
U ^ ( x b { a M f
Ashek̂ ViJay
Round 3A 1:30pm C2
G o v : 6 B r o u h a r d - W e l c h
Opp: 21 Burrous - Griggy
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Aflfiliation:

Team Code #:

f M d

pts Opp Speaker # 1

pts9J_ Opp Speaker #2 Z U
rpts_^

_pts.^

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

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

Judging Crî ia
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively thê baters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : / 'Mow. made- &(3vy(̂  CiOcM
u O x n t s r t f :
qoccl poi'e.^ ,

d lOti \oi2'IT€. r
o\f&rcayof:)(x\ J c>b ■

Prop 2: uJirc ̂ ood
fe-iHyafiyif^ Lpurdon-h^^w.

om- OjOU'f̂  o/-em.[J
MJa 5 i/)^\

TEAM CODE # : e? I on the

oppi: 0feaf pD\t>ê  vevy aocxi

a n d c o u n d e - n o f -

0pp2: You. di d a t^ocjd job 0^
pre'T^VrAA 6AA(d&V)Cd-.

ipiXr aV <3f
RfiUkxtjono (darf wMl doi^

on the f) pp wins this debate.
(Prop orOpp)

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

O p p m a d e d - p D f f h & i r
(lo\f\feY\ -h' On 5



PA R L I D e b a t e

Sam Roberson (*19)
Round 3A 1:30pm C4
Gov: 3 Dov ich i - Vet te r i i

Opp: 22 Keshav - Wei
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

Judge'sName:̂  ̂ V\<̂ YV

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

OPP^

Prop Speakei

Prop Speaker #2_

i #i VtWewl \
V \

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_ )p€x>S\\

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reservê or rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteriy

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : \ \ 0 ® ^ d i f u K J
J > 1 d ^ f v .

C/d-fv). Pliift'iMiBg /
A - « ^

Prop 2: r * v o - c t \-4. Opp 2: ̂  ̂  r̂ A,-V" "V'OYV'C J
y y j l A h d A

^ o \ o O A - V t >

T E A M C O D E # :

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

on the P^P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

( J l v f t r e i j fi T A j e O ^ p .



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

Opp: 10 Lee - Wang
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name;\ \ A.v\ ̂  Vv ̂  yy>
Judge's School Affiliation: P ̂

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P

vJ îO

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#! U < -

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debars respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : \ Oppl: \-J-eJ. rei eA+J c\e^^r

^ C ' O v ^ - V A C / " ^ ' »

P r o p 2 : /

OYTJ iv r^tj rxiceAv-Jl C v/v--^-ervi-^ €

O p p 2 : ^ r 6 . J 0 ^
A A ^ r-e u p o>_ci •<5 (f
C / > T r C ^ 4 ~ € , C x O w - 4 ^

C ^ y w - r v — .

: \ t)T E A M C O D E #

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

C ^ y w r v — 1 - ^ ( „ 4 J — - T " * "

o n t h e ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)

K c l c o X l e v i e s 4 - ^ ' ^



Doug Barton (*23)
Round 3A 1:30pm DIGS
< 3 o v : 1 0 K h u r a n a - D a r u k h a n a w a l l a

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

P R O P
Team Code #: IJO

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#! l A j h O t

Opp Speaker # 2 / f p t s ' ^ 0

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: M MXAAia

Prop 2:

Opp 1: /L̂6e cImA.

Opp 2:■■mAM-zund' opp2: ^^2^,

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : y / / J -

Y ^
iuni cAAt/tJi zyyfmJM 2%^ ■

on the r/l-Op wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



PA R L I D e b a t e

Doug Barton (*23)
Round 3B 1:30pm DIGS
Gov: 14 Masuda-Thaya - Sun
Opp: 13 Garcia - Acosta
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_ b u A

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2y

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

pts 21 Opp Speaker#!
PtS'̂  ̂  Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debater̂ upport arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to aumority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: O p p l : a .

'fp\i (Mfx

Prop 2: 2^
Opp' 0

• f / Opp 2: [j^

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

(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECISION: j . /jJ



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfTiiiation: HS
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 pts Opp Speaker # 1 /lA^c^
Prop Speaker #2 ̂ ^poAUg pts Opp Speaker p t s

Please award each speaker points based on the following ŝ e:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 ̂ A'̂ ery Good

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the aboy^'ciiteri^
each dehats^^^

[inrents and/or suggestions for improvement to

/ ( ? 2 o r l l

GoaS "2^^=- c-f-

TEAM CODE #: I on the Qf̂ sO wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

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



PA R L I D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #; \ '

Prop Speaker#!

