Round 3A 1:30pm C2

Gov: 6 Brouhard - Welch
Opp: 21 Burrous - Griggy
Novice Parli Debate

PROP
Team Code #: [p

PARLI Debate

Linda brandt

Judge’s Name:

Judge s School Affiliation: 19
OPP
Team Code #:__ A |

Prop Speaker #1 V\I?/\C h pts «20) Opp Speaker #1 P\/ \a 4] ﬁ wv )’OQ)Spts éﬁ
Prop Speaker #2 br ou M Vd pts 3 7 Opp Speaker #2 A GY l,/’)/ng pts _&z

Please award each speaker pomts

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quali
24-20 = Poor

26-25 = Fair

offered during the debate

Evidence: How appropriately and efficien

based on the followmg scal 4
ery Good

for elimination rounds)
<20 = Resepfed for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Critéria

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

the debaters support arguments with

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

by the other side

and easily understandable

each debater:

Prop 1:
ou made so
bints re:

Points of Information: How relev,
Delivery: How well the debaters Apeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

t and effective were the questions and the answers

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

Opp 1 great pouse veny
Commen’> & avy u
and counteri n9 o?smeemen-%s.

Prop 2: 30 weye 3000? aj— Opp 2: YO\A did a %O@d Job 0¥
re-Iteyating your Lontentions presents Youv” emcnce.
hu+ ol;ai Y mmhom!% )(_00'1 Yo it of anad VG-
our overall Honus were well done
préq%aﬁom wa s Well dond
TEAMCODE #:___ A on the [},QIP wins this debate.
(Prop of Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Opp made a stonger argument Ffor Their

Conten Hons



PARLI Debate

Sam Roberson (*19)

Round 3A 1:30pm C4 , . ham
Gov: 3 Dovichi - Vetterli Judge’s Name: Nivian Q

Opp: 22 Keshav - Wei

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ¥ N YN/
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: 3 Team Code #: 27
Prop Speaker #1_N eXy e s pts Opp Speaker #1 \I“ 2 / pts
Prop Speaker #2 Do vy dnd pts Opp Speaker #2 \"b‘S\\ Qﬁ pts

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

Good

r elimination rounds)

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

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently th¢/debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referefces to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effective}y the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and/ effective were the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak ja 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:
Propli\ftd:a orov\:\fl—e)«d Opp 1: (,\rf.dv‘ oob o\‘\(e,c*l\-j r&dru'r\d l;\9

R-rJ LW&\\‘j VL } A “f . \'.\—-a Y A vmontd.

read job exflainiey e "Yory l plenge” refrain Fom urying

(L8 pectA. a=-=— N Woand e

W"\-'\"\'c“"\emw. Opp 2: rowerrmime ¢ reat+ fone m\a’
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flendl pebrin from qu'wxo Yoo hod ]

TEAM CODE #: ‘g on the 4" wins this debate.
(Pro% or gpp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

dre & aed e Ftective responge to opy B

Prop 2: pnotve q_,.a,z,




JyVar Ph

Round 38 1:30pm

Gov: 14 Woo - Melman

Opp: 10 Lee - Wang
Novice Parli Debate

Am
Releerson (“19)

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name:\J WY AN ? »\ A
Judge’s School Affiliation: P N WS

PROP . OPP

Team Code #: \ L\ Team Code #: l 0
Prop Speaker #1 Md madn pts Opp Speaker #1 u L pts
Prop Speaker #2 \IJ Yo pts Opp Speaker #2__ w4 W&\ 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 royrdds)

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

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

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

Judging Criteria
topic and the arguments

port arguments with
rity 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 fvere the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an org
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:
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Ut wontract fleade.
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Prop 2:
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~ it o .
) very \wA Py a\N‘H‘”b

1zed, communicative style that is pleasant

baters were to opponents and judges

ents and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp I: \I!A\O 0r0qn‘\"b&J.?r66 e nt C\Cﬂ(
WMMp\w . Eﬂ\_d(\\-j V\rxcle(d"’l\btl""blé.
WM ede conract.
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TEAMCODE#: |0 onthe_OPP  wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Doug Barton (*23
RoundgsA 1:30pm Dgos ) Judge’s Name: ?/)')/ )b Bﬁ/LTO/V

Gov: 10 Khurana - Darukhanawalla

Opp: 19 Andola - Pareja ;
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: 5/9/,/ A%)W)UA/ M%CE’ )
PROP 0}’; /
Team Code #: [D Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 |\ H A pts 078 Opp Speaker #1 ﬁ’l//?@ /7 pts )\7

"DArY kHAN WAL
Prop Speaker #2_ #9423

pts 38 Opp Speaker #2 p ) ﬂél// 77 pts 2 8

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

Judging Criterj
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debgters 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 referehces to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effective}y the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and/effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak if an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

each debater:

Prop 1: | opp 1: Mce C/&aﬂ//wt WWM@ .

TEAM CODE #: / /) onthe / K()E wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp) _
9 ehwe dlads . Py cont il o Sy %W/{WWZ




PARLI Debate

Doug Barton (*23)
Round 3B 1:30pm D108 Judge’s Name: DOUQ’ 5/9/{//9/1/

Gov: 14 Masuda-Thaya - Sun

Opp: 13 Garcia - Acosta

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ;54/ /69/”0/1/ MC(.{ Y
Team Code #: / 171 Team Code #: / 3 /7
Prop Speaker #1 S L/ /\/ pts 2 ? Opp Speaker #1 /';] ¢ Cﬁﬂ pts 2;/
Prop Speaker #2/7 ASy DA ot T/‘/ﬂ YA pts 2 8 Opp Speaker #2 éﬁf(&f Vdi /4 lg

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 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/upport 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 effectiv¢ were the questions and the answers

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

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

TEAM CODE #: / A/ on the ZEQ_Q//O wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp) /)”/“/”é
REASON FOR DECISION: Lo /ﬂ/ G

L Mol e T X
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PARLI Debate

Ted Appel (*24) .
Round 3A 130pm D109 Judge’s Name: TEW A(’pﬁl
Gov: 14 Yan - Shponko
Opp: 12 Green - Madison
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: SA\NTA lew HS
PROP OPP /
Team Code #: ¢ Team Code #: 2~
Prop Speaker #1 \{4,\ pts_ 3%  Opp Speaker #1 /V\I-JJ Svu. pts &)

Prop Speaker #2 S‘l\(‘)o/\l,\ O pts Opp Speaker #2 6

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

pts 3'7

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

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

Points of Information: How releva
Delivery: How well the debaters sp
and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous and

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

¢spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the abo ts and/or suggestions for improvement to
each deh
{2
MIZN,CL \ C(°C/ voite_ | 6/\4_;—-\—
Proe 2murents ro deRve dems, rertercds .
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60000 Zt_\c— Cc//\’\Y C+ )

TEAM CODE #: l 4—- on the PD wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
T\/\’% e (A Ccc‘/&" p(zz)\f) WV\S b;e(cug( P( C(\C-"’[\
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Ted Appel (*24)

Round 3B 1:30pm D109

Gov: 14 Dickerman - Millar
Opp: 19 Fong - Ligutan

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: ‘—TEO / ‘ff)f‘—

Novice Parli Debate

PROP -

Team Code #: 4
Prop Speaker #1 /V\ - \ \M pts >

Prop Speaker #2 O,‘LL\UM pts 7

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

Judge’s School Afﬁliation:gdeNTA ReosA kﬁ

OoPP

Team Code #: i 9 /
Opp Speaker #1 :F‘_Ol\g pts P

Opp Speaker #2 Lo ‘AY YA pts >

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters

offered during the debate

<20 = Reserved for

de or inappropriate behavior

lyze the topic and the arguments

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debgafers 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

o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in

and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfu

Using the above criteria, please offer ¢
each debater:

