
P A R L I D e b a t e

Susan Stephan (*15)
Round 2A 11:00am D203 \ ^
G o v : 1 4 C h i n - R o s e n f e l d

Opp: 13 Sinha - Herman ofc
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

H Team Code #:

C h i
. M lOpp Speaker#!

pts J? Opp Speaker #2

: " " / 3

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

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 aiWlyze 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 ŷauthority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively theydebaters respond to the arguments niade

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 an̂ ganized, 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 coî pliments and/or suggestions for improvement toe a c h d e b a t e r : f \ / C y \ r a ^ S ^ 2 9 ?
P r o p l : , J O p p 1 : f - l ^

- - > L . I J i t , I ] v / , /
P r o p l : *

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 :

- U a L z - f f o r
h o d o ^ e L u )

H P O f L Q U i - f O v l f ( A

Opp 2: Sl'nbA.

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

(Prop op'

DiJh.H fc^u tkJel l r&ciS- ffi iryni i r.^
1 0

{ T W f U

A 6^ ^pp •



P A R L I D e b a t e

Kathleen von Raesfeld p25)
Round 2B 11 lOOam HI
Gov: 15 Ginsburg - Zhou
Opp: 14 White - Hall
Varsity Parii Debate

P R O P
Team Code #: I O

Prop Speaker#1 7.V\0UL

Prop Speaker #2 G(\lrvf̂  bprt

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

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 quality for elimination rĉ ds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inaf^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 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 authonty 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 orgar̂ ed, 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 d^aters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: - rflV4l«rtM'k)rC 3AClĈ€l̂/
board

+cA€ar u,J CinO'ii
g l o fi l o a c K

Prop 2: Jr

Opp 1: - Sloul d(JU)V\ CQVrchrpUy)

Ai>V. \bcM. + ar t

r id ckort/
CooAlerplâ  woulrf fct I'wplemUŝ . ̂uj« qo lydtKi^xircf Z

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 :

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

Ct̂  plftA, SolW harms ftrd ujoitn oy\ SCv;eva{



P A R L I D e b a t e

Joel Jacobs (*4)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m K 4
Gov: 27 Amato - Ringstrom
Opp: 5 Carter - Wyatt
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name: Ofi[(

Judge's School Affiliation:

PROPv
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

pts.2̂
ptsẐ

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 roun̂
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapp^riate 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 ̂ ic 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 supppft arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaterŝ spond 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 ŵ  the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organî , 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 deb̂ ers were to opponents and judges

6^5, tk.

Using the above criteria, please offer complimems and/or suggestions for improvement to ̂̂ 1̂
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

l i nk h> , , , , / fQ / , ^ yc ,<y^ o^Jw.
T " - f e ' .
^ f f / \ ^ • . A

o. C J isoeWs qz-e " <vA/t ae/)t̂ iTro»'Ĉ /i occŵ .
" W i a J U c f c e U j u / , M c r e » ' i S W
^IJ ky sh. Ijlm c^^aJt bit, Waf, "ft"; c,>rtW«

/ U ^ASONFORDECipON: fy U/„J 4,,^5 UB Lw . 4 « r : t u ~ ^ t o > ; w & h ;y w , a : r ; 4 7 i w : ^
Uw oe/o^





P A R L I D e b a t e

Nanny Tunnell {*^S]
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m D 2 0 9

Gov: 27 Inman - Young
Opp: 5 Moser - Murphy
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: ZAV/

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

Prop Speaker #1 X»mw

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker#] /\uv

nfc 2n Onn SnpaW-pr U"?Opp Speaker #2_ tY.OJe r r.,aJ
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 elimiîon rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rud^r 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 debaĵ s support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references Xq authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively theydebaters 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 effî ive were the questions and the answers

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

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful me 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 : / x

/ Oppl:(^^P r o p l U ^ /

— Cv»->v I i/t ^\s

Prop z:

— - f V U f \ [ v O ' ^ ^

~ r v O r l - w t A x x o h - t v v v s
efT' zvo-f# l̂zv<^ ̂

OppV.Q^^
— p o T ' i e

- ! U ^
^ e i ^ c T •

— / t i c / V \ ^ . J •

— Ox^v^

:>'af wins this debate.