Judge's Name: TgQ /"
Judge's School Affiliation: /Zc^^A

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

Prop Speaker # 1 /̂  - 1 \A/̂  pts_̂ £̂  Opp Speaker #1
Prop Speaker #2 Qrpts ̂ 9 Opp Speaker#2
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7

P r o p 2 : ' ^ P P ^ ' A ' c ^ 5 ^ ^ < ~ ^ C r ' y e ^ - ' A y i A -
- ^ e _ ^ V c ( ^ 1 - W f h s I c l j p

X o J z 1 U : L o J ^ '
A / t - € C C / A O V < ^ e ^

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

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : Q
W / i " o / \ e t ' i > f " 2 : p ^ ^

: a s o n f c
^ V v f

w r u K U b i ^ i s i U N : / O
c < A e \ ^

iY Al̂ u/i/v -̂f-5 C/UcTTc f



P A R L I D e b a t e

Catherine Singstad (*14)
Round 3A 1:30pm C3
G o v : 3 M c D o n a l d - T h a n i

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

Judge's Name:] rfeic

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Amliation

Team Cjode #:

/
i a t i o n : U

Prop Speaker#! f-(̂ (U/vA r\ci)yfhts «Q7 Opp Speaker/̂ l
Prop Speaker #2 t pts "7 Opp Spaf̂ er #2 0. pts_3_S'

Please award each speaker points based on tĥ ollowing scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outŝding 28 = Very Good

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:
{ r \ ( : o r s n o k r ^ ^ i ' r Y \ o n e h

^

o f P Y c x a .0 ! T y \ c ^ e M ^ o f

Opp 1:

p<̂  I Dr\je cT -f̂ v̂ S >s .
0y(XLjnn£ /̂Jî  Ca>V!S/̂

r k - > o Y < Z - o U ^ o V V \ £ ^ r 0 ( k

I K v o f ' »L c a . A - S S ^ o - ' - n J L r ^ r
n S 2 j 2 J k A - h ^ b ^ C ^ d l ( \ 0 o l ^

7V->̂
r p / o l J i 2 r n $
- J u ^ . r

T E A M C O D E # :

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

o n t h e O ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)



Catherine SIngstad (*14)
Round 3B 1:30pm C3
Gov : 19 Phan - Phan

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

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name;

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

pts<?"7 Opp Speaker # 1 _

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

pts P ^ ^

p t s ^ ^

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

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

Judging CriterW
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the deb^ers analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently th/6 debaters support arguments with

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

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

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

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

< ych
P r o p 1 : Ŵ  4o<^ Kjdopp.l:'

O W € ^

c w - t o < 7 v ^ 4

yoWpo.;->-f. ̂y < ) w y p o . > - r f - . < j V C V L Ty o u < ^ c r ^ y y l S l r y ^ Q C L i e ^ X ■ ( ^ O o J

P r o p l ^ o c J i O p p 2 : ^ J ^ p c ^ S S ' C x , ^ q . t , i ^ c z D i ^ /

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or Opp)



Opher Peled (*15)
Round 3A 1:30pm CI
Gov: 6 Kang - Yolasan
Opp: 19 Byrne - Nguyen
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: VA;

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #l ~\^v^n NSrxvAcy pts Opp Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2j Opp Speaker #2_

p t s

Please award each speaker points based on the followiî  scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding ̂ 8̂ = Very Good

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

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

o f f e red du r i ng t he deba te /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiemly the debaters support arguments with

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : . \ ' / \ I

\ - w - /

Oppl:^^
( W V T ^-i- X

W ^

T E A M C O D E # :

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

. \r€ ^V^i_

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

(Prop or Opp)

5 \tz h^

A



Opher Peled (*15)
Round 3B 1:30pm CI
Gov: 14 Fong - Geller
Opp: 10 Mao - Tong-Seely
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 T̂ ev-WXr

Prop Speaker #2

2 p t s 2 ^ O p p S p e a k e r # \ c ^

-C pts ^ ^ Opp Speaker #2 V\,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 2: vteV,

O p p l : c \ e ^
V < W '

O p p 2 : ^

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

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

Vj V-«- 5 -



Danica Tanquilut (*11)
Round 3A 1;30pm D103
Gov: 14 Lyons - Wyszynski
Opp: 17 Raven - Sweeney
N o v i c e P e r i l D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: VJ2/f

Judge's School Affiliation:_ U r l S

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1_

Opp Speaker #2

5 w W

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

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and effectiv̂y the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

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

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

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

P r o p l : /

I (joVAck XVNxjNfe

P r o p 2 : y
- ( j o v y d U t r

Oppl :

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :
' W A A C ^

T E A M C O D E # ; o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : Y T l C X y r w \ j J V N

^ Y \ o - f - t b o J D - W e . ^

S T e r n - t w
Wsb SOVNOC^ Lca.A€A.



PA R L I D e b a t e

Danica Tanquilut (*11)
Round 3B 1:30pm D103
G o v : 2 1 S u n d a r a r a m a n - E l m h i r s t

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

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: tlus

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

P t s O p p S p e a k e r # ! \

pts Zn Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:
- c o A d

O p p 2 : ^
I V ^ - 3 V 3 Y t V A e

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

(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DEC1S1ON0 \}^odb



: \ r « — U A * ^ M - -
P A R L I D e b a t e

Katrina Fehring (*21) ^
Round 3A 1:30pm D105 A '«f 0 DV^
Gov: 3 Greenwall - DuPuy f
Opp: 23 Scott - Ambrose
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation

r I 1 ^ 0

; S<̂IA

P r o p S p e a k e r v J ^

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #: 2 - 3

Opp Speaker #1_

Odd SDcaker #2 Oco4V /Opp Speaker #2_

ptslfi

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very G<x)d

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debater̂ nalyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : c p V I i ^ P P 1

v . v . i
Prop2:gj^^^
_ I f . . . / . r , > r - f - ^ w v k ^ U

v > < ^ ^ I r I
( J k - t S r V i V x f W W ( u

, V i r S i r z T w : : ;
T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e ^ P i r ' w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . ^