Prop 1: U v\aﬁ

/wme 5
ccei,b, §

organized, communicative style that is pleasant

he debaters were to opponents and judges

pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 1 MX‘A%\A At cleal

“‘(\ac‘/ﬁﬁj A~cZ ( m\:ﬁe—ﬁ"a\g L
Codrsled rq) 12 Loscomd

I
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TEAM CODE #: ‘ L’lL‘ on the Rof2 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: '
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Catherine Singstad (*14)
Round 3A 1:30pm C3
Gov: 3 McDonald - Thani
Opp: 19 Le - Rather
Novice Parli Debate
PROP
Team Code #:

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name:(% bén'/v 2 g\\‘(\ <S~'§ch
el

Hliation: (_/ o’/

Judge’s School A

OPP
T

Team Cgde #:

Prop Speaker#lH Qﬂgf_\(j Hol E! bktg R7 Opp Speaker/ 1 Qnma {j Pc-( L&Cpts_a_ﬂ

Prop Speaker #2 20\4\ ii P\’Mn L pts o/ _1

Please award each speaker pomts based on
30 = Perfect 29

27 = Good (but possibly not good

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Outs

Opp Spgaker #2 Q LQ,

ps R &

the ollowmg scale

ding 28 = Very Good

ough to qualify for elimination rounds)

20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

offered during the debate

Analysis: How reasonably and effectjvely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

Evidence: How appropriately and ¢fficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facfs and references to authority as well as general knowledge

by the other side

Delivery: How well the debgters speak in
and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous

each debater:

Prop 1: d\hoe W hen A vely
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Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

d respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Oppl G(ZJ’ < C/S\‘\/+~=\d' é 225—7‘14//\/1&

2 Srr{f é»ﬁh%c;@w A o %ur
Ve v (4 S S,
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TEAM CODE #: | %

“dﬁa

onthe O F ¢  wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:



PARLI Debate

Catherine Singstad (*14)
Round 3B 1:30pm C3 Judge’s Name:

Gov: 19 Phan - Phan

Sg\?i:c‘leoP\;?I?}IlD-eg;?em o .ludge s School Affiliation: LOVJ ( ‘
Team Code #: ] C{ Team Code #: I o)
Prop Speaker #1 &n nul, P)’\c: /\ pts K77 Opp Speaker #1 \/‘ n ¢/t€)} pts Q & (
Prop Speaker #Z_K&‘\(‘l’\erv\{ Pf/k/\ pts X C? Opp Speaker #2 aneAd  pts XRE . {

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: 390\ &boﬂ a V,
Shafn VM éase W S

"o Opp-: (\f:;g st s,wztld(ﬁ’im s-ro/[e
ean , Excedlaif ,r) %

N /
e o & Rty giﬂ Jok
: gzmﬁc/ u«v%a‘aﬁf"b’\& 2
Seing Ligean crverad bo qor fporct. | RO TR bl o € ycsuf

You sl nock on bed oce cleal” Anerave o sreat fea . Good o =
X /9«5510/\41[2 ofwfgw jOI’/ E( 8{/1@/4.‘ kﬁdh)rj 8&%&/\%& '

Opp 2: \'-I-’hpat.SngﬁeC 5',"0‘25\0( g?ht-o)

Y ,6 “

M{iﬁf ""’““ %—" I%‘f#fm‘ of 0 7“ ”@’“3 St "
1< : o weea %’

a/;f = «.a)\q:(' 5 q/laoj\ IKAFM ‘é eﬂs(jﬂjfo u,\,éo/sg’z—},qéo N\ a,.

TEAMCODE#: | O on the2£(~ _ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:



PARLI Debate

Opher Peled (*15) ’3
Round 3A 1:30pm Ci1 Judge’s Name:_ (__ /A/\?’
Gov: 6 Kang - Yolasan
Opp: 19 Byrne - Nguyen / L‘
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: \N\ AWALA
PROP OP
Team Code #: (/4 Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_\2n EN ek i\ pts &87 Opp Speaker #1 "Bv \/ 5“ “G.£wn pts Y23

Prop Speaker #2( l",,\\ \'(o\asa,\ pts Z‘é\ Opp Speaker #2 \.& 3,,, e . pts 28

Please award each speaker points based on the followi scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to 4ualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Cfiteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively th¢ 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 relevagt 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 rf€spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

wmu f—-( 3

Prop 1:

AV ARV Opp 1: ﬁ\ §L\.&m\a.\.k\(} e
V\H&Q,S\w ~ ’5\’6‘ 3 —/Vededy

Wwpeuss e U ¢ Vo€ bt ™ A\ OM\ 'M m\, .e‘\ﬂ
e et

f\o uw~ \noq \'\v\vaﬂ e S

4\&)4..\.( \\uv«w\ ‘Q—Q\‘\"ég /\M

\ \

Propy <_\e¢\r SR /\\6 -‘\/*Q\\ &v»—( . OPPZB{ ) N“\ \Mm\ :\\(\A erome— J,\ﬁ\x

Y\u& N 4\?\0\@(2__ f\f‘b\' Swxre “\\r\.}\' STeM

Veag o \Au{\\us <a »\\iéi\ \'\r\w-
\\san\ ads awis b S

TEAM CODE #: A onthe Yroy - wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

e W arnoty Td sTER LAl A ‘OM\;‘
3\& v\u\TV"‘O\LQ, (@\M\Q C\p\\\,w .




PARLI Debate

Opher Peled (*15) | \ S
Round 3B 1:30pm C1 > . '—-\'\a - >
Gov: 14 Fong - Geller Judge’s Name: O\ /\> € :

Opp: 10 Mao - Tong-Seely \
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: \.'\’\“ cavrona =€ [/,
PROP orPP
Team Code #: \ v\— Team Code #: \e

Prop Speaker #1 N&\-g.\( . Yens pts_ 2 ¥  Opp Speaker #1 ) exSpm 1 e ~d/3 -W%’ (95
Prop Speaker #2 So\‘(_'\ AN Ts pts Y Opp Speaker #2 Ceyva Wa o / pts 5

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anglyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatgrs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to/authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the ¢€baters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effecffve were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an gfganized, 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 co
each debater:

Prop 1: Voo 57,\ Sln\c\ w\ wr S Y}

liments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 1: 6(_(0\\ _Bo\a. ; o Gt“"\s Y‘T'QJ

e oaridn s O e S e 88T
?TE)U\&EB\ cdae’& f«;\( ‘{‘(zv——‘\ ‘ (*o\ c\ro( “\O,\,Q -

W"b (A; |Tf\¢

PI‘Op 2: e S\((SG—(&

#‘\/\':s Wi Sovk \

or: Groed s b et VU e

M Oprren SViau

TEAM CODE #: \O onthe O ﬁ Sf wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: Q | .. \J
\ cws\;\we«\v; , \Sers oo\\ ch\—cwe/ Q\&\@(\N\

Z‘(‘L&\\Zw c’v\z‘\ g“‘-’ G"c‘
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PARLI Debate

Danica Tanquilut (*11) m T
Round 3A 1:30pm D103 Judge’s Name: M\‘QM/ \}VY\Q/‘r
Gov: 14 Lyons - Wyszynski
Opp: 17 Raven - Sweene
Ngeice Parli Debate y Judge s School Affiliation: \) \/}‘\5
PROP OPP
Team Code #: \LJ( Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 M \N\js’tnﬁ*ﬁts 1 Opp Speaker #1 S\M%\'s% pts 20

Prop Speaker #2 \\pé—ohs pts 2% Opp Speaker #2 W ptsj’b

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 =¥ ery Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualiffy for elimination rounds)

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tjfe debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referénces 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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: Opp 1: .