ZM/1 >2̂

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

S\AisX̂  ,

TEAM CODE #: on the __O.P^__wins this debate. ^
( P r o p o v 6 p p ) '

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

- 0 - ^ < L . . y y v i ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Nanny Tunnell (*16)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m D 2 0 9
G o v : 2 7 S h i m i z u - M c D o w e l l

Opp: 5 White - Whitmore
Varsity Parii Debate

Team Code #:
P R O P,

Prop Speaker #2_ §>vt/vvr

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 _pts Opp Speaker #]_ pts.2^̂
P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 O p p S p e a k e r # 2 _ p ( s 2 ^
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: U SsVvo A A S

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 ̂ inappropriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anal̂  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 debatêsupport arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references tô thority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the (Raters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
Points of Information: How relevant and effeĉ e were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an ̂ anized, 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 mt 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 O d d 1 :

J e \ l ' v v o y ^ e u d s * ^ ■ * -

o y )

s t a ^

CZ&J
, nyifneJ'

. . . ^ U t - ^ S

P r o p 2 : s V x , i d r V )

T E A M C O d W : A r r o n t h e

Opp 2: UuUvV^ X
s A l f e ' - I D -

- p .
not- Ttof a<rW«A>ivy

T E A M C O D E § : J i r j o n t h e P n ? i w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)i v / p w j v y p p y ^ ^

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^. - J i > ^ * 5 * 1 / 1 7 1 >



PA R L I D e b a t e

Danica Tanquilut (*11)
Round 2 11 rOOam L2 (single flight)
Gov: 6 Jia - Jiang
Opp: 24 Hansen - Beatie
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

ia t i on :

pts_j2̂  Opp Speaker # 1 A-A
pts_2T^ Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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 delmers support arguments with

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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and ef̂ tive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in aii 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 ĉ pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1:

Prop 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

O p p l :
' C o s j \ A o J J L o c a . ^ ^

-coUv
Opp 2:

W r ^ - P r - j r w -

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

(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECISIONQ̂ ^̂ ^ VVkN-OÔ  CKr̂VrCoJL'
e p e o b b Vo ^ r v To g

• \ \ a > , V N O - p « - \ \ o ~ r r ' r r s - i



P A R L I D e b a t e

Matt Petruska (*27)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m D 2 0 4
Gov: 23 He - Bartenetti
Opp: 6 Deng - Qian
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: Sch^ I
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1_

O p p S p e a k e r # 2 y p

:^ .5

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eiimî ion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for ru(y 3r 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 debat̂  support arguments with

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

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

and easi ly imderstandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful th/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 i > l : /

P r o p 2 : /

Oppl :

Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E 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 : p

GifcrfU^tf AeH^ C^c(<- 'VitC ^ j



a w



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: 10
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

(Aof'i'ell
Team Code #: I C>

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2

ptsÂ
V /

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(̂ ds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inaj^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 ̂  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 aut̂ rity 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 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 thêhaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p 1 : / O p p 1 :

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

r o n F . # !T E A M C O D E # : on the \Tvy _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , . i - 1 7 ] n ^ J
T V „ l / . T h e

u i U 1 ^ < c k < 5 - 4 " '



PA R L I D e b a t e

Mark Cabasino {*AZ)
Round 2A 11 :00am J1
Gov: 23 Fulop - Bennett
Opp: 6 Hanvey - Moore
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name:

PRO^^ 7
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 ̂ Pts 1/i

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Opp Speaker#! fiAAyi/gV
Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters Malyze 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 de^ters support arguments with

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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ai? 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 cmnpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : u ' F n

C / ■ V I ^ r ■ ,
^

^ ? O . o ' i / I F F J ,
G o o J • F . t t i i ( . A H Q O k : F G i l
O A » A « t - o c c u r p . l , u j e b ( o f / . T ^

red -de l Uk), d krc

^ - " " - 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 .

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

A f F M C ^ ^ A / 0 ^ . C O S . ,
IfJwey va{. $1voA| j-i <,JeS'.

Opp 1: Cod) ̂ +C qF o'Gr
i - N



PA R L I D e b a t e

Mark Cabasino (*13)
Round 2B 11 :00am J1
G o v : 5 B a s r a i - H e s t e r

Opp: 26 Picchi - Owyang
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

ovv( 2^^
Prop Speaker # iC Â.̂  \ pts_̂ £̂  Opp Speaker #1 ̂  I pts
Prop Speaker #2_ — pts 2 ̂  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 eliminationaounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude ô appropriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyẑ 4he 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/̂ pport arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to aumority 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 effectiye were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an ô anized, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i ly unders tandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful Uw debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:o-h iVrje

A f f 1 1 , 1 c
P r o p 2 : /

pui'/v̂  A'vâ /c«c/
^ ( . C P A 0 / V 1 , c C o ^ C i y - r t J .