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : fl  A H \ ( T A ( T
KIMI JtWr CotA4^'f K$ \e.^? reWM Alt--

(JuA C-Uu 4K€ .V Covv l S .

on the ^ -nK ' wins this debate.
(Prop Df̂ pp)



Wf̂ l-VÛ  (̂Vv̂ -VWeS IrvA.'VrC-' *VV0Y-S5̂ r
K a t r i n a F e h r m g ( * 2 1 ) ^
R o u n d 3 B 1 : 3 0 p m D 1 0 5 J u d s e ' s N a m e -
G o v : 1 3 K a r i m - K e r s t e t t e r ^
Opp: 14 Luk - Tserennamid
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e J u d g e ' s S c h o o l

Ige'sName: "N/aInr 1T •€ ̂  K •
Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: 1 ^

Prop Speaker #1_ pts 24
P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 _ _ p t s

Team Code #:

y I

Opp Speaker #1_

Opp Speaker #2

O P P J
l e # : I ^

^

TS/'.r'g-hAOĤ i',
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for nid/Q or inappropriate behavior

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

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debates support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references t(̂uthority as well as general knowledge

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

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an oreanized, communicative style that is pleasant
and eas i ly unders tandable /• Courtesy: How courteous cuid respectful tf̂debaters were to opponents and judges

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

- h c o w - l - J v C s . - W d u U ,

Prop> A p̂ecUp Opp 2:̂ ^ ̂  K+ %• Ĉ -t ̂  XaWx
b v > . + M o ( y j ?

J-c
}> (U?l^vi ^ [J- l/XfiKA^
(ilbe_d 4̂  tvA-v/̂
^OC A Oi -\-z< S .

IV'̂ evof- C t̂ ̂  Jjẑ eâ iTZr ^rtoA ->• 'DiJ CK
\£>\c> r^-T^ ^ 1 ce> ^^r-'^in S

T E A M C O D E ®

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

o n t h e wins this debate.

(Prop or bpp)
J C , / \ O W l N r U K U E , L . 1 5 i U l N :

^XCclW4- . M w.-\U Pn)p. cioSeG^
74)U>«.^ 04^ -4 . AA. 'Ov- r^ \



P A R L I D e b a t e

EmfiKcSettorrriz) 6o/i/'n'/t-
RoundSA 1:30pm D107
Gov: 5 Figueroa - Thomas
Opp: 14 Situ - Zhang
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

Judge's Name: W 4 - ' h Hny.'

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

P R O P

.ptj3i!Z

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

'teMiy

Opp Speaker#!

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s Opp Speaker #2 ̂  I' pts^-
Please award each speaker points based on the following ŝ le:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : f M w r 5 / O p p l :

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : ! ? / 7 7 /

K.AAf '
on the k^, w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

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



HfiA
P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code#: T-'S

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Opp speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

ht-c,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : / O p p l : M ^
f jACkx ^ IM/L ar^ <rcfi>r7>^^J^ ,

hyMis^

P r o p 2 : J O p p 2 :

' T h y M ' \ A ^ ^ ^ / v i / t / u 4 ' V ) 4 v t ^ ~^ n r f r
T E A M C O D E # : _ 1 _ _ V 2 2 o n t h e _ o / D i w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . A

Q i z i i J

P r o p 2 ^ J

T E A M C O D E # :

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

o n t h e

Tbp̂ r Opp)
✓ l u i v y i ^ .

M £ f W



P A R L I D e b a t e

Matt Petruska (*27)
Round 3A 1:30pm D101
G o v : 1 2 M u r d o c k -

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

Judge's

Judge's School Affiliation: IÂ
P R O P

Team Code #: i Z -

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 /IQllk'igC ̂

Team Code #:

ptslZ. Opp Speaker #1_
p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 _

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

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

Judging Crî ia• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the ̂baters analyze the topic and the arguments
of fe red dur ing the deba te /

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: Opp l :

^ Vjlcc low ^ JcUff

' r e - Q A s L ^ t i " " ( f

U / t r ^
(:U

Prop 2: Opp 2:

f O v e y r . ) A C c k X v > c ( / U i H
lOice iTeC'^'^ ^ t'cb^nf

T E A M C O D E # : on the _\2̂ ___wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : . ^ J
- h ^ 4 ^ c / ? v j c s . v ) ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Matt Petruska (*27)
Round 3B 1:30pm Did
Gov: 3 Hemerling - Barnett
Opp: 25 Green - Nichols
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:,

Team Code #:

2 | Opp Speaker #1_ J pts
Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Propl:

Prop 2:

(-Q

T E A M C O D E # :

Oppl :

U>f5

C-) f- til-Me.

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

(Prop or Opp)
t E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , - / l i j , ' V
T u . ; 5 f f .

myp\i -fv -Hi-- ^



H ' J i j i S k A c o l O V * J / 4 - r 4 ^ ^ t ^ ^ € t / i , ' > ^ , i^ ^ P A R L I D e b a t e '

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code#:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

iation: Oirt̂ bD IrnJo

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2 p t s

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiv6ood

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tĥ ebaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and refereirces to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:

-V M ^ L,-de.nu cJ ^
/

P r o p 2 : ^ — L — 2 - L O p p 2 : ^ ^ ^

( x / C c U m , _ J ^ l y J - T r

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

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

.

