Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation: L) indfp

PROP o  OPP

Team Code #: 3 Team Code #: Y
Prop Speaker #1__Hepme¢/ '.'u.g‘; pts 28  Opp Speaker #1 M 6\ Mmal / pts 2 /

Prop Speaker #2 Barna b pts 2.7 Opp Speaker #2 ‘/J ptsZ 1.5

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

Judging Ceriteri
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debagers analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate I(IUD‘f'
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thg’debaters support arguments with Y-
evidence—which may include facts and referegices to authority as well as general knowledge P W 4
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and/fffective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak iff an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer fompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Prop 1: }leméf"

Opp 1: Mdman
— it -h,,.g,w;,AnJ\‘ow‘

BUCOu
- M 70L OVH“"'"Q 4 A’}""”? fa,nl
| ¢Ffec. 2. tqwl Pleying 3. phey -
it Lonshhbon il

I o F
y e-égﬂi\/ AU)

- b Puie + ag bor | lontis ora g0
ToPic . ' — 7 <t .
a8} ot Topic. MOT v r:i;;’ Roire] 3 good foinds =N point
Prop 2: farp oft LMJM'D Opp2: W00O
- /V\uiaw QJ;J-HU JQ*M{ by, ]Z""lj _ ,Zér" W eam @Lo/ Veﬂ/lﬂﬂd
on Poctnet Porny ord

i “ o &/ﬂz&'\ 0"nl
8, Cuful 4 ofpeosna Wbl Fibst  — Good foir”
”’m CODE #: ’ L’ on the OPE wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
AS a team, hod o Beller *\4«\@@'\6 and rfacwf- /'lmj ; L/e/ 1t/ /-M
oMl Mkt (onse & Logiad argumet . Staye/ onTopc Bert . Teom #5
Wag AoFable Yo Lo-rld 3 gad fointr rp-“"/e/, 1Secacte el )
Vvery ﬂ\fomq A/u(]VménL/, Tam*g /-In/ "/7""'/4" o Pf’lé’ﬂ'éfll‘o"\ ?ﬁ,“d"’"pt ‘“;p.ff(:



PARLI Debate

Maclon
WWendy Young (*27)

Round 1B 9:00am D101 Judge’s Name: \/ ovona, Ma »’La;/l
i 3

Gov: 14 Fong - Geller

Sgacg I?’;c:'ﬁrgéga-tzvemh Judge’s School Affiliation: (A) ' r\a//a pd
Team Code #: 1y Team Code #: b
Prop Speaker #1 éﬂg pts 77 Opp Speaker #1 ) 6\ C[/\ pts_2 7
Prop Speaker #2 Ge " ' pts 21 Opp Speaker #2 Q/ oy )\of ﬂ{ ptsl("

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: énq ‘ Opp 1: (,\/(Jc[\

Cramfles of  ehobh

Opp 2t B/{)ﬂ/L”ﬂ/

Prop 2: Gelle/

GOOJ W - 3\//[{(6 Mesh 7@',"\/

TEAM CODE #: (0 on the O Qé wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISIO]*L’
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PARLI Debate

David Duncan (*25) D ) Z ﬂ N
Round 1A 9:00am D107 , . ¢ A‘
Gov: 21 Sundararaman - Elmhirst Judge’s Name: AV - JN
Opp: 6 Goldblatt - McKinney 4(
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: 6(7)40”’1/{' '
PROP (0)d
Team Code #: 2/ Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 E/ML ;0,> 1L ptsz%/ Opp Speaker #1 é ()/d h/ﬂ' # ptszq’
Prop Speaker #2 KUN()A"}’—MLMA”‘/NS ZOI Opp Speaker #2 MOZO%//W ptsZ 7

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

Judging Criteria l
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyz€ the topic and the arguments 0"&)
offered during the debate po:! nt
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatey€ support arguments with Wi n
evidence—which may include facts and references to githority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the dgbaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effecve were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an gfganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful ghe debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer coipliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Prop 1: Z N
AN L}:‘?ﬁs@aﬁﬂ