w o v l i i o

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

O p p I : K . J v o f
j i j W j o ^ c \ . j , A u K / c

^ ^

t t » p * 6 ' d ' t X y y

O p p 2 * ( j V a O j .
6ooj

CiACnuî ^ ̂ r'''CS J' ̂  ̂  tr̂ J
A A J / u e j e j

on the ^ wins this debate.
(Prop o/Opp) ̂

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

0 ^ ^ d t i ) i y c M e ^ r - j r . l o v Z - K ( O f t : / - Y
Ah f - Cc^s^ ^cus fA_ 6 'F ^ ^



Cindy Bulger ^23)
R o u n d 2 A 11 ; 0 0 a m H 2

Gov: 13 Cummings - Adriano
Opp: 15 Baum - Honaryar
Varsity Pari! Debate

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation: S Civ\
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 pts 2^ Opp Speaker #1

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

pts 3t>

p ts^D

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quahty 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 dAaters analyze the topic and the arguments

o f fe red du r ing the deba te /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and r̂rences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effemvely 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 relevaî 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, pleaser offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Oppl: BjoHo

Prop 2: 0/^4 Opp 2:
c V k i L .

T E A M C O D E # : on the oPf _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N ; y ^ ^ P , A ' » r
A n u f h i r l / t / U - v r ^ / U

H i n o ^ > v , o f ^ i ^ O u y U .
\ / y f e 4 4 t i u s . T T u o p f - k a i l ' s p n u 4 ^

it m
i o ^ n k k N H m



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: B(A((

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

P R O P

i

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2

Pts, 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 scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good/

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimiî ion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rû Dr 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 ̂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 aj/̂ organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfi/ 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 : /

P r o p 1 : ^ - K

P r o p 2 ; ^

O p p 1 • O d / l \

Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

( K C M ' k C U \ X S \ J T Y \ . f e o V v * ^ c K X ^
k j ^ l l 6 > 4 y T V l 0 I ^ l i 9 " i ^

iP iJc^^U vWiUt i fwM



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 #:

G P P
u

Prop Speaker#! Opp Speaker#! P rj/JO
P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 _ 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 Goô

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters aimyze 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— ŵhich may include facts and references t(/authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the /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 effecxive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an jw*ganized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1: O p p 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 :

on the jP wins this debate.
(Prop or L)pp)



Ms Duong (*3)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m D 2 0 7

Gov: 8 Sawhney - Giang
Opp: 21 Katewa - Colenbrander
Varsity Pari! Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name; l/h3HtO ̂
Judge's School Affiliation:_

O P P
Team Code #:

pts Opp Speaker #1_ _ pts_^̂ ^
p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 2 * ^

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

21 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality for eliminâ n rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for mdeXr inappropriate behavior

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to ̂thority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the d̂aters 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 effect̂  were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an or̂ îzed, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i ly unders tandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tĥebaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: Oppl :

Prop 2: Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or Opp)

^ ̂ /7ry?cCt-



P A R L I D e b a t e

Abbas Rangwaia (*8)
Round 2A 11 ;00am D208
Gov: 16 Herman - Sweeney
Opp: 14 Krause - Hwong
Varsity Pari! Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 ̂  La/̂ Z?V£ y

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name: \ 6 A S

Judge's School Affiliation: ^

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

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

pts_ M. Opp Speaker #2 pts_^_5
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fo/rude 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 d̂ aters support arguments with

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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective 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 respectful 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 : /

^ — v U A f L B S T ] ) r 4

/ O E E J j _ K ^ i £
M A — ^
e v i

CdU — ^
Opp?-

ue ANPi •— ^ ^ f
Aii& — 5
P o \ —
! > i = U — ^
C O \ J

on the Off _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

4 - - 3 /
P r n p 9 - /

- I'̂c ret) nArH itrrfêo(>voN0

T E A M C O D E # :

3 ( n n

/)V5i> 'iLMl6i

( h ' r o p o r u p p j
REASON FOR DECISION: ,joa,) afPiniVON fi.'f rsM,rHlSIJ>^D 6-ceX>

oec votti Viel bee.MB PA,F>fiuy coNC^AruUFnoeji, -p r e A v t / i & f ^ e r n n i p A e P e > s 0 > m o e B F p a r o e
^ rettx MI«€> ^^WL=>/%OUS£t> Oh) ACfSti-NFrty/e Sr impAcr OF •AfACXOPi FM^J ^^AfFTi / rF A / I?