C t J j p A c r i fi  f



C o u n i r i ^ > ^ ? y \ B r c s ) . ^ a a 3 f * ? e d^ P A R L I D e b a t e

Yuyun Shang (*6)
Round 3B 1:30pm C6
Gov; 27 Little - Wagner
Opp: 3 Lanzone - Hubinger
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! krij-b

Prop Speaker #2

p ts Opp Speaker # 1

pts 2S Opp Speaker #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 quality for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rmje or inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : > c i ' - f r A t t r o A j O p p l : ^ - f L j > / a A ^ I j
/ - y ^

■V potU /H -M*
P r o D 2 - - f ^ O d d 2 * ^ i r , ^ \verj cfê y

^ ^ r e t f ' ' f ' L c " * b l & A ■
f £ , r e c t r t L v ^ n r
^ 6>uU CoUnOj plan

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

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

o n t h e d e b a t e . l ^ Q i c u l l j
/̂ ropjor Opp)

/ ) / / o ^ Q



: lj\jee(Mĵ  CeuAuî
Nadia Whitmore {*5)
Round 3B 1:30pm D102
Gov ; 19 Mar t - Mo ran

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

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

PA R L I D e b a t <

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School AfflliatioifT

Te a m C o d e # :

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

Judging Gloria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tĥebaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

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

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

^ Points of Information: How reley&it and effective were the questions and the answers• Delivery: How well the debater̂peak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

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

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

t&f pJhjdlu/t&u^
'(bcb ho tL fuap re e

O p p l :

TEAM CODE ^ on the ^PfP wins this debate.
M(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : 5 \ f ! / f
L X . . V t f a h / i / / r o L DZCUUij VL\0v ikjeĴ i



PA R L I D e b a t e

-AsR6^Viiayl*10) tv
Round 3B 1:30pm C2
Gov: 19 Alcantra - Thompson
Opp: 14 Chan - Foley
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

Team Code #:

Judge's Name: \/t/)ce/d * < p L / \ a

Judge's School Affiliation:

AH".
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

p ts Opp Speaker # 1

pts_25 Opp Speaker #2
Please award each speaker points based on the following sĉ :

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

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

Judging Cr̂ ria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively thê baters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and̂ ferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and ef̂ tively the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

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

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

V ~ I .
' C r Cj j o f a X ^w w y - J

P r o p 2 7 7 6 O p p

CODE #: ^^^1 on the Opfi wins this debate.
U ( P r o p o r O p p ) ^ ~ ~ h - < J 2R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : Q p p P r Q f

<r lo^SiZ

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

£)injt2. ĉ-
Arx



Kl(iv»'Ce 1%cU
F i t . R

<J2.owv>̂  LT-
6ov: |tf Kfrr-S^^»^
Opp' 1^

PROP ^

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's School Aff11iation:_

Team Code #:

i n o r m

Dts37-̂ ^ OppSpeaker#I

pts_̂2i73 Opp Speaker #2 C'
p ts ' <3^

pts37-5

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

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

Judging Crî ia• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively thêbaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered dur ing the debate /

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

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

• Delivery: How well the debater̂peak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily imderstandable /

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

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

Prop 1: 4 U)€ CortW+/pl«â 4»tl- sUr+̂  Opp 1: kuVlU W ,-k CAy-^ooajot! ooi-ll* 4
You Aid V "tW* ilc,4-and-AjWoOS •

(v( inA OifA Siy 4t> ^4 - did i'* ''

"apcrdoNOovdMy ioftliefltt b«s4-ft»30»vi6nA- «̂ain5+

t CAdersCC, Cfirruir
T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

suppor-kJ



P A R L I D e b a t e

Evan Hubinger (*3)
Round 3A 1:30pm C5
G o v : 1 2 S a n t a n a - B a z i l e

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

P R O
Team Code#: I *

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfTlliation:

O P P
Team Code #:

pts_ "̂7# "̂Opp Speaker # 1
pts ̂71̂  Opp Speaker

pts_Z_̂' S>
.Ptsjj'

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

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

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

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

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

• Delivery: How well the debaters speâ in an organized, commimicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

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

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

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R

o n

oppi:VŴ
, u < V l 2 . ^ Y e M - h d n
< 4 ^ V C I / 1 J V 7 ^ a
— i ^ A e ^ i a .

e ~ f \ ^ r s r d W j O e
i j W M s p e e c h

u/7vi)7 i v f v < /(Prop or Opp)
I S I O N :

i V f y Z ^ y \ N _ _ _
y ' h j - y

- t " k e . a v ^ b o ^ - { M / i - l
{ j i m s c m 4 . i k e c f - u A i n > h



Evan Hubinger (*3)
Round 3B 1;30pm C5
Gov : 21 Ha r r i s - Ma r r

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

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Afrilialion:

Team Code #: PR(̂ Team Code #

Prop Speaker #1 1" pts 5 Opp Speaker #1_
P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 _

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

h c n ^ /

o p p i :

[/rs7<3n ̂  \AjiarzJq 13
• H a < 1 ^

Mol?> .
T E A M C O D E # : on the Cyp p wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

Vv^?ks ■Vi^ 4^ (UTJ2e^ omU
■ j k yOUi ie^ OA/S> i jU6 -



[)0Ul -dBKŴ '
N€Pd«em-AfSlffi=f°F9)
Round 4A 3:30pm D103
G o v : 1 4 L u k - Ts e r e n n a m i d

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

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation: iJ/iLLry
OPP/yTeam Code #: / ^

Opp Speaker #1 pts <̂7
pts ̂ 8Prop Speaker #2 pts ^ ? Opp Speaker #2 pts ^8

. . . 1 5 . /
Please award each speaker points based on the followî  scale:

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 ̂ 4leserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts/nd references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly an/effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

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

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

Prop 1:

l̂A (W^
Opp l :

ji/y\ a

Prop 2:
A , . / . J

Opp 2: flJuJ.W p p " / n /

T E A M C O D E # :

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

on the a/Id \P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

5 ^ .