=

Opp L £ chwblﬁ‘dL
A

IS c,/n /Wwo
/ﬂ'ss\c/v\ﬁe//\fg %@,QA-&CAWM

Prop 2: J i Opp 2: _ "
(A sad 3 /7 74/(/3 ;/;VZ&,»A /mm;ﬁﬂ%

TEAM CODE #: é on the( O D) wins this debate. /{
REASON FOR DECISION: Frop or o UA
et jgaf””% hHe % 66/9/ B! Afp
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AFE 2
#-j_ 7'_‘/(((5{'
> Goutl 41 Gol0bht
#'z/ ¢ an/
Pncso M/%W&ﬂ/(d\”j
LN )Us : e Mﬁ%m{? /ﬁwg A
41 ,
/ ./wtm)fkc/ %m CQMZI/%_.« C/Uym( 1 .
I o
Lk e gt e ol Yoisdy oo
—~ W M : J;—:Zy%ﬁ% COA#J_ '@fUA—/JYZ‘7
e (S d not- f\u\o/\j(fy g{ VIO s AL
~ ;;)\w /ucmlé F %WM. /%U 07;2 S Q@W%ﬁwuy
N meLzO/’rM(P/f :Jdé
Vsl Z”/”A’/li/\/ ({ /uaz/mfi\b ;jj(,{w‘g&
# 2 ( UNJJ’»(‘ /u; /ﬁ‘fﬁ
opp on ‘Mff’r; 2c Q?U#/
T L 1o "
z - bﬂ . dots /uox‘ /\,7%@\, 45 - é@c/ S A /9\
@/ CW@ ‘WAMLZ/;Z@ bw;r,cﬂl,
4d —V | (N o A oy,
:;%”2;‘“2 T stgud il
?)/;(%Q ND%};’;’% g2 %Mq&fc g
FBt - A Z"’Zéiff/%”ﬁ”é
b%m) ;"‘Wo/’ﬂ - )Y ,f( y AN \rw@ fts “pza?je/w%
o ; /L@g&/ 7N YOO[ . Vo M, pous _
| ” 230 S/uvp‘ /fj&/’ﬁ,&; e
Sehotal - 7"94@7/ scC. uc/é/mﬂ %




PARLI Debate

David Duncan (*25
Round 1B 9:00am D10(7 ) Judge’s Name: 7 A’U ﬂ% Qd JUC;/‘H/\)

Gov: 23 Scott - Ambrose
Opp: 10 Mao - Tong-Seely m
Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: ,4’

PROP OPP
Team Code #: 2»3 Team Code #: / O

Prop Speaker #1 SC O_hL Z 7 Opp Speaker #1 TC/V\ q QQQ/ i pts %@
Prop Speaker #MMOS/Q_/ pts ZX/ Opp Speaker #2 /1/2 ﬂ’ o thY

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

Judging Criteria

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support ar:

d the arguments

_r
UJH’\

TEAM CODE #: Z

, on the(P%Lm. @ )wins this debate. T{
REASON KDECISION 6 c) M,M bo Q‘" 0 Cpf (r 7 7 ¢
fo% w K(NA// A—/I7 ZL y o i\f‘
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v Wion P ham PARLI Debate

PMov~e Jhe A& dv (in
wko

0“\\\'\0/1\)( '

kvde. ¥ -ci\eed
e .

%(*19)
Round 2A 11:00am

Gov: 13 Karim - Kerstetter
Opp: 14 Holwitz - Kay
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Y v \‘\' £

Judge’s Name:_ \[ \W\ A n () h AN

7
PROP OPP / |
Team Code #: \ Team Code #: \ L/l‘

Prop Speaker #1 \L e syedter pts | §  Opp Speaker #1 \’\'ﬁ\ wikz / pts 271
Prop Speaker #2 \L—ﬂ\ N poa Ptsﬁ 2,0 Opp Speaker #2 \é d&j / pts 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 £limination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fof rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

Prop 1: {v-(le, AUL ovAe VY . Opp 1: \ﬂ,«\j e g*\ \ \/k\'\-\r\a (‘YML .
lenr poAnES , (et eyt

\ >
\ e LAVO\\(;J 7\.—-\9 Lo k(/‘—.

PropZ:Y“a&\\ \méd,{i hhol’\‘o\"i: Opp2: (n et 0\\\0 AR ﬁ,\g, V&l\(l
jﬂf\ Are vvhe w&e/w Avd Ve ) nhiL&oL

(
o )t'eO\JS. (/\fck'\’ 6»7{ V\"Fﬂ.(r"‘
"" T "re .
TEAM CODE #: ) % on the wins this debate.
(Proi ir Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

C\erYy nrrn \j SRy



AN { ham . PARLI Debate

_Diasieermiden (19)"

Round 2B 11:00am C6 > .
Gov: 12 Santana - Bazile Judge’s Name: N\ an g\(\a m

Opp: 14 Yan - Shponko

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: N/ Hf.(
v
PROP oPP
Team Code #: \,L Team Code #: ] U
Prop Speaker #1 \DIA.'L\\\Q« pts_2 b Opp Speaker #1 \!ﬁ\ n pts 2 g

Prop Speaker #2_ S A nrAna pts 2-b\ Opp Speaker #2.. 8 h lvo n_ Yo 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 inappropria

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topig/and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority 4s well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters rgépond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective werg’the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organiz¢d, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:

nts and/or suggestions for improvement to

~ Propl:

Yoy cegpect ™M d
'(AV(HO\/J. Or 0\Y\'|17,€,J ‘n-\(\ S -
M e 2y ) gan)

ey & and Ab e
Prop 2:

redpect =l ard oY

PPl \iLe prvevre -3 tore .