Oi /T K f cV Pa r ^ TS — H £ AC / ^ i a ' C £ >N &^ ^ ^ p P fC ^



Abbas Rangwala (*8)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m D 2 0 8
Gov: 10 Ganguli - Sanghvi
Opp: 15 Fishlow - Fishlow
Varsity Pari! Debate

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation: t> VH^
P R O P

Team Code #: Te a m C o d e

Prop Speaker #1

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 \

p ts jO Opp Speaker # 1 0* p ts ^

pts_2fi_ Opp Speaker #2 Dts ^ ^^
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/̂ d 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 ̂ uments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority a/well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters rê nd 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 mt questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized,̂mmunicative 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 complimentyand/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

/ ^ / \
B \ / l

f D !

C o U

Prop 1:

' L S S

Prop.2:.^^^^^' /5 - /
. 5 " /■ ^ /

on the Oi

Q ,

B V i —— Z
p O ) —
!)BL — ^
CoU — 5^

OB&PiT

, 2 : H .

TEAM CODE #: ̂
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

(Prop or Opp)

/ a / A — ^

firiie, —
C O ! — ^
PBL — 4-7
c o \ / — ^

\ ^wins this debate.

'̂1
■rid it Ae ft

ir6 A LV\a) POf^ rv//M, fR\fr^f^iLSf ^ P^P JTZt ^ s^Hf:ALrr»^
A C ^ e o G S . / / / ^ I S A

P A o P ^ t O l M
fflif PO^'-r-rmt TH4S AS ft A ucssotJ OvBtdHX. Hen.n ■ 6t«t> cuc*^



U S F ( ^ p r a t e - r j
P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: /^po HJ
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 /ĉ  pts ̂  ̂  Opp Speaker #1
Prop Speaker #2 Opp Speaker #2_ pts_£2

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

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and referemfes to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively4he 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 iiyan 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 ̂ ompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / ^ y v . ^

P r o p 1 G r e c f /
- c\ei^ C^^€irh<»^ /

¥ Pe-fu-tP

Opp l :
— c(e^~r ^

/V'jh-iP uO^> <3>7 i:uci
H e l l U ^ ^

hj HuAtc .̂

pfo./) decfJ*^
P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : -

I f ^
C O c r i i J I s n j j p - £ > - L O R . ~ t >

- p u ^ p c t * 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 or̂ p̂

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

" j T R a l l ^ c A l f



y i i M P A R L I D e b a t e A j n ^ c u U m J u L x - J t ^
y u n S h a n g ( * 6 ) ,
n d 2 B 1 J : 0 0 a m D 2 0 1 J u d g e ' s N a m e ' / M / '
/ : 1 9 G i l - K a u r '
3 : 8 Y u - M a k i n e n i ^ . /
s i t y P a r i i D e b a t e J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f fi l i a t i o n : ' '

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

G P P
T e a m C o d e # : 8

Opp Speaker #1

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

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappr̂ iate 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 suppoip̂ guments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authorib̂ s well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters rp̂ond 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/me questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organizêcommunicative style that is pleasant

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

Propl: ^v^/^Opp 1:
" i L . J b /

/ ^ Q o c c i / t P I
■ y j e j B

l e A J r ^ ^/ y • \/ ( y e c i u O
Prop 2: ■)( ^ Ac(-l} Opp 2: ^

YTtO^ -p^ekcl>&^

(jOcnJJ hh -e>

TEAM CODE #: D on the ^ FP _ wins this debate.

^ lOoutJ Ll^ -6 Je-? rr\c<Q

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Kathleen von Raesfeld (*25)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m H I

G o v ; 8 Va d r e v u - N a n d a

Opp: 15 Kapoor - Berger
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 Natnda
Prop Speaker #2 Vaolrevu

Opp Speaker #1 \Q.pOOir'

pts <3y.Opp Speaker #2
ptsil,5
_ptsj2S

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

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and referencêo authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively thi6 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 ̂organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

P r o p H , , i / i
ljOe.ll

Opp 1: poliJc/0hzc/(jus
of" pxSS/cvv arA

P r o p 2 : , / . O p p 2 :1 * ^ g r a c e - \ r \ 4 d r O i i w * p o » ^ ^

SOvAraJri-fS

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .TEAM CODE #: on the Q pO wins this debate.
I X (PrqpirGpp)

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

\yrccd SciCifcki/ b(̂ £f;4-



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

A V

K - \ r c ^

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

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

Judging Criteri/• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debars 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 referees 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 ana 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 respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

L.^?sl4dBr-' 5ks'-.\oV«^ T ^\t>

Prop 2: C5^ c.o/Ui. Opp 2: (2-v.^V-.A,. \
V.A-VW.U 12^^ ,

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 .