— Lo ovrd dfrec e Lovs

—AStde:You POy o reot

Norrd s,
Prop 2: Opp 2:

= LA oS00V (ovdnr - Jood POERNCHEAON o hartoe
“ LNl Of: Yot Qov\-hf,a ‘vwha,

%—to 12 \UN

TEAM CODE #: \:'l on the OPE wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: \ \ \nf\o ¥ %P e N easans oc
QS "Fre Luorg) Hre om0 STENM © ARl o M@

TS ot o

onerca l At Yot Prowe ol Pre e S
SucCirernyg 9 t pre
Vo\ﬁﬁe QoRned\ STEYN Srwoud be PRI0CHRIed of Tre

A O an SUo (eareA.,



PARLI Debate

Danica Tanquilut (*11)
Round 38 1:30pm D103 ) Judge’s Name: \.A(Y\WOJ\/\/ r\/‘f‘\NUY‘
Gov: 21 Sundararaman - Elmhirst
Opp: 3 Duong - Kopelevich
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: TLRS
PROP OPP
Team Code #: Q/\ Team Code #: 5
Prop Speaker #1 E\\r\'\\n{\“s 1 pts % Opp Speaker #1 D\A‘N\O\ pts 2]

Prop Speaker #2 WW pts Z~7  Opp Speaker #2 V—Op—&\e/\/ﬁc)v\o pts 27

Please award each speaker pomts 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 ang/the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1:
< Co\d \\MWW”@ "Voé_
oL VO TNOE S O S

froor gpradv~
_ ° 3 S ‘ -S\’CJY\ POYTg ?b\r\u,‘ﬁ:v\ Lo
mﬁ P SN
Prop 2: ) Opp 2: )
- )0d, (NG L P> ﬁ—bwwmﬁowww@\’?“‘““
O A INS A% UNTOQ OO0, ot
Q\)&\-W \{)M QNN (DR

TEAM CODE #: W 1\ onthe > wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION{ 1) PYQ? ol Prad Yogals CoNPes NAn Bre
Cogurtiny 0 okl v G

O\)m?mwm Sarned,




- a1 STEw| over LA H .
Lesdukions 5. eduection howtel ewph PARLI Debate

Gov: 3 Greenwall - DuPuy

Katrina Fehring (*21) \ - L\ .
Round 3A 1:30pm D105 2-(0 ew\ Judge’s Name: (A‘{'Y\Y\Ou \/6 v K‘B/

Opp: 23 Scott - Ambrose .
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: S 6N fV\a Yo
PROP oPP

Team Code #: > Team Code #: 2— /

Prop Speaker #1 (4 (Lenw ‘\'(\ ptsz/, Opp Speaker #1 ﬁ(v\- ‘OW s& /t52 q
Prop Speaker #2 D\) PV\ \I pt52 1 Opp Speaker #2 6 C,O’w / 0'

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

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

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

nalyze the topic and the arguments

each debater:

Prop L ok gasi

Sy e o 7T -
o lowd Spes '\'Q\ff\o Dié poihm
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resoldron em sVt STew\ L\LUK ‘”3»

nob el ~ds ~Coud o Qu,e\\m 30‘0 N h}l e o of
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%\:\»\ﬂ\b ()\ws !P\A‘{' IV\ QT%’W\ ow '|n w‘, 6&\ %\b‘v\%._

TEAM CODE #: 273 onthe O ﬁg *wins this debate.
(Prop or'Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Katrina Fehring (*21) woN ZoneSe J {—Y 1,/ L\
Round 3B 1:30pm D105 e Vi
Gov: 13 Karim - Kerstetter Judge’s Name: |\ fi LNV

Opp: 14 Luk - Tserennamid
Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: S&-U\ V\/\O/T\ [N

PROP "  opp
Team Code #: \3 Team Code # l L‘I

Prop Speaker #1 [Z ex 5 "(HV'U( ptsﬁz/'% Opp Speaker #1 L‘U\t/" S 2 {

Prop Speaker #2 V ,ﬂkf' 24 pts /Lq Opp Speaker #2 /’/5 Lrennana ptszﬂ

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatghs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to/authority as well as general knowledge
® Argumentation: How directly and effectively the gébaters 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 opganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
® Courtesy: How courteous and respectful th¢ debaters were to opponents and judges

ze the topic and the arguments

Using the above criteria, please offer com
each debater'

T ot WOk iy i
P2y i dmre ] i "Wl b i |
RS E | WS e i
N, é.oc& (was itz len s

Psop J/vw\'w»\ éyleo(r\ 'A ’ O Oppzf(.\ \\ ﬂel/\"("% Cau‘ ﬂ(@W\eavwr
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TEAM CODE 4: { on the -__wins this debate.
(Prop or %pp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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iments and/or suggestions for improvement to




PARLI Debate
bow/ wre- 1 //,Luvé
Round 3A 1:30pm D107 ’ . / -
Gov: 5 Figueroa - Thomas Judge’s Name: ,@g/}ﬂ//ﬁ (L /' /§7 ”//‘ﬂf/
Opp: 14 Situ - Zhang

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: %W/% A’Wﬁ?ﬂy

PROP (J’P
Team Code #:___ & Team Code #:__{

&
Prop Speaker #1 T%MA 5 pts}7 Opp Speaker #1 W pts 48

Prop Speaker #2 /‘FT A pts ;2 i 2 Opp Speaker #2 S { 7% Pw' 2

Please award each speaker points based on the following se4le:
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 = Resgrved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criferia

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

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

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and r¢spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

e L

.
EAM CODE #:__4 n the

wins this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION:



PARLI Debate

) %b/«/ﬂ//é M//'/g

Round 38 1:30pm D107 Judge’s Name: ﬁé’ﬂ/ﬂf 7 Hﬁ‘/ﬂ/g

Gov: 23 Barton -

Madsen

Opp: 3 Brown - Helms
Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: <§5)’me' WQM/
PROP é)PP
Team Code #: 2-3 Team Code #

Prop Speaker #1 %Mﬂ)ﬁ/ pts O  Opp Speaker #1 kﬁ-«(ﬂ\ﬂ\/ /ptsa’zﬁ
Prop Speaker #2 /VV*() 4 f/ﬂf'\/ pts ,l% Opp Speaker #2 H’E] ‘{M < / pts#é

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale

26-25 =

30 = Perfect 29 = OQutstanding 28 = Very
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for efmination rounds)
Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved foyfude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

offered during the debate

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

by the other side

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in
and easily understandable

organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Bt p Opp 1: ow)
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%WW

Prop 2: /V(/I-OS{:?‘/ Opp 2: Tt
bwm,: wjz M«MWW e %ff

_ ; MWWW f(zu«“'
2 M%M mewwé ‘ku/yﬂtm,\,

~ Tl
TEAM CODE #: N7 on the lﬂ wins this debate.
f/ iﬁror_b/“gr Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

A A nagesrame. Mt Gtvge

Gov: 12 Murdock -

Opp: 14 Lee - Duan ) . ' ]
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: w o C(S 9 H'S’" Schoo
Team Code #: | L Team Code #: ‘ L\
Prop Speaker #1 MU(C!\O CK pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 iD\.) am\ / pts ¥
Prop Speaker #2 MU‘/AOC K pts Opp Speaker #2 (;—Q% pts ZS’