Opp 2: Wi e (t&.‘l—}‘*f —~d =

ovd

TEAM CODE #: \ T

on the :‘}ﬁ% wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

ox o)Ay el f st



Elizabeth Murphy (*5)
Round 2A 11:00am D105

Gov: 3 Dovichi - Vetterli

Opp: 27 Campanelia - Petruska
Novice Parli Debate

PROP
Team Code #: 3

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: E' 12 é,e Th M x)(,D I"r)/

Judge’s School Affiliation: 81 L\o{'a 0° i?owc} H.S,

Team Code #: 2—/4'

Prop Speaker #1 Va 'H eV l |

pts 24 Opp Speaker #1 CaW',D& //& pts 5

Prop Speaker #2 DO VAl (,"\ )

pts_ 24 Opp Speaker #2 % P fevska pts LL

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

Judging Criteia

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

offered during the debate

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

by the other side

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

and easily understandable

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

Prop 1: -.Z"A"'Vaduu. Nyme Opp 1: 6’000\ ,‘(Au‘»(d{h/(,‘h.dﬂ O‘( SeL('

Gooel Summary
Clea?
Nad 0 rop

qOoal Jone of big ~ NoF4od
loucl + C(adhn tonsisdem

Prop 2:

. $S U Fsed4
59\00\(6[ areve S-HA-R 5S e @ ov
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@oal fone % x;o/‘a- Ot Joo foudd v
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Cacbmu  ©us/

Opp2: Tnkwoduwu Nawme P(OVS
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ﬂq()uc/ his ougumen fahio

Cond e nho nS

vod tone vory - NoY 4000( tone d vorw- nod foo bud +

joucd & Caclinle nsixtent

TEAMCODE# 2%

Caclin . (o ASTSfen -/

on the O P wins this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION:

(Prop or Opp)

Opp did o hetlen jiob 9 fc&%h% g o chuiér‘/g Ounferplan
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imuprove analysix a

Axrvany - Jusd f.ey,A/,f/r"r.as Mo e %fjamf'wﬂro‘m ancl %o@fv‘?‘:,

Pro P neecls 4o

thads was +ha gpfmom & R proposals,
B Lo



Elizabeth Murphy (*5)
Round 2B 11:00am D105

Gov: 10 Lee - Wang

Opp: 19 Andola - Pareja
Novice Parli Debate

7PRO“P -

Team Code #: O

Prop Speaker #1 R\{ an e pts 23
-~

Prop Speaker #2 J& wa s Womg pts 24

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination
<20=

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: E ll'-za &,l 71" l/M W/ (,D (/\r)/
Judge’s School Affiliation: B(\S ‘/‘n 0 P ODO;,JC’ /'[S

OPP

Team Code #: Iq
Opp Speaker #1 P Nrle j. A pts 25
Opp Speaker #2 AﬂC,O len

pts 25

RIS . e K P TN G

Very Good
nds)

Reserved for rude or ipdppropriate behavior

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyzethe topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters
evidence—which may include facts and references to a

pport arguments with
ority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the depaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side

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

and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

e debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:

Prop 1: Tetvodva Fivet { Layf New

VMY w{—[w'a‘h S{Lzak,d\
Lov\/M vorutsSlow C)O n

4 e 40 50{4'
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oocl iyt tontac
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TEAM CODE #: [0 onthe Pro wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: oA Contentsrvns anf
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PARLI Debate

Mr Olson (*23
Round 2A 11:00(am C)5 Judge’s Name: ‘?0%]2{ 0[-3 i")

Gov: 14 Lee - Duan

Opp: 6 Kang - Yolasan
Ng\‘/)ice Parl?Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: 9 ,’5
PROP OPP
Team Code #: ] ’+ Team Code #: 47

Prop Speaker #1 7)4’4'\) pts 2%4/ Opp Speaker #1 K /’\{‘A‘ pts A3
Prop Speaker #2 L4£ pts?%'f Opp Speaker #2 % I#-/Sﬂ rJ pts?g

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

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

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

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

o Points of Information: How relevant

® Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable

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

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

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

Prop 1: .| Opp 1: & wne courry st b, Borwe Wil Co7 Rritiwe,
 CowD eI, [y spry, Wap #x G PoTS coirs e PRBE iR, (5D ReBUTRC
lom 7z UCT. FUT Testing wah iwnpve. | <5 pu\Nts, Coop CLasiN, Tust sroffy, Suse Newos
Gorp QuesroVpRITTY, Poinr Mare, beThis IT .
ppres s Repuuy/Pr=sonre wvorsl o ypweat TINT ,
Vi ) s pfrve sue t