K / \

wins th is debate.TEAM CODE #:__VV on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp) . -b 41 I LJ-REASON FOR DECISION: ^.Q £7^ Uc>^ ^

pVwS I-'VV >S^Av̂  VT>ol cĉ ĉ  cr(̂  ̂  ̂  2)
V ^ ' ' C c A j ^ T ® ^ f J

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

Emma Sutton (*12)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m K 3

Gov: 5 DeWitt - Kelley
Opp: 25 Kornfein - Raesfeld
Varsity Pari! Debate

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

PROP ^

D t s J - V

p t s

Judge's Name: ̂  ̂  ̂
Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P < —
Team Code #:

s peake r# ! D tS^V
Speaker #2 pts 2.^

Team Code #:

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 rude or inappropri^ behavior

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

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

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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were^me questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized/communicative style that is pleas£int

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

Using the above criteria, please offer complimems and/or suggestions for hnprovenientJo D ,e a c h d e b a t e r : T ^ f

TEAM CODE _ on the Q wins this debate.
- ( P > ' o p w o p p ) r . , „ _

vcv., wAv ^cV-vcvei r'V
- /

P r o p 2 : v .

y y ' \ .yu ̂ 6̂ . A VJ

TEAM CODE #: rX-^ on the
(Prop or Opp)

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

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

pV <S e CUf Co^VA-c



PA R L I D e b a t e

Ritu Khurana (*10)
Round 2A 11:00anri L1
Gov: 15 Fogarty - Pister
Opp: 14 Sutton - Moon
Varsity Parll Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaĵ 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 tl̂ debaters support arguments with

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

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

and easily vmderstandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and r̂ectful 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 : /

Prop l:-CvOoA Opp 1: ^

Opp 2: _ £jaJ5M

TEAM CODE #: \ ̂  on the _0\p?SQ_wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

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

- l U M



P A R L I D e b a t e

Ritu Khurana (*10)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m L I

Gov: 5 VivianI - Cunningham
Opp: 27 Rosenthal - Donijero
Varsity Pari! Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School AfTIliation:_^3x^

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #lLJULt\l

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze M 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 autluzlrity as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debates respond to the arguments made

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

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the (Raters 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 2 : / f t O p p 2 :

-Xftj. w\cuiv
T E A M C O D E # : ^ I S A o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

Opp 1G.yCellQcwl'

^ ScjrtvC. cSj- 0Ŝ x<\Cr5cl
CqwAsS IQA •

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 :



Erika Pineda (*14)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m D 2 0 2

G o v ; 2 5 S a x e n a - D u n c a n

Opp: 6 Firsov - Kwak
Varsity Pari! Debate

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P
Team Code #/:

Opp Speaker#! \aJ^ [(.

C (JUn Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =yc4ry Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quaHfy for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Rese;?ved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and nwerences to authority as well as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and eff̂ 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 relev̂ t and effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

CuJr^^uJ tofh. trdlujftyji aS A'l-tch C-evd->a)utI~.

c u ny ^ / V c C u n

C n . c c d r , ^ d l T
■^ppl^- on ' niKi 5//^jW-/y sLrw-^ nA-J'-e.

pf'tni -hpoiy^-t- imr LU'<^ ^fcAtsh^cii^ ^
TEAM CODE #: ^ f5 on the r wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

D p p ) h . ^ d S r r n j L . i .

i l k ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Erika Pineda ^14)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m D 2 0 2

Gov; WJJtT- Liu
Opp: 15 Banisadr - Weiner
Varsity Parii Debate

PROP, 7;
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 \ 0 0

Prop Speaker #2_ U lA.

Judge's Name: U-A. *7̂ 7
Judge's School Affiliation: LnWJfi I

O P P
Team Code #: (_5

Opp Speaker #1 A CL ITj ] ̂  CL(i y pts
Opp Speaker #2 W-L? Y\-CV

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

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

Judging Cr i ter ia /
• 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 debatê support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to ̂thority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the d̂aters 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 effectfye were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Propl: CirenJr ̂ t\{n>^uchtry\. /
hffv-euaircA iuf

i/flu-vM-e imd- red'c/1\ ice
jfk; o-f i^o-t m&tnt

op yovv-K -fuetuicfs r̂ eemeA
Prop2:

6pexĴr\ij rx!r̂DLMA /OIiumâ.J l^skMin^ ipyiM.
0 ^ v ^ u d r - c r y x l t d o

d i n A K L u c ^
T E A M C O D E # ; 1 5 o n t h e

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

o n t h e

O p p i : ^
(W (^ o-vkd (umcXs-c

l/Vl [U Î/\-CV. ŷ VU/' Iraj-f pihXn
lis-hic. iv-

ypM rcl-cikV eMCM CL ^
n i U J C u ^ ^ ^ (

l A j 1 d M J c ,

fIcaSe. lAJcchJx fkĵ  i/cliu^ lA/kjuK
y C T r ^ \ / l l K

CLI-Ccl^I^ -
w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)
lAe>k£ĵ  y/0^ Sp-^cLuf'

7^ \^DIuU^ Cei-4y\
jfvicUc^ ;f



Nadia Whitmore (*5)
Round 2A 11 ;00am D206

Gov: 6 Gong - Li
Opp: 21 Masters - Fehring
Varsity Parii Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

PtS-lS-
p.sii

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:{

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

J m J L

pts

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

27 = Good (but possib!y not good enough to qua!iiy for e!iminat̂  rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rudê inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p l :

t o i m n c j h /

Oppl: PJo't
hut

Prop 2: Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

on the (11 Uy/ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

h fl U c L 6 i j ^ ^ ^
uiQimCt- •



Nadia Whitmore (*5)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m D 2 0 6
Gov: 8 Bardalai - Rangwala
Opp: 21 Mubarack - Troup
Varsity Parii Debate

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 Affiliation:

Team Code #:

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 rude or inappropriat̂ ehavior

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 m̂ 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 argpiments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authority as ŵl as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respopiu 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 thêestions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, cwmnunicative 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 v̂re to opponents and judges

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

Mi

. y /

Prop 2-

i/ay IJjqIIL
Opp 2: _ 01 .

T E A M C O D E # :

REASON FOR DECISION:

on the Uh y wins this debate.
(Prop pnOpp)

eui(̂ ilUiwl/t~~'0l ft fto i>nld%ij



, . , ' ^ c p i c . T h t { J S f i b - f e i a & a i ^ — l ^ r m s
^wiKK ^ PARLI Debate "

R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m D 2 0 5

Gov: 3 Stamm-Kirk - Burshteyn
Opp: 27 Hatcher - Butler
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name:_ Catĥ  /Âa i/er<̂
Judge's School Af¥iliation:_ tA4CAlA0/vi'C

P R O l
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2

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

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

Pts 2,^

_ pts

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

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

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

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effe^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 relevani and effective were the questions and the answers
• • Delivery: How well the debaters sp/Cak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e / j ^ o• Courtesy: How courteous and r̂pectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please dffer compliments and/or suggestî s for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : 0 a n \ t r \ J s t t & r k * » i . f c i I
Using the above criteria, pleasê ffer compliments and/or

f ^ each deba te r : bec4^A^ j l / g f k yn . l o ^

gb6(

^ y l o s s ' C?/sem3

Cfeufic j i

^ Prop 2: Bur-shy lenvf̂  " Opp , ^ <mirvUnA5Wi«#(ip»^
j-liitkh€c. cvo'.<iUrv<i<:iQSi>fcaaie«>^ .

— J c u d c i K l € r a n ) < , ^

P'Wnfiy \/ii\.CQoe(iCr jfiil T̂ EAM code #: ̂
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the i^ns this debate.
(Prop or/6p^

6 o f K ^ O ^ f ^ b e t t o ? S i T d i n ^





, ^ I T o p i ' c '
( : ^h^ I 1 • PARLI Debate s u b m f c .

R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m D 2 0 5
Gov: 4 Feinberg - Wolf-Jacobs
Opp: 27 Malfavon - Hulett
Varsity Parli Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! Fein pen

Prop Speaker #2_ pts_33_
Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 Hule-tt:
DtS ̂ 7

_pts,2B
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = 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

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 afW the arguments
A o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
y Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with/ evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to authority as x̂ ll as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters resMmd to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, cmnmunicative 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 Y
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debater̂ wvere to opponents and judges

Using the above ̂ iteria, please offer compliment̂ nd/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h _ . l u I D . p r «

j> P' NO 7777

)pp 1: A"
f ' / i

/ * L » f

0.
(kc&onat>icJaihtr

20 hxL sfan\̂ H
£̂filnef-nne3xrys~-r

^C(40l

Opp 2: CLjn̂
I VO/iyfa^ <f ^

ĥ JanC
' fjO(?dw hnc
^ Q o o J t •

w - h W « * 2 . ^ b u i - " T
.REASON FOR DECISION:

on thê-̂NOP
((Prop or Opp)