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

Judging Critgria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the
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 effegfively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters sp€ak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and réspectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, pleas¢ offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Prop 1: Opp 1:
(4) Very persussive aad [Clear sfeater G) WYy e r\y,;\wa[ and euidence
T ke oo Yo ek of deer brecht Wi well g Avsefu - £ 02 leat

bp £¢ Yoo Stotd Y crlay.
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AL do” o\ pAts] use
Prop 2: Opp 2:

swd sk PSS B rad Coppert - Arel s b oy ¢

lt'wy(

- . & L Wwag Llol{’ 7/70 M‘ y . q “" ’/\
(7 i()/f(‘: (5(7?;;’}/ o :':.Y ffmd ér,_b»("}'/ (’) A [+ CC’*’(““( UL Canten

TEAM CODE #: 'L‘ on the \}2 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp) .
REASON FOR DECISION: ot andl s ftatitn
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PARLI Debate

Matt Petruska (127 o, W Tebrusicq

Gov: 3 Hemerling - Barnett

Novica Part Deats Judge’s School Affiliation: WDwndse | 1sh Scho (
Team Code #: FROF g Team Code #: orr ZS/
Prop Speaker #1 HM{ \l ﬁj pts 2 3 Opp Speaker #1 M\C_VIO‘ 5 pts Z—’
Prop Speaker #2 Bﬁ" ne *‘*f pts 26 Opp Speaker #2 Gree N\ 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 r
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or i

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
¢ Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatep§ respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective wgre 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 debéters were to opponents and judges

topic and the arguments

Using the above criteria, please offer complim
each debater:

ts and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1:
(+> \/Q/\/ 3\—(0.45 {QLU'H{\ LJ(‘H»
a Mgl analysis, Cle
Gincl QesSua~Ye cle,\(dc/y,

RebArql 4S tue

Opp 1: ‘
U—) 60‘4 ferpasation ok ‘eu{cl(mc{_
Desonent wis WE0osvl

() 5 e coned witn deiny

Prop 2:

i Mq@{ am(ﬁf,(
(7 Cacovegd ‘Pﬁ’{  dede

Covrd 0’}/

TEAM CODE #: z

Opp 2:

G’) E\/C&t‘1+ c’df\%/y ¢ Carkes V.

on the OQ:\? wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: . lee ‘
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ouH.'M{ the ner ben £.TS whsn deliainy © 4

“Tew anglysit £ s ﬁrﬁw«”w"’ wiy Ao omd peviviasve




Hy}l School  Zducatin

Yuyun Shang (*6)

Round 3A 1:30pm C6

Gov: 27 Campanella - Petruska
Opp: 3 Lisy - Forman

Novice Parli Debate

.S%oz//,,( &rpﬁail?e inM oves 4‘4’&:/ Arig  ~ed Hulmm,y,;,d
PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: )/U"' S/I a/:g
Judge’s School Affiliation: (a ”‘P ol do /s HS

PROP OPP
Team Code #: 2 7 Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 CZ"";P anel la pts 23 Opp Speaker #1 41'4:1

Prop Speaker #2 Pe{rwika pts 29 Opp Speaker #2 Forman

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

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatgts 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 referegCes 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 an¢/effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Prop 1: * (e a,jam‘&u( Lihtortions | Opp 1: ¥ Stroges re butted gl)ucé Hr fos Speech
Y Coded s mow fovrdanw ed * Gdd redu Yepoatiy pocis fu Lontontind
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Prop 2:
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¥ é"’f’( (aﬂ:ldf P'M‘/ NJL’ ; QZM * Z/'m'”‘&b'é"’/ /4)’% ﬁmf/ luma m‘-z‘:'ﬁdl'
TEAM CODE #: 2] onthe 7P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Yuyun Shang (*6)
Round 38 1:30pm gcs Judge’s Name: S § Aanq
Gov: 27 Little - Wagner =
Opp: 3 Lanzone - Hubinger R
Novice Parli Debate Judge's School Affiliation;_(@my0 lindl>  H ¢
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 2 ; Team Code #: 3 /
Prop Speaker #1 2l pts._ 20 Opp Speaker #1 Hupinget pts /’{?

Prop Speaker #2__ 491/ pts 28 Opp Speaker #2 Lon zome pts__ DB

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 elimi
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for ru

tion rounds)
or inappropriate behavior

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

lyze the topic and the arguments

Using the above criteria, please offer
each debater:

mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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TEAM CODE #:; < on the ? rep wins this debate. Lo g¢ ra\/lj
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Aes éu"mﬂ; Calye)

Nadia Whitmore (*5)
Round 3B 1:30pm D102

Gov: 19 Mart - Moran

Opp: 6 Goldblatt - McKinney
Novice Parli Debate

~4» Points of Information: How rele
[ J

PR?&
Team Code #: 1 Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 W/P /’\//- pts ‘Z‘} Opp Speaker #1 /‘,;’ l}gﬂlé ‘/ Jf 424?0
Prop Speaker #2 \///ﬂ ﬂ/)’ A/ ptsﬁ} Opp Speaker #2 /(j / // 9&7& /( /Ué\tﬁey %

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

Judging Crijferia

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

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficieifly the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and/feferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effctively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
t and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debatery’speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

i
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REASON FOR DECISIO
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PARLI Debate

g%?/’z’m
T

Round 3B 1:30pm C2

Gov: 19 Alcantra - Thompson
Opp: 14 Chan - Foley

Novice Parli Debate

Judge’s Name: \/!/K&/d Ba/\aQ

Y

ALE
[ﬂ Team Code #: W q/
[ @mm(/ pts L 7

oN pts 9\5

Judge’s School Affiliation:

@T’

Prop Speaker #1 < }\ah

Team Code #:

pts 9“7 Opp Speaker #1
pts 9:’7’

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

Prop Speaker #2 F O/ Q/‘j Opp Speaker #2 Th O

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

offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriately and efficienyty the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and peferences to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effgCtively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
Points of Information: How relevght and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters gpeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous an¢/respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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m 14; on the QQ» wins this debate.

TEAM CODE #:
(Prop or Opp) 500 ‘h’\—Q

REASON FOR DECISION: Dpp aceld o 5+ro/\?m 7o OpF o P
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Noveee farls
Ra> P8 Singe figmt
Q,OM L2 Judge’s Name: Van?(](’ﬁ& ‘d

Gov: 14 Keye-Sheri - David son
opp: 1% BRM:S‘C%mmmaa, B

PARLI Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation: SOHOVY\Q ,qc Qd ej/ﬂ,(/

PR'?P OPP
Team Code #: , Team Code #: l 3

Prop Speaker #1 DXV \ASOV\ pts J 7;5 Opp Speaker #1 ,&\ms / pts 27.25

Prop Speaker #2 K€ Yy- :‘}k S. N pts Q 2 ;5 Opp Speaker #2 C ptsa_7- 5

Please award each speaker points based on the following scal¢:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =X¥ery Good

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

Judging Criféria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiendy the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and yeferences 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 relevdnt and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters/Apeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous 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: + ¢ Conhack pleasanl- Sl:ﬂr—l', Opp 1: 866(1 slart Loh Smile bt we':i 1
dntd 46 remain Cal -Smddob! my,;;w woith acewsation of [ying @ it 700
You did nol wed agcuse them of 1 and .fun’ovs .