Ao Pacsupsivie, Racovanel
CLoser OUTSTRNDING |

3 Fepas pwpy Fiam
Prop 2: Opp 2:~ Looo fawrs oF \NVESB2
écox}: ReBurthl-T iRty CooD® HEe BNTRT | w6\ 001 Poprins, Bachve Sumte )3 wer? Ao, cesir /
Kuws TafiC. PASSUctATE- . Rebity > OB, £o0> (VO Fizom Quistnss BUPPL Faers, €200 peese

Sher 4 e80T Clapt FuorTS . of PANTS, Dufr Wetro 7o ORANDED LA7TE (MaRELLD
Otzanisg  op (2.

TEAM CODE #: / ”f’ on the Eﬂvﬁ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Mr Olson (*23) 2
Round 28 11:00am C5 Judge’s Name: 0BT Orsw)
Gov: 19 Mart - Moran
Opp: 5 Figueroa - Thomas
Ng\Fl)ice pagr" Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: 9\3
PROP OE
Team Code #: / q Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 m@ﬁ'ﬂ’\} pts % Opp Speaker #1 “TH oM A j pts Qﬁ
Prop Speaker #2 _-' § pts 14 Opp Speaker #2 F.] Lu ‘('40 ﬁ pts 28

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

v

)

-

—
"

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

topic and the arguments

each debater:

Prop 1: = Coop OPuIe ¢ CRpIZATIN 60D Opp 1:=Coop ol WobS Wik, A (3o cpoppy W Te Betywaryg,
@d&n‘, beep Repcni b Foe- buple SVBSIO Sy COT RtV M5 Wier Lop (VNS Extinican Aot By L
Copp THS, IV O1%ANZe ) Li7e Ré Wbr TPRNS SUINING/ConStrTieNs RefuTep WAL, (ewnRep wele,
Roiing: LBTe2, ereny FouTs ~ Sexlorp eve CoNVALT Pape opp Fon7s,
~RINTS Tiped Ciesmifig POSMOGAVIL: Coop Renso' Fog. of RSaaal Coop CLosws Aer PRawe,
PERESHEHA trtien on PrIC NG Seanviv To AT To SR (mege v Dret/toppharte FIRRMINE «

fonts, veRy' | Opp 2@3% 8 BT Frsr, e Wale v W @ ”,

2, iy usé— Ralows oA a0 7o SHY A LoT v A Litre Mg, Poorveese
Fietneg, Coop /€ CARS5 1IN Aap fqﬁ}l—}/ éof&olr’tr b, If e D ot (RA e

Prop 2: &eop Conti@st 75 ©
Crurp-d Sp5ADY, Wt Dan
MoRe FRTS s NowW VS, iw

QLT vy Srwlt § (ice paLiv LY . LD Be ORSTRoWE., T foSommhte AR - Locr !
PNswiar o5 Popts WAL . Garvef
TEAM CODE #: g on the 0 6’? wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Bill Holt (*3)

Round 2A 11:00am C3
Gov: 6 Goldblatt - McKinney Judge’s Name: 6 in hu H D“'
Opp: 19 Alcantra - Thompson
Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: BCP‘H—'—(’ \l
PROP (ﬂ opP
Team Code #: ) Team Code #: } q’

Prop Speaker #1 (9 Old H 41("” pts a? S Opp Speaker #1 A-‘C athn Ptsa~8,
Prop Speaker #2 M /4 L/ it lj ptsa‘c‘ Opp Speaker #2 Z/h(/mﬂ%fm p:3~7.§

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to ualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20

Judging
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficieptly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and feferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effé¢ctively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevafit and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and

debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Oread gk o] dfloa,

Prop 1: andh O\Y\oi\\ Opp 1: GY+Uk POWIS \‘J

Mw:mm o e good eAdence ; well \oid ok,
L&:\- andlys1s) Avthuprentedin )
m\\\ll%,

Prop 2: 8)04 %uwy\,wmn- Opp2: Yoodk attac Pownts ' Just

Vi L o expund b
Jood BAMNE (S S Sy

TEAM CODE #: 'DW on the (0 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION

BebeL quguue] = Lo SIS had exeled ponts ancl
evidin, | PP arqumenteditn Was smngw



Bill Holt (*3)

Round 2B 11:00am C3

Gov: 14 Kerr-Stein - Davidson
Opp: 12 Green - Madison
Novice Parli Debate

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: d’(“ ”IV 147‘)/‘/‘

Benym
78

Judge s School Affiliation:

Team Code #: P] L" Team Code #: 'z—
Prop Speaker #1 \QYY Sk ptsaq Opp Speaker #1 LN pts _M
Prop Speaker #2 ’DO\V\‘LIC‘LV‘ pts a% Opp Speaker #2 M Q_O{ 1<5¢ V1

pts 9‘7

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

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

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

offered during the debate

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support ar,

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

evidence—which may include facts and references to authority asAvell as general knowledge

by the other side

and easily understandable

Oneat!,

Argumentation: How directly and effectlvely the debaters resp6nd to the arguments made

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

Courtes?' E‘VY courteous and respectful the debatgfs were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:

Prop I uSoanding, sQeclOL.
We it Bk 0/ Yumanss

alysts - Velw ey Cu

Prop2: 4000l Clawritic
Sme Powds, o
AAANNYS |
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TEAM CODE #: l b'l on the
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dmrét

1 2}_«%2 wins this debate.

(Pyop &r Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Ken-Stomre (*16) \/- -
Round 2A 11:00am D101 Judge’s Name: £ o g L\r\ n? A ¢

Gov: 5 Pashman - Ralston

Opp: 21 Sundararaman - Elmhirst L
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: O \/ve | ,
PRg.E 053’
Team Code #: Team Code #:

[ /
Prop Speaker #1 %_ Y“ 1S MAawpts 28' Opp Speaker #1 HE‘% pts 2 %’
Prop Speaker #2 ‘ﬁ;—&l 1P~ pts 2‘:"’ Opp Speaker #2 @' SAaﬂhqpts_ﬂ 2_‘1"

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

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatérs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently th¢’debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referefices to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant
o Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respgttful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

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

Prop b: rehe an tHds
Lot Gvgmeat bA

:7 andf Oppl: ©nct l\n_ satod I M—i( A
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TEAM CODé #: on the ( [2‘)? wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Ken=Stone (*16
Round 2B 112008!11 D131 Judge’s Name: K.el’- §L L\ \ ({ Ae,—

Gov: 21 Burrous - Griggy

Opp: 3 Brown - Helms L
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: (O W l ,
PB‘)(\)T OoPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: 5

Prop Speaker #1 ‘% 8’ rrosS  pts g Opp Speaker #1 ﬁ@ YOl pts Zq“
Prop Speaker #2 ﬁ; C*‘r\gs 3 pts 9:;}- Opp Speaker #2 % Hf l M p

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or i

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

topic and the arguments

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

Prop 1: P\-,e)w\,\t’,_yﬁ S VA S
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¥ to edu(atd~ |
TEAM CODE #: 1( on the F iz\')p wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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\’Z %) %@ PARLI Debate

Round 2B 11:00am D109 Judge’s Name: No cteem k(am
Gov: 17 Raven - Sweeney

Opp: 14 Luk - Tserennamid
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: P \N\ e V}{\L@J
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: ] 1 Team Code #: | 4‘

Prop Speaker #1 Ravan pts 7’“ Opp Speaker #1 \-—\Kk— / pts 28"

\
Prop Speaker #2 gwwbv pts 25 Opp Speaker #2 T«S{(& Aw\io' pts 287

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = ReservedAor rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatgrs analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thg’debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referefices to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak fn an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respeftful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop1:  wemd™

- | Opp I: Do 't SauG fa(‘rq ~ w\ el
Mod e_ Valld

YWAOY< <_~.q¢ catoct

Prop 2: Pre Opp 2: Qf&m\'u\o\(

TEAM CODE #

A

REASON FOR DECISION:

W weo o @tse 06093 dﬂbalo—:/ Yeor~ V& A r~¢'\’ anwel o
cuu\y\:. 6} c';\vvx\\m\%@?,

on the P‘D:E wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



PARLI Debate
Vincent Banas (*13)

Round 2A 11:00am D108 > . )
Gov: 21 Harris - Marr Judge’s Name: Tw;fd.u«lb é“’%j\ﬁ
Opp: 3 McDonald - Thani
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: # ’ 3
PROP OPP /
Team Code #: + 2t Team Code #: <+ 3
Prop Speaker #1 HA"\RU pts 26 Opp Speaker #1 M(/ bo NAL D As _&3
Prop Speaker #2 M AfP- pts Zg Opp Speaker #2 ‘_ﬁﬂ\rt\) { pts 48

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

A

Prop 1:

f,w; prommar
Wﬂ% i

Gook Aol iy T
Gook debisorp/] Crfor fm&mﬂ/ww

TEAM CODE #: & onthe OFF  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: E

ﬁmWW/WWQ




PARLI Debate
Vincent Banas (*13)

Round 2B 11:00am D108 Judge’s Name; 47;#&%9 ngé\ﬁu
(

Gov: 19 Fong - Ligutan

Opp: 14 Fong - Geller ! |
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ‘Ff 3
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 19 Team Code #;__ 14
Prop Speaker #1 L g/ TA nN pts Z/) Opp Speaker #1 é'ﬁL-L ER - pts 2»0(
Prop Speaker #2 lonvg pts Z’T Opp Speaker #2 F o NG pts 4 4