Narfftpm Alfmrptt)
Round 4B 3:30pm D103
G o v ; 3 B r o w n - H e l m s

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

Te a m C o d e

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:^

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

pts Opp Speaker #2 SuA/Of\ ptsjK X7

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : T a ^
A - 0 - ' %

Oppl: Aj/JL

c:peyM*v<̂  ,

Prop 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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



Eszter Erdeiyi (*14)
Round 4A 3:30pm C2
Gov: 10 Lee - Wang
Opp: 12 Santana - Bazile
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Afriliation:_

OPP ̂  ̂
Team Code #: ^1 ^

p.s23 Opp Speaker#!
ptsẐ  Opp Speaker #2_ Si°cM̂OPrNÂ  pts U

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the d̂aters support arguments vnth
evidence—̂which may include facts and referenĉ to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

P r o p Q p p J .

Q o o V ) \ } € t H G O O ^ I 6 P t S ' ^ T 0 ( U

Prop2: Gocy Opp2: 'jiotH GooK> (rlpfWI 3
' 2 ) S T I W G ' \ S v l G 6 e S T T ^ T W 3 V ( b 6 £

l o r t s \ j ^ ^ < U 3 C x S Q ^ f ^ - n m r o t y £TEAM CODE #: \q on the _wins this debate. ^ ^
(Prop or Opp)R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : O O f v J ^ l O ' n o M C r = F I

C Q y i e f ^ o t F w A s p c 5 T ( Z ^ t a r ^ C T E O C T ^ P
C i D ^ T M r ' T fi C X ' X V r f < V U c T T Y ^ r
P T N J D - n m r i T i ^ ( S A
n f V T C e T \ ^ - f o i m t T W m



P A R L I D e b a t e

Eszter Erdeiyi (^4)
Round 4B 3:30pm C2
G o v : 1 2 G r e e n - M a d i s o n

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

Judge's Name; Bmmy

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1P r o p S p e a k e r U 1 _ p t s O p p S p e a k e r #

Prop Speaker #2_ M. Ab I pts 2j( Opp Speaker
2 9

P l e a s e a w a r d e a c h s p e a k e r p o i n t s b a s e d o n t h e f o l l o w i n g s c a l e : /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

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

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authorit}̂  well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters m ônd to the arguments made

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : C o 1 K J C / ] O p p 1 : c 7 Q ^ 0 f C h ) — ( ^ O O O
f r t i T O g F f . H I T ) 1 T H ^

L i ® < M l U 6 ( V B d O T w f t s U O T
U V r t ^ H c i f Z / e ; - - 5 O ? 9 C { 2 , T " i o o c s e T

-^ TD Si^ttOOirTF 3U-ST crp [Jpflcrz£>
Prop2: Mou Ic^X UT^ Opp2: HO ST" GiXlO

|OoT(30trû G ]V De6ê . WHô  C ŝJTBmTVONJS f̂ oT Veopĉ
H K V i O e C U H G o o ^
C O U U Q ^ 3 >

T E A M C O D E o n t h e U \ r w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : . _ . \

TWre: Tep'? ^IDI^ TOCvi&o oU A
C l O ^ A f V C . u j c r ) ( > j ( = -

f C X > ^ . I & { C H 7 ^ > G ^



1 2 ^ F 6 - a c u < j u " V t * - W ^ U A - ^ c i U A C l - 2 0 n0 ^ P A R L I D e b a t e
Pauline Honaryar (*15)
Round 4B 3:30pm C4
Gov ; 19 Le - Ra the r

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

P R O P.
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name: -r/juLi^

Judge's School Affiliation: A
O P P

T e a m C o d e # : ^

pts Opp Speaker #l_U:CvM̂ rÛ
p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 _

I C t O ^

Pts

p t s

Please award each speaker points based on the following sc^e:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =/v cry Good

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : O p p 1 : .

/ j e ^ L t i X e ^ ^P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : V c , ^
phLu.aj«uwF

OOtrai o-oiu> \

TEAM CODE #: v3 on the Qpo wins this debate.JAM CODE #: on the Qo 0 wins this debate.
(Prop or 6pp)

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

I V v o I ^ U ^ ^ K . W o v u < 7



PA R L I D e b a t e

Cindy Bulger r23)
Round 4B 3:30pm D107
Gov: 17 Raven - Sweeney
Opp: 14 Kerr-Stein - Davidson
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: LKm VftI

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#] i f » V n

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : ^ O p p 1 :
S - V v f U - " j i X f W t \

4 v v u

Prop 2:
M Wv\ ^ yAva

O p p 2 : ^ v | ^
^ J o b -

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

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

U M l ' h ' i u J - i 9 ^ / v - A Y - - f u ( ^ 9 ^ ^
f t . b o f K j # ' ( ? v \ - T u , .