by ing and +o Hat levd, \ll“’: .aﬁh oddress ﬂfbﬂ«s in (% speech
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NI e under bobh definitions |+ Shong intro, mass) ,

"y ce Ucprru,L level of e,wu\‘vHW . em"n bit Fired So nekas good i

+ Good Cadonce, ge0d jor> ene Contect

TEAM CODE #: l on the ETOE wins this debate.
{Prop or Opp)

Prop 2:

+oycell

REASON FOR DECISION:

Topicaliby -of# case wos supporked £



PARLI Debate
Evan Hubinger (*3)

3
Round 3A 1:30pm C5 ) Judge’s Name: Evaf\ M / M 6;/\

Gov: 12 Santana - Bazile J
Opp: 14 Holwitz - Kay B .H
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:__I )41 e\f/_()
PROE‘ (B‘PP
Team Code #: I Team Code #: l

Prop Speaker #1 Bﬂzg E pts_&~/. 27 5 Opp Speaker #1 _l:b(w( {"‘/ pts Z 3>: S
Prop Speaker #2 éa yona pts__ & / 77 Opp Speaker #2 ka‘\l/ pts z g

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

Judging Critefia

® 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 refefences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

opp 1: Vory Fmrwsfv\& Siyle N7 a
ahiquents ondl spagleon \2 Yedly
m 3&0&@%&&& zw o wo o
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wen ety i
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afen gz
© %ﬁm lost 85U e _detefe,
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boe Yoy
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(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Evan Hubinger (*3) R
Round 38 1:30pm C5 Judge’s Name } ; '

Gov: 21 Harris - Marr

Opp: 5 Pashman - Ralston M{,@
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:

PRO e — OPD
Team Code #: i- \ Team Code #: ; P

= fv = PalShn

Please award each speaker pomts 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 inapprppriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the t
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppgft 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 wefe 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

ic and the arguments

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:

nts and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: Opp 1: R Q,chali’l’)‘:\[" M ‘f\
‘%&@w/lzvﬂvg%é M&W cc/z”-ch?f‘

ok s e Hedges, rsren
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on the wins this debate.
{ (Prop'1 oi Opp)
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TEAM CODE #:




DDUL 691’\—10/‘) PARLI Debate

Nedeem-Atam{-T9)
Round 4A 3:30pm D103 Judge’s Name: DOUé BHRT@/V

Gov: 14 Luk - Tserennamid

Opp: 6 Kang - Yolasan /
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: (Sﬁﬂ (YT M/’LLE )
PROP orpP
Team Code #: [ ’-/ Team Code #: é

Prop Speaker #1 W l(/? pts ,;1‘7 Opp Speaker #1 M Kﬁ M pts /i 7
\M 0LASA
Prop Speaker #2 pts_ 2 ? Opp Speaker #ZMﬁ Y pts 28

e TEHRR  [SERENMNAMZID [
Please award each speaker points based on the followiHg scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding/ 28 = Very Good

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 s/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 an¢/effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

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

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

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

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

each debater:

TEAM CODKE #: / ‘7/ on the % [P wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp) W
REASON FOR DECISION: - -
P » for the Prop wame e '




Dove BirTo PARLI Debate

Nadeem-Alani(*19)
Round 48 3:30pm D103 Judge’s Name: /DQUA 5#/{70/\/

Gov: 3 Brown - Helms

Opp: 21 Sundararaman - Elmhirst _
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Afﬁliation:(S/?/V /(/?/)70/1/ ”Lté )/
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 3 Team Code #: ﬂ/
27

Prop Speaker #1 /3/(,0 l,(j/[/ ts Opp Speaker #1 ([Z W/I&S 7
Hetms m\7j
Prop Speaker #2 pts 25 Opp Speaker #2 S VNDRRAmMA
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 eli
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for pade or inappropriate behavior
. Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the delfaters 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
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in gh organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respect

alyze the topic and the arguments

the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater: ,
Prop 1: %'W( fﬂﬁ Opp 1: /Z/M/ M/ f%ﬂf
s Coumton,
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//Wnb.
TEAMCODE # 2. } onthe (PP wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate
Eszter Erdelyi (*14) /
Round 4A 3:30pm C2 Judge’s Name: f &DQL% /
Gov: 10 Lee - Wang
Opp: 12 Santana - Bazile
Ngvice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Lf w 67/(,
Team Code #: '(O Team Code #: Az

Prop Speaker #1 (/gg pts 29 Opp Speaker #1 % P(‘L/\ L E- pts Z%
Prop Speaker #2 w Pﬂ\} G ptsZS_ Opp Speaker #2 S KN/VWN % pts Z 8

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in 4n organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfil the debaters were to opponents and judges
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TEAM CODE #: l@ on the COTP _ wins this debate. A TALT) / HpeN e
(Prop or Opp) _—
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Eszter Erdelyi (*14)
Round 4B 3:30pm C2

Gov: 12 Green - Madison
Opp: 21 Harris - Marr
Novice Parli Debate

12

PROP

PARLI Debate

/
Judge’s Name: ggzm QQ@Q (/‘1 /
Judge’s School Affiliation: (,0'(/(/ (7/(, [

OPP

Team Code #: Team Code #: ?/ ‘
Prop Speaker #1 6 W pts Zg Opp Speaker #1 m‘ S pts Zﬂ
Prop Speaker #2 HP{D lSOt\\ pts ZX Opp Speaker #2 H ALR , pts?/9

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 inappropridte behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective werg’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 debgters were to opponents and judges

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

fl\’/ropl:‘mf Coivnngt S A Orp1: Copty o RGAN (%ﬁ’ﬂ@\\ — GooP
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M AN ALY EXPLoeeDd T WA

CoULD HAVE BEEN VEeH S &
TEAM CODE #: on the O’Pp wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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Pauline Honaryar (*15)
Round 4B 3:30pm C4

Gov: 19 Le - Rather

Opp: 3 Hemerling - Barnett
Novice Parli Debate

< educalzon
PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name:’—‘Pmuu, uﬂna,(‘b{ afl

ot
Judge’s School Affiliation: M X103

OoPP

Team Code #: l O' Team Code #: \3
Prop Speaker #1 Le pts Ozg Opp Speaker #1 H—@Ml/\,/ pts o'Z"l
Prop Speaker #2 Rt\ Yheo pts ég_ Opp Speaker #2 3(,0’ H pts aié

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 =Nery 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 Criféria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficient}y the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and rgferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effe¢tively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and r¢spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

ovvxa., @3 OUWLM

Prop 1: govd (O ¢ bey e |Opp 1t
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TEAM CODE #: \3 on the O wins this debate.
(Prop or gpp)
REASON FOR DECISION: ‘ 4{
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Cindy Bulger (*23)

Round 4B 3:30pm D107

Gov: 17 Raven - Sweeney
Opp: 14 Kerr-Stein - Davidson
Novice Parli Debate

PROP |

Team Code #: 1
Prop Speaker #1 6‘4}6&/\(\,‘, pts 'y
Prop Speaker #2 Qav&/\ pts ’l’\

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

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

<20 = Reserved for ru

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: G,{V\ JN &Azl q{f

Judge s School Affiliation: f’m ﬁ EEQMM v "f\[

OPP

Team Code #: \l"\" /
Opp Speaker #1 Ve id . Shet .V\ pts
Opp Speaker #2 bd\/\ A $W\ — ptsc;"l

tion rounds)
or inappropriate behavior

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

offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debagérs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references tgf 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 effegtive 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

each debater:
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TEAM CODE #:

on the W

e debaters were to opponents and judges
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OPP 2 g prestatatron of Now
o 0 BA Whagoniye

Hrovgiats
ok

Wi
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wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Ritu Khurana (*10)

Round 4B 3:30pm C5 s . ‘PK KLWW\Q
Gov: 14 Chan - Foley Judge’s Name:_§ \Nﬁ/\‘ >
Opp: 13 Karim - Kerstetter ’ .

Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation:

PROP , _— . OPP -

Team Code #: \U\\ Team Code #: \ R
Prop Speaker #1 Q)/\Q LA pts A Opp Speaker #1 pts 2R
Prop Speaker #2 CO% }J\ pts p\ Opp Speaker #2 KO\*(\ \ pts'Lq‘

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

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debagérs 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 effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Prop 1:» Opp I:

Prop 2: Opp 2:

TEAMCODE #:  \\\ on the QZD% wins this debate.
. (Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION;



PARLI Debate _
Ritu Khurana (*10)

Round 4A 3:30pm C5 Judge’s Name: bér\)ﬁ\/\ mmno\

Gov: 3 Lanzone - Hubinger
Opp: 19 Mart - Moran
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Afﬁliation:—iym\‘\%‘}ﬂ/\ \-\\

PROP oPP
Team Code #: 3 Team Code #: \%

Prop Speaker #1 Hﬁ &b¥ 828 pts (2—0\ Opp Speaker #1 W\mf\ tsz-‘-"‘
Prop Speaker #2 ! Fa\i Sg ( Eiﬁ: pts ’?/% Opp Speaker #2 W\O\X\' / pts 1
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 el#fnination rounds)

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

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

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

o Points of Information: How relevant and g¢fifective were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Prop 1: + | Opp 1:

Prop 2: Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #: % on the f)gg !)2 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Cindy Bulger (*23
Round4yA 3:30pgm 01(07 ) Judge’s Name: (‘A/HAA MW
0

Gov: 19 Byrne - Nguyen
Opp: 14 Woo - Melman
Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: &a/r\ P,MWVI V[l

PROP
Team Code #: = . \ q Team Code #: \\‘\’ /

Prop Speaker #1 N (V\;e_, . pts 2% Opp Speaker #1 H‘&[Vv‘ld "4 / pts 3 %

Prop Speaker #2_N aa\K/\ pts _ﬂ_ Opp Speaker #2 W oo pts 2 (
Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale'
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Vgry Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualifyAor elimination rounds)

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

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

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

e Points of Information: How relevant ar/d 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 respgctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

« Proptl:
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Auioade woved alevg.
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TEAM CODE #: \“'\’ on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Pauline Honaryar (*15)
Round 4A 3:30pm C4

Gov: 10 Mao - Tong-Seely
Opp: 14 Masuda-Thaya - Sun
Novice Parli Debate

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: /P(),uxlw\l_ H'Oﬂa{\,'{ur

Judge’s School Affiliation: M’I'T 1234 W'LC 3

Team Code #: 1O Team Code #: [ "l
Prop Speaker #1 Ton f\) - SQQEJ{ pts &' ! Opp Speaker #1 SWY\ pts
Prop Speaker #2 M A0 ptsa | Opp Speaker #2 m asuda- ﬂ«uq ptsm

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 elimi
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rug€ or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anglyze 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 $6 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 effgctive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in a 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
each debater:

mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 1: Exu./u'?/n}_ m%wm“abm %
| | Sl OJT—WOY\.&/A‘-,S' eovdiin e -
conorchor - clac ouh\wwl anndd e .e,wu/} ho
G \Lowo LDK.LI N b o . e
- oxee Uewd wae O rubtle \’9*‘"30”‘&34}‘0’\
S}} ex iden .
Prqp2: Ma&«/\m ek ocuv" Opp 2: \){,w\ lire b AL OMben o e
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i lu
h Y o sicken W’L@ﬂ -~ war cham 8-19 Yonae S)p TP
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TEAM CODE #: l D on the “hfgz . __wins this debate.
(Prop or' Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: . aﬂ
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PARLI Debate

Kathleen von Raesfeld (*25)

Round 4A

Gov: 6 Goldblatt - McKinney

3:30pm C3 Judge’s Name: VOH%S)Q,IJ

Opp: 19 Phan - Phan
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP orp
Team Code #: (D xH Team Code #: 19
\
Prop Speaker #1 pts 2719 Opp Speaker #1 P i pts ) 75
iR 2135 Phin K
Prop Speaker #2 ‘ pts¢;2 4 Opp Speaker #2 mﬂ, /" ] pts 97~5

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

Judging Critepia

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

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

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

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters 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

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

¢ 3004 9o on AU poxllend pace, Chear Case presned

Prop 1: Opp 1: . .
- o povsefor on + Poid SPE{‘-N’S are CO'“\P(“W\ﬁ Cdakea
npadant point Showby Hhi — when our prebnr privied oo} Yheir N:hl s aof ageh -
-‘MPM,\- on \jour (Al Sreaon VS bdas\\iagk" s shovld not pon
3§2ms P"“‘I

4 ag0d,j b Phinking on\jourfee 0

Prop2: ¥ Pr&fLSSi ol Qpplarance Opp 2: - weed s &\a_\‘ G\jar\i’ld W‘\'H'\ +he W

2stablishHhat many ptopt idenhily with flf;\“a* Job Supperting your case | Jerme,

e

Larmtrs P“S:; eosy to Lollow Codeince
- .h-q not-Jo SW 0 r_)
TEAM CODE #: \ q on the m wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Did net prove Snifri cante / V\(\ﬂ.ﬁhi‘(’ud{



PARLI Debate

Kathleen von Raesfeld (*25)
Round 4B 3:30pm C3 Judge’s Name: \o ﬂPﬂfSJ‘\C [d

Gov: 5 Pashman - Ralston

Opp: 27 Campanella - Petruska
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:_( ;Q[mma g[lzd

¥ US-\? w\”mwvdhge\- inte
(wd Prop 2: +godd Pc'\hl*(i!mo}ocmrda

L
é‘(o
by
9

v

- Ok 4o pavse, donYYneed o rosh bje

reak prestabation dyle-Flo
Sharked ... Ketp paptrs 0rganized
TEAM CODE #:___ ] on the _QEP__wins this debate. Fres - 1+ Shaws Gnfidence,

e R i S

PROP opP
Team Code #: ) Team Code #: al

Prop Speaker #1 RG I Sf\'OY\ pts;2875 Opp Speaker #1 CGMP_Q_HL( 'a pts 8.75
Prop Speaker #2 PaShW\Rn pts&g Opp Speaker #2 P{J’V’U&KDL pts 29

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analy
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatersAupport 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 effective/were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orggfiized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the

the topic and the arguments

baters were to opponents and judges

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

prop 1:+ 03 Gl i ine s 1: + [ty your adladk ' 4o Salvency , Strang

poinds given o arue Qse
.pPep(eL{r xlance of passm?pad
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™ wcrstm\f_?,o Whong Ps %hmm
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. aﬂ«ﬁ"‘"“’g;)pz ¥ like calm Shyle, 1Ke printing oo} Gormany

e as o N0 Sdess oycellent Jopic Knadted ae

ssim s A Sptaksr is in your va(f-
F’ak paust Shaws uﬁd{nce

- Loish i Was Raid taviier”
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other-Ham
vs eance. wel\ d@m

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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THe  STAND) o (A
Mark Cabasino (*13) ORECA)
Round 4A 3:30pm C6 . A 1923
Gov: 21 Burrous - Griggy O Seo
Opp: 3 Greenwall - DuPuy THRGAT