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppgrt arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authorig¥ as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatergfespond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective wetre the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organjZed, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the dgbaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complj
each debater:

ents and/or suggestions for improvement to

o 1 a{%wezf

Ececllont™ :
el Oppz@ A i dobwiiyy
A e

| 14 on the 0 PP wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

Prop 1:

&’W%d‘m
, &
72

Prop 2:
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TEAM CODE #:

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Dan Fishlow (*15
Round 2A 11:00am |:(>102 ) Judge’s Name:___\ Davd GSM(DLD

Gov: 13 Banas - Cummings

Opp: 14 Chan - Foley
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: M"WV“Q-
PROP OL?’P
Team Code #: ['5 Team Code #: |

Prop Speaker #IM@& pts_TD  Opp Speaker #1 d/\aﬁ /5/2,:}

ptsZd

Prop Speaker #2 @M\/\S [ pts 2 Opp Speaker #2 (\’do\{
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: ,/
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Go;?/
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 an {ze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate 71
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debat fs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references tg/authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an grganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

e debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1:

VY (ool w‘ﬂ"“)w%f

OPP I (boed e, O“kfdjﬁe"h”\
6M— (P(A—%w\ak

M\(\. 52 T WOL}Q U&"‘-ﬂst‘/ e ('6[6(

L"Lgl’\— W.., Sold .

Prop 2: Opp 2:
&@500) N7} a)}(,\ PRGN J'W'% \){,/\’ é&‘(é(\;/ Lé kgu\vdo"pav "\(N\v\s i~ e
wﬂ b teSacle e go« T, {2 s do cfire.

TEAM CODE #: “{ on the _{ ZQP wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Dan Fishlow (*15
Round 28 11:00am émz ) Judge’s Name: b"\ ﬂs!/tém)

Gov: 14 Situ - Zhang

Opp: 12 Murdock - /b(
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Vamon
PR?P oPP
Team Code #: { Team Code #: {2
Prop Speaker #1 6 l'L»\ ptst Opp Speaker #1 Mor‘ Apc pts 2 6
Prop Speaker #2 Z\/\ur\ b, pts 25 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 royfids)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters pe€spond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective wer¢’the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Propl:  pie o5, Gevd (b, pp L: 6@9 Sk

, N UN@. & [sad
6""330*'\ VY (e-emde o umendt. &rw“ J 500 &5

Y desade.

Prop 2: Opp 2:
e 5208 ) e Somby
TEAM CODE #: = onthe OY®  wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Scott Gast (*14)

Round 2A 11:00am C1 , . o
Gov: 6 Brouhard - Welch Judge’s Name: 5 ‘H' Gﬂ‘;‘)’

Opp: 19 Le - Rather
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Lowel l

: PROP.. . ‘ " ,.OPP /
Team Code #: @ Team Code #: , [1

Prop Speaker #1 6 Ydl/h NJ pts, z 7 Opp Speaker #1 ﬁq H"e r / pts Z 6

Prop Speaker #2 WC ‘C‘A pts 2‘5 Opp Speaker #2 Lé/ pts L7

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

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

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

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

e Points of Information: How relevant

o Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable

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

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

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

Prop 1: 3OOJ POM?'S,?WJ Oppl:Q%Cx’//W /rr’/?a/a b and 01‘”"”’//
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TEAM CODE #: 9 on the O wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate

Scott Gast (*14)
Round 2B 11:00am C1 > . SC o H 6\'0\9 +
Gov: 3 Duong - Kopelevich Judge’s Name:
Opp: 23 Scott - Ambrose /
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: L’O we ,
PROP . OoPP
Team Code #: % Team Code #: 2—; /
Prop Speaker #1 DU oA pts 25 Opp Speaker #1 6C O'H pt 7

4
Prop Speaker #2 ‘Aﬁiﬂpk v U pts Zg Opp Speaker #2 A M b(é} ¢ pts Z Q
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Goo

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

Judging Criteria

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debafers support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references 46 authority as well as general knowledge

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

e Points of Information: How relevant and effe€tive were the questions and the answers

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: Cm{:dfabk with P "\7/ Opp 1: Ve Cf@a//oof?uﬁ?(‘a/) r(ﬁn‘«‘ol efhe-
low eyp (ml‘nd)l‘k(d(’d Falk Hams < witerfons vv(/// low eye Ccmﬁc’/)
Mot abed Contentions wi J(, f;v(’./}, (0‘,)0/ be a 1i# e 'SQF*F"/
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clode mo sow beous
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TEAM CODE #: 2 3 onthe_ QO wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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VA
MM Shingwekar (*10)