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

> h ; p f 5 y ^/ clrwinĵ  in d/ICienA—

if Coot-/
jr<v&A'





P A R L I D e b a t e

Susan Stephan (*15)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m D 2 0 3
Gov; 3 Hol t - Miz in •

Opp: 27 Chu - Fraga
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge's Name:

P R O
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # I

Prop Speaker #2

ptse3^ Opp Speaker #l_

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

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authorit>̂s well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters r̂pond 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 mc questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organizedycommunicative 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 compliment̂ nd/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: oh 1:

Prop 2:/) ^ ^ AI Opp 2: ck^

<1-1

V i ^ ^

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 .

(Prop'or h\
w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

D E C I S I O N : , , J P h ~ n r ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Vishal Garg (*22)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m K 2

Gov: 14 Lustig - Gerenrot
Opp: 8 Mehta - Alvarez
Varsity Pari! Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

p.slO
pts_%D

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

i V J W pts__2-̂
pts 5 0

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 e)(rnination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fon^de 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 deleters support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and referenceyio authority as well as general knowledge

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

• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in aiyorganized, 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 toe a c h d e b a t e r : / ^ \ ^
P r o p l :

\ i f " f t " y - A f t B "

' —^ Opp 2:
fi  W - f r 4 " ^ l \ \ ) '
A ( 2 > 0 /
' 0 ! \ V — ,
^ 7 5 ^ r — — — L^ T E A M C O D E # : \ Q - ^ o n t h e fl T O o w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . I

O p p 2 : .

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

>n the J'fOO wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

fio/?o5't h VyO |V\i»



P A R L I D e b a t e

Vishal Garg (*22)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m K 2

G o v : 1 5 H a r d w i c k - D e r

Opp: 14 Yen - Chu
Varsity Pari! Debate

Team Code #:

: \}<

P R O P

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

U

Prop Speaker #1_ pts 23:^ Opp Speaker#]
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 #Opp Speaker #2_ Ujiv

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

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

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

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 widj/

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as gene;^ knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the M^uments 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/̂ d the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or̂ ggestions fofjUnprovement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / V . / / ^ n ) f

^ ^ ^

'3^ . - ^(2^,
\ - f e e g »

-fs er

Oppl :
H r ^

j y ^ * . f r

CÎ ÂA
> , , » 5

y-a ■!»

REASON FOR DECISK

r f r » j >
» ■A_-* ft

"oiT^y ^ P debate.
/(Prop or Opp)Y / ^ r r o p o r v j p p j i

y.t (J.)



J 3

Gov: 21 Cheng - Shifs
Opp: 6 Reyna - Yang
Varsity Pari! Debate

Te a m C o d e # :

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 ^ 2 l
Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

dj'dhnA.

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

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

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and referencê  authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively tĥ 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 eff̂ tive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in aiyorganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily imderstandable /
• 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 : /

Prop 1:

a n d

ôod COOT

VU d-pp Yviffv^

O p p i : { n ^

Ad

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 :



f n w i i w r i 9 )
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m J 3
Gov: 15 Stephen - Miskelley
Opp: 14 Dahan - Williams-Baron
Varsity Parii Debate

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

pts io Opp Speaker # I
Opp Speaker

t o
pt2^

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 elimhfation rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude 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 W authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively theyoebaters 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 effî ive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in amorganized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Propi: ovy^ia^ j(^b[ <^C)OS>e^

^ 9 °;i <1^ g«a
\ ) e ^ S P > M i n a S o J I O V C ^ O M u u

TEAM CODE #: \\ on the DTD] wins this debate. ' \fV\J^)rCTEAM CODE #: \\

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
(Pi4 or <̂ PP) cA^e^\/^

a s



^ViovjVd GcAm-Ob. ̂  Î RLI DebateVbW. - VvJo^L(__
Judge 1 n7)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m K 1
G o v : 4 C r a m e r - G r i f fi n

Opp: 27 Skarr - Escarcega
Varsity Pari! Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P
Team Code #: On

Prop Speaker #1 ^ pts 2-^ Opp Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_ \ X \ ^ ' ^ \ 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,2(î uments

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to authority as well â eneral knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond toahe arguments made

by the other side• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the qî tions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, conuminicative 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 ŵ e to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: ccyv.'astVA-pCvivj. 1; (fertoc

7 > : : i d F i - ^ / V A A J X W J M M i r K t s V X .