PA R L I D e b a t e

Ritu Khurana p10)
Round 4B 3:30pm C5
Gov; 14 Chan - Foley
Opp: 13 Karim - Kerstetter
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

7

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker#!

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:- O p p l :

Prop 2: Opp 2:

TEAM CODE#: V on the \ QUXJ wins this debate.
(Prop or 6pp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name

P R O P
Team Code #: ^

Prop Speaker

Prop Speaker #2 \ jC\T̂

Judge's School AffiliationiJ

G P P
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: Opp l :

Prop 2: Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

c x o l t A - Y o C L o a j L x t

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

(Prop or Opp)



PA R L I D e b a t e

Cindy Bulger f 23)
Round 4A 3:30pm D107
Gov: 19 Byrne - Nguyen
Opp: 14 Woo - Melman
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # l_U:jjrYv

Prop Speaker #2 M

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 W (jD /

pts

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 2 : /

Opp l :
h \P \M v t k . ^c r ^ '

4 d " ^ U V a / V

( X C k A O i V M A
' f ' v i ' v ^ . X b 4 * V - C . »

Opp 2:

A 0 - (
4wi. /t cvv-c. ^iu^"KKV> ^

T E A M C O D E # :

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

o n t h e

(Prop or Opp)
w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

A V V . A - f ^ y w «



^ P A R L I D e b a t e '
Pauline Honaryar (*15)
Round 4A 3;30pm C4
Gov: 10 Mao - Tong-Seely
Opp: 14 Masuda-Thaya - Sun
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

Judge's Name: ̂V̂XAAliVM̂  ■ 'Oy\CA.i\-̂cLC
Judge's School Affiliation:_ t̂irgyvi »s>y\

Team Code #:
P R O P

l o Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#] \ 0Y\^ -

Prop Speaker #2_

pts Opp Speaker # 1 «̂ VA/nrv ptsĝ
Pts3~7 ̂ PP Speaker #2 \A

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 elimî ion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rû or inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

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

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

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

Propl: sVxo^
CjctaOI

Prop 2:

C l u c c 0 ^ ( - ^ •

O p p l : ^

- ^ C L W ^

- yJUU^ c\AJU/y^e^^ VoYVA- ̂

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or Opp)

\ŝ ĈaX̂ ^ in i f



Kathleen von Raesfeld (*25)
Round 4A 3:30pm C3
Gov: 6 Goldblatt - McKinney
Opp: 19 Phan - Phan
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

P R O P.
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P I
Team Code #: [f

Opp Speaker #1

p t s W Opp Speaker #2

^ 7 5
b 5 7 , 5

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : O p p I : .- - t o p a . o s t f ! » r a n , I o

/ p t H y
P r o p 2 : V 2 : • U ) t U v M y t

+ a o o d i 6 b - i V i ^ l U \ ^ V M t f o r + < : e ' - + ^ ,idtnifCii U)iK ^ ottAf jplc V""" i '
•^elrWrS pUjW- CpSvJ 4t) -AiUslO CodtnCC

. 4r>i4 K t - 4t>i
T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or Opp)



Kathleen von Raesfeld (*25)
Round 4B 3;30pm C3
G o v : 5 P a s h m a n - R a l s t o n

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

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name;_ Von

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#! C Cti

Opp Speaker #2_

Ŝ.75

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 ^ l i V ) ^. 0K.-I0 fttuse, don'4t>eal -h rvih h/cJ
Qwi passinA « « '"5

Opp 1: + liKa your'a-̂aiK '-h Solvetny ,si\rein̂
poWs givfi -h Qiyof Otsc-̂

V$ olV«rkai« , > r, JiL «nc/V +artft!' -prtStAUUio* Slv U f AaiÂ y «"«• l»t\\
TEAM CODE #: on the Qfp„ .

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

j?OVV^ *tfl urji/c UtiC.+ p€rfet.f af plSSldVi^jQfc^ ,
- '[> Oî 55od4(M€ 4t> pa.ust4^ ^

t̂otr̂ KLft , iWvg "phrds
Opp 2: + CaU sly'®! Co)-

a s a u f s s . e i t t t l k K t - . 7
W- lW)d6 lotfOAiMkii.

^yi«s this debate. ^YvttoS CJ^KiW
P or Opp)

r \V\W/rt^ - ^ood b
buV Uoo dcs xut <̂t4' 4Wvt̂.



THr StanO iff- iaJ
Mark Cabasino (*13)
R o u n d 4 A 3 : 3 0 p m C 6 c / \
Gov: 21 Burrous - Griggy ^ ^
Oppi 3 Greenwall - DuPuyNovice Pari! Debate itCo^J^ry

P R O P
Team Code#: C 'T^ i J

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Prop Speaker #1 V Of̂ Oj

Prop Speaker #2 Cŷ l̂fCrl

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2

cA<^ASi/^o
it ion :

; ^ 7

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify4br elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserv^ for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above ̂ iteria, please offeî ompliments and/or suggestions for improvement toe a c h d e b a t e r : ( S o T A ^ ^ j ^
P r o n l : ^ ' ^ - ^ 2 ^ &

Opp 2;

^ 'jJy JiiJ

($toj
(jbdS :/V-J CtviS^u-v 'j-vf <

J ' \ f \ \ ' - — - I ' / n
-.v,^ H/.l .