Round 2A 11:00am C2

Gov: 25 Green - Nichols
Opp: 3 Lisy - Forman
Novice Parli Debate

Team Code #: 2"
Prop Speaker #1 N i A pjfx pts 2%
Prop Speaker #2 Gy elan pts 2 4

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Go
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimi
<20 = Reserved for

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters

offered during the debate

PARLI Debate

ULDP\V SHINVNGEWE v pR

Judge’s Name:

Judge’s School Affiliation: :C Rv/MpTOM H 1G4

Team Code #: 3 /
Opp Speaker #1 L“ S 5) ts 25
Opp Speaker #2__ 0\ wraan pts 2 &

e or inappropriate behavior

lyze the topic and the arguments

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debafers support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and references

authority as well as general knowledge

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

by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an6rganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

e debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:

. Prop 1: Opp 1:

Slow down o Ll Slin? neech ‘

wake full we f Tiane Make ww of gom Dot
Prop 2: Opp 2:

JSEC N 9 Hoal cownder
Lods g ce A ,V/‘uwa(/\ .
TEAM CODE #: 3 onthe__ () PP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

(pan
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PARLI Debate

4Adier Shingwekar (*10)

Gov: 23 Barton - Madsen udge'sName: UDAT 5 B/ NEWE fenk
35&22 Iﬁaa':ﬁg:b;gumnger Judge’s School Affiliation:~ R VINCTON _ H 6 H
Team Code #: 2 1 Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 % dJ\’{; A pts 26 Opp Speaker#1 P ubijan 5,/,/\ pts_ 2 X
Prop Speaker #2 M adien pts 2  Opp Speaker #2 L 5 ot pts L &

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

Judging Criteria

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as genera

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

each debater:

Prop 1:

Prop 2: Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #: 3 on the __{( QPP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

(Leon



PARLI Debate

; *
i Bt
85&;;%23{%26;?:08@ Judge’s School Afﬁliation;/SM A /40%%1‘7

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 /I/Lz’LﬂW pts 2 ?{ Opp Speaker #1 /4 Cpe7A pts 0’27

Prop Speaker #2 W oo pts %7 Opp Speaker 3/2 (,5 ﬁ'ﬁé [/4 pts .;L X

Please award each speaker points based on the foll 4mg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstandjng 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

Judgjng Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

g ey ”‘ﬁf e

6’ et Y,
TEAM cobpE#: 1% on the | FL07 wins this debate.
01 Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

Nu} Reboct acldrers m’%@ F/‘% sp %»m“c? #+ W
The fiwg Acpr Nyl & mone Sl
Fhnding ' Tt The p/mwﬁ;/mm Iece 1ty e MQZW ? aw\b&




PARLI Debate

Bonnie Hayne (*25) (‘ - HN ~

Round 2B 11:00am D103 . Yy’ 1 MM

Gov: 22 Keshav - Wei Judge’s Name: ‘]0/ t

Opp: 3 Hemerling - Barnett

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: %ﬂ/ t)mﬁf ACWVI
PROP OPP

Team Code #:  J2- Team Code #: 7%
Prop Speaker #1 % H—‘ﬂ\/ pts 02' 7 Opp Speaker #1 }/fz)m ELLNG pts f;l%
Prop Speaker #2 [/Uﬁg 1 pts /)-7 Opp Speaker #2 ﬂﬁW 4 &8

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

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

e the topic and the arguments

debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer co
each debater:

Prop 1: % \/

liments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 1: Hemer L miz-
pat sty Cormmupe C plistnce

/Lw’ﬁ/bn?\ Mgl ey fre
Grebiioet (TLlis) A sy /’mf‘

Ak OPP 2 P e
Mot pact * /f/wz?ffc‘wmzf

/.
(e,«?qmicw : LJZ w//Z/Uf'ézb (A mﬁ !
6 i (et s :/Z b onf o ” Aot

TEAM CODE# /% onthe [ JC P wins this debate. o l&” 6&/
Prop or,
REASON FOR DECISION: rrer ’ %M A WV” Fetnmr
sldaaed Ul 0 % coyTlitiasa ¢ [t A
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PARLI Debate

Teresa Skarr (*27) S kél
Round 2A 11:00am D107 ) ey !
Gov: 14 Dickerman - Millar Judge’s Name: —ﬁreéa" VF
Opp: 10 Khurana - Darukhanawalla
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: W/\K\A,SJV 7Lll Q
PROP OPP
Team Code #: ‘ L+ Team Code #: /}()

Prop Speaker #1 ’W\UULM pts 955 Opp Speaker #1 Qq U/ OMNA_ pts g(a §
. \\/ Prop Speaker #2 Di dﬁ& ma‘/) pts 2-8 Opp Speaker #2 (D% IA}CWMA/C’/%&/ Q(ﬂ' 5