P r o p 2 : /
CicfeOO-vĵe. Cc>VN\5*C.\~̂  4̂ot>\/r>U

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 : - f \

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



C A ^ \ p ^ ^ ! ^ j ^ L j D e b a t e
Kimiko Cheng ^21)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m J 2

Gov : 27 E rns t - Dav i s

Opp: 3 Rubsamen - Skepner
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge's Name:

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

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 ^

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code M:

pts 3^ Opp Speaker #1_

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

p t s

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 qualHy 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
offe red dur ing the debate /

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

• Argumentation: How directly and eff̂ 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 relevam and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters stfeak 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, pleaŝoffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1:

J2)̂  Coss.̂f<rt<Xĵ  .

/ • O p p l :

Prop 2:

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

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

frof.



<I_cov\' 0»-]̂ '«c» Vy '■Ajtis K<̂  -Pv'w-

^

CXiA/Mvv_jifl. ̂ kSru>U2^

p i l A A / \ A - ~ ^ ^ / t

Goa\7VJ>̂ Ĉ - .jid/JU>̂ a-S=tL»wv

^ Ĵ yx/V̂ A-̂ XA

jjA/A

( M f a

T$ VO WVS-''̂ '̂  "V̂ '̂ P*̂

Q̂ jLyvJUvj;̂  ê  \rOU5-V
OO^AAi/ixA o^ilA ^ \

rO^ "2-

>4̂j\rv?«l JJanajcWCVNITV* ̂̂.r<XKL~.

ojMWf



Kimiko Cheng ^21)
Round 2B 11 ;00am J2

Gov: 14 Cohen-Simayof - Drake
Opp: 8 Su - Her
Varsity Pari! Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

\ V r r • S - v - M ; 4 . r 7
P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#! pts 7>0

Prop Speaker #2 C-oVu^ - ^ 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 rojtmds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ina^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 die 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 debajdrs 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 orĝ ized, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i l y xmders tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tĥebaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p l : « /

-4«>
<sv>a

Prop 2:

Opp 1:

TEAM CODE #: S

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

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

A-f̂  -



v>oV WVW«il-H

"r^
^ Js.jv̂ 'JLK

(VVA MV^ C-A-ptefe^

Q(,p 1..̂ . - ̂ VWK...̂

JhJ i d : . i



PA R L I D e b a t e

Joel Jacobs (M)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m K 4
Gov : 6 V i sh t - Koshk in

Opp: 25 Greenberg - Kolling
Varsity Pari! Debate

P R O ]
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

BA

Pts Zs
Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2

p.s^

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

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 Crit̂ ia
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the dwaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement t(hi4^,r icJ/nnNeach debater: / CaW «<'« ^

" - " f a t / r T
OUVKtt/arlinal njl, c»̂  ̂ ,r aoACiSSIMProp 2. U becauii o?p 2: |^^L oet Mer ^ f f ^

i f H W < n f ) i A n u s / ^ o e

W t a h , ' ^ : 7 1^ W i k - i o f h t
^ \ v i n « f h i « H o h a t A C /

tSON FORDECISpN:"[lliy0)<j[)̂k tuoo/J Wc
i M l H - / e . 4 - - . ^ L

or Opp)
bebtcT 1^ it {jUrifcul .71^

C A - i c O T w t y r ^ P b o s f u l fi / C u ^ n f ( j i ^ r \ l ( D u n ? !





6\tNA-"sViDJcV bv\-QcJri> f"] PARLI Debate
Judge 1 (*17)
R o u n d 2 A 11 ; 0 0 a m K 1

Gov: 16 Hsieh - Roy
Opp: 14 Wilcox - Sutton
Varsity Parii Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2

Opp speaker# 1 V[i\

_pts_23_ Opp speaker #2 *̂ 0

Prop Speaker #1_ Opp speaker # 1 V[iVg-D^ pts 2f\
P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 _ O p p s p e a k e r # 2 * ^ 0 S p t s _ ^

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

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

Judging Cri twia
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d^oaters 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 efficientlwrhe debaters support arguments with

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

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

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

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

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

. V / * J . - > v O . 1 — . V

Prop 2: ̂QDĈ"̂CvvA5=ŷflu<î0 ̂pp 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)

- s : ^ ( x k _ v i r v ^ .
<=}pcA - X̂ c. oŴ  -pdoseŝ

Qt>odA

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

4^V vv^c^ct /ql d e/v4vui_ \toc_s_l
\ a v 4 - A ' ^ a u o d - t e W V ) c 3 Q i l ( 5

( i w j c ^ y Q . S c o R > -