X E A l N f C O D E # : / 3 y n n # l i < » C ' ^ Q ^ t m / I n G f h i f i P

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

o n t h e < ^ r r _ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or̂ pp)A

u \u^ ...sh^ C^P hO 4^ y ^ cW ■:A.



M a r k C a b a s i n o ( * 1 3 ) , ^ ^ r

PA R L I D e b a t e

R o u n d 4 B 3 : 3 0 p m C 6 ^ 7 ^
G o v : 2 2 K e s h a v - W e i / / \ U
Opp: 14 Yan - Shponko
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e - O

Judge's Name: CA ̂  C 6̂ 6

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

l/o'EP r o p S p e a k e r # 1 p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 1

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

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality for eliminatî rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude î nappropriate behavior

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

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

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

• Points of Information: How relevant and effectivenvere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orĝ iized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p 1 " /
' d ' J p

P r o p 2 : /

c t i ^ ,

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

Oppl: GocS (/^ f J C- <,

(Vi 0^ eJ j tuuo\ . "^C { j -ce) / r \uh '

f v A / > ) C K J v ' v h ' c - J j i
^ 7 ,

(jy^-oS I^Uo cf-
C ct lyJ lY,. , ^ -

TEAM CODE #:__lJL!1^ on the ^wins this debate.
(ProporOpp))

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

U ? y L o J { j i \ - o f - A t , '

'A M

0,-^ f v r —



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker #1

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

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <2̂  Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectiv̂  the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : W u v t K s a t t A f e l O p p l : , ,
I fV lY

y ^ c r \

Prop 2: Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or Opp)
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- " X W i L . < \ a / ^ V J C ^ V u - y ^
PA R L I D e b a t e

Kimiko Cheng (*21)
Round 4B 3:30pm D101
Gov: 14 Holwitz - Kay
Opp: 6 Brouhard - Welch
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

Judge's Name: ̂  Q-Kê ir-̂
J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f fi l i a t i o n : y v V j g ^ ^

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

K
\\v[

Team Code #:

pts_2:3_ Opp Speaker # 1 pts *2^^
pts Opp Speaker #2 ( qU 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 romids)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or in^propriate behavior

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

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

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

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

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

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

O p p l :

Prop 2: Opp 2:

VNJZJLSAji-SI-

T E A M C O D E # :

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

o n t h e 1 w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or bpp)
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PA R L I D e b a t e

Bill Holt {*2)
Round 4A 3:30pm D105
Gov: 13 Banas - Cummings
Opp: 14 Lyons - Wyszynski
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

Te a m C o d e # :

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P

CuMim

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

pti&i-b
p t s

Please award each speaker points based on the followinĝale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 2̂  Very Good

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

2 ^ " ^ V Y V T ' C - . /^ WMO kIMcI be
Analysis: How reasonably and efrectively tl̂ debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /• Evidence: How appropriately and efficîtly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts an̂eferences to authority as well as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and êctively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

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

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous an̂espectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, plêe offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p \ l U \ C / (

5)cd /ckuK--btMW- 9°°'' iMfrw »/cppi w

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop qr Opp)

a i^cOr job Vo;*- ^

- w ' J



Bill Holt n)
Round 4B 3:30pm DIGS
G o v : 1 3 G a r c i a - A c o s t a

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

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P I
Team Code #: ^ ^

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

ptŝy»5̂  Opp Speaker

p t d i k Opp Speaker #2_ p i s

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an̂ yze the topic cind the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : ^

(KjJr cUJmM ' \J-(̂  cUmy
O p p l :

\uuUM Oy feiH- yy
c>r)al̂ /l̂ \r\cUiicC-

Prop2: exUUJUnA^

n i \ \ r v » \ i / i j / - / .

Opp 2: ^ i liar; "
llo

TEAM CODE ^ on the | ^ wins this debate.
\ J ( P r o p o r O p p )

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

O ^ j z r a W W - h a d
' d t i k r i t ^

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



P e t e r B r o w n ( * 2 7 ) C o r ^ \ =
R o u n d 4 A 3 : 3 0 p m C 1 , n .
Gov: 3 Duong - Kopelevich ^
Opp: 23 Barton - Madsen
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: TO

Judge's School Affiliation:iation: Vo

Te a m C o d e # : 4 - ,

Prop Speaker#!^

Prop Speaker #2

p t s Z i p O p p S p e a k e r # 1 /

pts 71 > Opp Speaker p t s

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

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

Judging Cmeria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tĥebaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : 1 ' y
\ J | 5 o w 4 S

O t o . t l o t i l

( \ J e ? 0 » -

Opp l

^\v

Opp 2: < \̂

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

F4> -KJ>KIREASON FOR DECISION:"Tlvt cDc® ■k,>ki .



PA R L I D e b a t e

P e t e r B r o w n ( * 2 7 ) n n \ P \ ( ?R o u n d 4 B 3 : 3 0 p m C 1 J u d g e ' s N a m e : i ^ - \ ^
Gov: 10 Vi jay-Cramer <; fcc<^s3 ^
Opp: 14 Feng - Geller
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

Team Code #:
P R O P

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 V ̂  t'4.* _

Prop Speaker #2

p ts Opp Speaker # 1 pts21

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

O '
P r o p 2 : J

O p p o l

4=»

O p p 2 : C ^ - 3 j ^ .