Novice Parli Debate

e MPROP
Team Code #: 6! )

Mrioral- seCoklTy

PARLI Debate

C/l@/lgl/\!o

Judge’s Name:

Judge s School Affiliation:

. I OPP
Team Code #: / /

Prop Speaker #1 6 URRoy § pts v

Prop Speaker #2 G(Z '[;'(f[

(‘)KEEMA/ L—L/ pt
pis_C7

Opp Speaker #1

pts 7 Opp Speaker #2 D vy
Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scal d
30 = Perfect 29 = OQutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualifyfor elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reservgd for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteri
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debgters 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 referghces to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant an

effective were the questions and the answers

o Delivery: How well the debaters speak jh an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respec

1 the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:  (So/7y | Wte [lohmetr m wrag ok bas ) =
Prog I Ooad )b eplain: g N & PRop 2 .
lwﬁuj f' 3] ()’bkl(—vl‘S’ O&)L‘ ‘ﬁoc‘us ) w 4_1/ M«)
C . ‘ ) en
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J
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TEAM CODE #:___ (3 e T e e ieds

on the f wins this debate.
EED

(Prop o1

REASON FOR DECISION:
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078 bl o vy PARLI Debate

ot sommoe T Cpmy access e B o
Op: 14 $Zi“.aéﬁ.!§§&o do bree e — D
Novice Parli Debate @ ,}Jm‘f) ay Judge’s School Affiliation: (

Team Code #: PROP ﬁz’:) Team Code #: ore

Prop Speaker #1 Y% E l pts Lo Opp Speaker #1 74’0

prop speaker#z IKESHAN [0 &G o0 speaker 12 SHPO N0 27

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 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 oy/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 debaters gupport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to aughority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

{ - _J\‘,\ v OL . 4 o (
PI’Op 1: bo(;: 4N v Culfead Opp 1: ()OD’S ‘/g, ‘)é rGYSM) e £ “'Ll.]
r-vL J‘J . . . . ‘
(D s "\«/ J SD “~C MN A,f(/\:l}) id{’t\ L&A + Q"I'HL — LC vA
WJ#J C"“S-\‘ G'L( C()v:, A

.. 55 t v ALY
SAER N g (?'(t‘s J«!h»wr be_ <ol Y‘ ad 2C on how Ceyote et

sore o hne o ¢ Werer o i oon KS bre elvcadon.  3C (r(:)/fi:u—
wherb g 10 Yo — doar lans - w] 5 '3’ 'FVA/)) ad “e CJ'IUk _V%L’C o Jt‘;f‘ﬁc) wee i,
Pr0p2 Opp 2 g’“’b‘\) ©Geld (Hff(/l'f:;,\ ;C‘ JJ\,L-(;L(.;uQ }a.._\f
N Sreegh 3,

060 Pt chak Olepe [hamay o,
( 74 ’y [ Uu( s c _ .
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£ree | Jsb jome — ’f?‘“‘ , Clahy Plen . NV ey fu){g) o P’bvg WL._’ da vy f’[‘f«
TEAM CODE #: m onthe ©Of€ _ wins this debate. wont ol

\— (
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Kimiko Cheng (*21) ¢
Round 4A 3:30pm D101 > . . C’,{m
Gov: 23 Scott - Ambrose Judge’s Name: 3
Opp: 12 Murdock - A
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Afﬁliation:/ Do~ YW\ o
PROP o)
Team Code #: 2‘% Team Code #: /ﬁ ] 2

Prop Speaker #1 4//-.{\"{— pts Zg Opp Speaker #1 Ffd/&rﬂk pts %
pts 2L

Prop Speaker #2 A’Wf)?”b’%/ pts 273 Opp Speaker #2 & CMpas—
Please award each speaker points based on the folloying scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enougyf to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

® Analysis: How reasonably and effective}§ the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

: Opp 2:
A A C/\N\/\,V\O\V\%m U&:S"

TEAM CODE #: 15 onthe_V7°P  wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

CPeP) Wida s ogowiapd ogeerit oo
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PARLI Debate

Kimiko Cheng (*21)

Round 4B 3:30pm D101 Judge’s Name: C '
Gov: 14 Holwitz - Kay ge's Name Cherg

Opp: 6 Brouhard - Welch

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: S VVAAN A
PROP OPP |
Team Code #: lA( Team Code #: é
\’\ ol witz
Prop Speaker #1 pts ')ﬁ Opp Speaker #1 ?‘) vo W\’LM d pts 2.6

Prop Speaker #2@ pts_* l Opp Speaker #2 \'JQ (e pts

R R i

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

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 authofity 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 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:

Prop 1: ! —O*XQ acd -
Poaed | WNaXhadice

Prop 2: Opp2: Wigng Corhgrari afguments

neesdosh .

Pro
TEAM CODE #: {4’ on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Bill Holt (*3) ! L
Round 4A 3:30pm D105 » . 1
Gov: 13 Banas - Cummings Judge’s Name:
Opp: 14 Lyons - Wyszynski %{
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: V]M
PROP 5 10)4 g {
Team Code #: l Team Code #;

Prop Speaker #1 &ﬂgéz ptség_ Opp Speaker #1 LL/L/ Paﬂn_s
Prop Speaker #2 C{Amm M ptsa‘7 °8 Opp Speaker #2 W\Iﬁ%} )']9(4 pts 3\8,

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 Poor <20 = Rg¢hserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
&M7 a 'l“'“{ e b{& /.
Ortden € WACO be rlerglie Giteria

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

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

Prop 1:C lé’ob\rl\} l(zli(/‘

Opp 1: YWl paglt i+ seem le
et speat

| GMSWMQ ,

Prop 2: SD(D(A
WP ek

TEAM CODE #:J‘L-{ on the 7 wins this debate.
(Prop gr Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Poy didd d Azt Yoo it wn endd T e+ arawedd o qinst™
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e At v rakdnd saudly o

Opp 2: ‘9000/ Su,ﬂrm;(- (97 OPPI ai’W/
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Bill Holt (*3)

Round 4B 3:30pm D105

Gov: 13 Garcia - Acosta
Opp: 14 Dickerman - Millar
Novice Parli Debate

PARLI Debate

- J
Judge’s Name: ) H— M’l n (4/
Judge s School Affiliation: ﬁﬁ W

overall

Team Code #: \ 5 Team Code #: / (_Z /

Prop Speaker #1 AC (b‘v/\ pts M Opp Speaker #1 U\C\al’ mda V\
Prop Speaker #2 (700/ ¢ W\ ptm Opp Speaker #2 ,}M\\a/ pts 35’

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 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 anglyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatérs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references t¢/authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the gdebaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effecfive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an ofganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful th¢ debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer com
each debater:

iments and/or suggestions for improvement to

opp1: Y W or)en}n

Con WoS gosd pordk j}u&f—
\y\,w;(w( A IQH— wire.
O’ﬂﬂy/}(ﬂ g vigdncl. .