X ULglease award each speaker points based on the followin/scale:

A

T
2 %2

o ’ 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
f(ﬁ\( _ W . 27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
\)J ,_jj/ 26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Réserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

i%ﬁf{ qﬁ@duwwwf‘\—wm/am/‘gz W’hf%’“w%
Feafadl B dsing ciia @l M

TEAM CODE #: 14 onthe _[IB[~  wins this debate.
(Prop)or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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ARLI Debate
Teresa Skarr (*27) 7/ S{
Round 2B 11:00am D107 > .
Gov: 14 Masuda-Thaya - Sun Judge’s Name: _ ‘6@5& rf
Opp: 10 Vijay - Cramer m f ! g‘
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: W | 0]/
PROP
Team Code #: ‘ L/' Team Code #: [ O

Prop Speaker #1 % QAA n pts a’-{- Opp Speaker #1 V\ )(M pts gf]L
Prop Speaker #2 m(LM/[’\Mﬁ 9'\6 Opp Speaker #2 O)W pts Q’(O' S

k/ Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale

g% y 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
\ w]\\f“e 27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rgunds)
V 26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or indppropriate behavior
gﬁ{ (N\ (/QS\A Judging Criteria
nalysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze tie topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters sypport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authdrity as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatgrs respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgapized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

* Jo %”ﬂ L5

— WK N W W’W”L&%a

opp 2: Chaund
Sia’ +WW%@%%‘W*

gggin#"/fvtd : : | ~mem@{)WW??’UW |
arg S — /Dmmed’ %&Wd yewr (int

TEAM CODE #: I o on the O wins this debate WHNje &n 9’)[] W
{ ro orE%EE)) "L

REASON FOR DiiileN &(J; (P P A@S 2 ( Cmﬂfi{,{m M" "’HAW A{ﬁg
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e PARLI Debate
Round 2B 11:00am C4 ' ~ Q.

E) . S ' T
Gov: 3 Greenwall - DuPuy Judge’s Name: =N

Opp: 27 Little - Wagner
Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: M

PR DA e R AN s e N AR s e G am e L e e MRS

PROP
Team Code #: ij Team Code #: (5137‘ /
Prop Speaker #1 G\W WA / pts 2? Opp Speaker #1 [ kljf /pts 21

Prop Speaker #2 U J PU 7 ptsZ(G/ Opp Speaker #2 (/J/\'iﬂff/\ / ptsz X

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1:

botat €18 conk opp I l/bty A Jone

p2 ] conly0 S/Le%
\ngéﬁ()om > '47% vaé’ﬂép Z;/]W WC/XL

TEAM CODE #: 3 on the ((D/]Og wins this debate.
REASON Fo;ilfglog 2b M@ /(\2214,;)( Z\ W vo VA J'QNUL A pISSUE,
()/6 iV S NAfvarZOV? nab ‘)7’4//*/
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Kasima M@MM% % o PARLI Debate

Jesse-MacKinnon (*5) W( ﬁ ﬂ l [ {
Round 2A 11:00am D109 s .

Gov: 10 Mao - Tong-Seely Judge’s Name:_{ M

Opp: 19 Phan - Phan

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:

" PROP OPP
Team Code #: D Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 M\U\ ‘% pts y Opp Speaker #1 OM‘\ V\ V( pts Zﬂ
Prop Speaker #2 M'(LQ pts m Opp Speaker #2 “ﬂ\ﬂl\ / pts 28

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

h—

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

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1:

Excollenk —pecsel
e Frectw € -

Creok

ek Jop\c

~ Prop 2:

Gocd <R

usi
/a:ose conculane

TEAMCODE#: D onthe Cf Oe wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp) O/Q
REASON FOR DECISION: l

KeelleN X ar ameks  woell vesearchke
FKC ol w{}% OP?C‘J’W’V{S w@W\‘S.
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Sopie BURGHTE 1, PARLI Debate

Ja ~ iy
Round 2A 11:00am C4 Judge’s Name: SOPHT A A URSHIE S
. ge’s Name:
Gov: 19 Byrne - Nguyen
Opp: 14 Lyons - Wyszynski ~ :
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ‘B F A'/ /& E/(j
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: ‘ q Team Code #: } "{

Prop Speaker #1 % L( M pts 7 0{ Opp Speaker #1 (,bj{ oné / pts_< ?
Prop Speaker #2 N? e i pts 26 Opp Speaker #2 W b{ q%% \’\‘b pts 4 7

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very'Good , ) W
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fof elimination rounds) { V/{/
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior PZ U)“ Y)
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatgrs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1:

TEAM CODE #: l Cz on the @QQQ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: o M%O\/Q*
e s P%d&ﬁ ot okt P
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