T E A M C O D E # :

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

on the 7roP ̂ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

^ C j f ^ " f fI k c t x d P " J ,



P A R L I D e b a t e

Abbas Rangwala (*8)
Round 4A 3:30pm D108
G o v : 2 5 G r e e n - N i c h o l s

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

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: t>xHS ̂

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

Prop Speaker#! HO^ pts Opp Speaker #1
Prop Speaker Opp Speaker

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enoû to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <2̂  Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

by the other side /
• Points of Information: Hoy relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the d̂aters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily imderstandably
• Courtesy: How courtês and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:
5 7

/^ /
Sr.tT /
4 - ^

n / f t

T E A M C O D E # :

O D P I :
Ah A — 3
EVi ■— S

po\ —• ''̂ 1^
I ^COO-^^ ^

Opp9-

— ( KJ
R o \ — '
[ ) e u )
C jO^) — ^

o n t h e • ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)

n'/a

REASON FOR DECISION:

rOu6+l CAO. rwr TEAm PEvf bib A TIHV &!! '3F7-7B<.
M V - i A L O T P / l A C n C C ^ - L U C t c J



P A R L I D e b a t e

Abbas Rangwala (*8)
Round 4B 3:30pm D108
Gov: 19 Andola - Pareja
Opp: 5 Figueroa - Thomas
N o v i c e P a r i ! D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: OVHS'

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker

Team Code #:

Pts Jli Opp Speaker # 1 _JJdilMJtS__

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

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: X30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good y/
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 anal™ the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p l :

A t / A — 3
3 - ( D C t l > f
^ -7/^y TO .

p o \ — ^ e

Prop 2:
A u A ' — ^

1 ^
A-^6 -P a I ^
05L —4

— i f r

^ 6 i t t >

- T / ? V T P / K f / - ® ^
e t e c o i ^ c f

/VWA
ev) ___S
A < 6 —
P O X 4
Q B l . 4 -
C 0 \ ) — ^

Opp 2:

T K y i v C O f ^ T

X - f D O B T i . A v v t o t t ^ C a r

^ OolP HiFtP ■

& V Z O D 9 L , ) s r i £ r > /

^ A O f P f D O B T i .

P o x — ^ I D S i - w i s ) f ^
^ [ 7 — 4 - ^ c o u — 4 -TEAM CODE #: ^ on the Off ^wins this debate.

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

ope K/A/i MCMfie Of /SfTTse peu^eey 2. cK^sfeP.
Jifiw A/e£j>s MOPe pdcms, caT fAjjPB z^^i)icvK,A«&o<n6:NT«.

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Round 4A 3;30pm D109
Gov: 3 Lisy - Forman
Opp: 27 Little - Wagner
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

pts^.
Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 2:
Snerocl fyu 4M>

, UTiX

C O D E # :

M £ i J j u k . y , / y p j
r O ' p p i : - - 9

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

(Prop or Opp)
110 iL.

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N ; / / / / / ~ L

^ Hof ^ ^ouU M ii
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ĉ/ic Oôuft -ĉ
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P A R L I D e b a t e

Round 4B 3;30pm D109
Gov: 19 Fong - Ligutan
Opp: 3 Dovichi - Vetterii
N o v i c e P e r i l D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Opp 1:

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

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
(Prop oil Opp)
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Elizabeth Murphy (*5)
Round 4A 3;30pm D102
Gov : 14 Lee - Duan

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

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

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_ Qi2o Le"fiA /VIJ Y ̂
Judge's School Affiliation: 6'ihiA/A

O P P A
Team Code#: //(D

U c
pts LS Opp Speaker # I /\ d /)^ pts
pts Z-S Opp Speaker #2 Khcit̂ QW l̂lcL pts tS

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : /
Oit oi h w /

Ntid malMi 4-
O^oa.Afia-h'o '^- J

O p p l :

ôoc( Ax̂ louflî l-
4c> fosc c u i 0 - Ipf-I',

Prop 2: / [ J A Opp 2: QoCC^ jOb

TEAM CODE #: lO

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

on the OpP wins this debate.
(Prop'or Opp)

^ P < v p A . k . P " i r
W 0 < ^ 0 I r l - J ,

back< -̂̂ oo>^cl CiA j ■:' i n \K )hJLAJ i . M o^eq ron ' fO ' ^c^O /



Elizabeth Murphy (*5)
Round 4B 3:30pm D102
Gov: 14 Situ - Zhang
Opp: 19 Alcantra - Thompson
N o v i c e P a r i i D e b a t e

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: Msii

Judge's School Affiliation: D/ S y\0 P i t s .
P R O

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

ptsA
DtS "iS

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6in i-tfl ski j>af>ayuLd
A v / ^ M A . ^
be-cayĴ t Ccvy\ĉ
O p p 2 : / • ^-fo do iMo/̂  jiAj.paACAT/O'n to
O i ^ C j a i T \ i - i t , ,Vofu ad app^o-toxnti^

T E A M C O D E # :

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

(X̂TOy/tl

on the r̂ Op _wins this debate.
(Prop or bpp)