Prop 1: oyjneat Yok A laym7
ruk plloott - v4%Y et

Prop 2: oxcellint i Opp 2: }/l (lav: Nni \)(}O*
Orgumartakitr 1/ i No (sswes
alt powntg, cle
TEAM CODE #: mw on the , 5 wins this debate.
\l L (Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

beieer  Qraumentation ancdk  conkntiuns hac!
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PARLI Debate

Peter Brown (*27) L, ¢} % ~ o

Round 4A 3:30pm C1
Gov: 3 Duong - Kopelevich )
Opp: 23 Barton - Madsen fey

IS a led b re¥>l Judge’s Name: ’Q}F/\/Eﬂ)—-—v\

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: \/\)W"’qs"r
PROP QEP /
Team Code #: . 3 Team Code #:___ < -
Prop Speaker #1_) Ny ptsZ\le Opp Speaker #1 E@r%»\ pts £8

Prop Speaker #2 Y,o(u el pts 7\, Opp Speaker #2 YV\ S pts <)

A S S — T

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively theAdebaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficienfy the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and géferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effeftively 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 sptak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: l: 57 ):OL
VE gr X d “7 Sl‘\‘j '\‘ﬂ,\
Nee? P s e T

A
Ry Rl ql po-ds

LA S}Kn)\‘«\ Pa\h\s é\m’p aal/\\;@;‘:z

o r«-('&,..w ™ C,__,’,Q e O e
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Prop2: 1151 M2 b OPP2: g}, .

vie 1
NL(- *’ S< C‘\-n.l o Alaca

{\(('vk O«n—/q S’\V‘»j OYS\”J“AS-

~Jo cefetnes or aYaXinu Y14

TEAM CODE #;__ 273 on the (Opp. wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:" T he OB v s hctase'.
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PARLI Debate

Peter Brown (*27)
Round 4B 3:30pm C1 wifs end 30‘”“»& Judge’s Name: e Biom
Gov: 10 Vijay - Cramer C A2~ accrss Y Ao b ]\V
Opp: 14 Fong - Geller 2} .
Novice Parli Debate Lt Judge’s School Affiliation: \A}mﬂcv
PROP WP
Team Code #: ! D Team Code #: _
Prop Speaker #1 .\/{ 41 pts. Z ) Opp Speaker #1 Q)CH"“/ pts 2
1J
Prop Speaker #2 Ly pts 2 Opp Speaker #2 15;\' tsZ )

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 eliminagon rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude/6r inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the g€baters 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 gfganized, 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 copipliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

PI'Op I:C')"p{%(w\ S‘PLOW" Opp IZC']zoﬂ vic o-c ‘\"\n& (L(
' : af o CA&‘H
F\rﬂr §pecet Do} Co\2 Love 5.7 DJ-AB giwe G»\( MCW !

Vil 'x\-)g

Q—,,,E ')b\.r W (‘LL\Q\Q'
Prop 2:
g“rav\j voik . gJL@B ¥

[ b Oppe f:v\\. - v o

TEAM CODE #:___) on the ?rotf wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: 7 , socessloly nelode2 he o < Tle opf
M) o ac v.p]\ ""“*‘L ,,?z\\;\»&?.

Opp 2: Q:D,Q Or:j\)\—"‘"a‘\‘)\.
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PARLI Debate

Abbas Rangwala (*8)
Round 4A 3:30pm D108

Gov: 25 Green - Nichols
Opp: 3 McDonald - Thani
Novice Parli Debate

s Kan

Judge’s Name:

Judge’s School Affiliation:

PROP : S e (.)P

Team Code #: x5 Team Code #: 3
Prop Speaker #1_NJC.HO L3 pts 27~ (Opp Speaker #1_Me % MALD pts_2F e
Prop Speaker #2 GREEN pts 2‘8 Opp Speaker #}/T H ATV pts %5 ENT

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enouglf to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <2(/= Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectivgly 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 ghd 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 depaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandabl
s and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

17 $cEMS ~oTH TERMS gTePyeeLED BVITE A BIT
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TEAM CODE #: o 5 on the FR0P - wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Abbas Rangwala (*8) 0
Round 4B 3:30pm D108 ) . AN
Gov: 19 Andola - Pareja Judge's Name: A3R AS G WALH
Opp: 5 Figueroa - Thomas
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:  DVH S
PROP orPP
Team Code #: I Q

: Team Code #: 5 /
Prop Speaker #1 F AR CTA pts A8 Opp Speaker #1 THOMAS pts 2

Prop Speaker #2 A—/)/ D DI/A' Q T Opp Speaker #2 [=i (7[/ cROA
Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale

30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good

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

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

29

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer co

liments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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bl — ggz.—-lf/ _ Gotp DELWERY & AREYMENTS.

TEAM CODE #: 6 on the fo wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: s
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PARLI Debate

—JohaBrouhard(*6)—— :
Round 4A 3:30pm D109 Judge’s Name: 4 ’ M/&—"
]

Gov: 3 Lisy - Forman
Opp: 27 Little - Wagner M
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: <

Team Code #: 3 Team Code #: 2 7,

[} \
’ Little, ,
Prop Speaker #1 Z-( o pts 2& Opp Speaker #1 ¢t pts.2). g
v,

' s
Prop Speaker #2 /4\/ o pts 7? * Opp Speaker #2 MW . " pts Z 7

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references t0 authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the/debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effgctive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in arf organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful/the debaters were to opponents and judges

lyze the topic and the arguments

Using the above criteria, please offer ¢
each debater:

pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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Round 4B 3:30pm D109
Gov: 19 Fong - Ligutan
Opp: 3 Dovichi - Vetterli
Novice Parli Debate

S TV Te RN R b S 5

~ PROP
Team Code #: / 7 :

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 o4 .

7

Please award each speaker points based
30 = Perfect 29=

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

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

offered during the debate

by the other side

and easily understandable

701;\,{6 maﬂ(eﬂéﬂ\/%
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Prop 1:

TEAM CODE #: on the

REASON FOR DECISION

BWJ %wa (3

pts 27

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters supp
evidence—which may include facts and references to authori
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters/tespond to the arguments made

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: W (7’&_~

Judge’s School Affiliation: LW% -

OPP
Team Code #: 5 X

Opp Speaker #1 .‘/(/ﬁﬂ/\/«é (

ots 27

t
Opp Speaker #2 DO'U-(CZ,:, pts 2 7

on the following scale:
Outstanding 28 = Very Good

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappr

! (mep (3 %pp) wins this debate.
M s%k«mfw o 7%“/ ﬂwjfm:/( .

arguments with
as well as general knowledge

ic and the arguments

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

Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the depfaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate

Elizabeth Murphy (*5) o

Round 4A 3:30pm D102 s . . . .

Gov: 14 Lee - Duan Judge’s Name: E’l%abé‘w\ [MU/F"\;/

Opp: 10 Khurana - Darukhanawalla . ,

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: gl S’L\O lD 6 D@WO‘ H ,S-
Team Code #: M / ’/‘ Team Code #: (9
Prop Speaker #1 D(}ﬂ 4 pts 15 Opp Speaker #1 K l/’ rana pts ZS
Prop Speaker #2 Lﬁe, pts_ 15 Opp Speaker #2 DA vk hﬁ ] Wa//ﬂL pts 25

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

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

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

Elizabeth Murphy (*5)
Round 4B 3:30pm D102 Judge’s Name: E’ Oiuﬁj,lﬂ/l M vy ’f) h/\/

Gov: 14 Situ - Zhang

Opp: 19 Alcantra - Thompson N ‘
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Bf S l’lO i? O DOU\/OI #f S ‘
Team Code #: , LJ' Team Code #: ' ﬁ /

Prop Speaker #1 —Z l’)(,w\d pts LS Opp Speaker #1 A ’ Lantr pts

Prop Speaker #2 S / \‘{' U pts 25 Opp Speaker #2 /l/lOM p S ()V} pts Z"L

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

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debagers support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references t6 authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively thedebaters 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/0organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: I l’,’ on the vO|[) wins this debate.
' (Prop or kpp)
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