PARLI Debate

Susan Stephan (*15)

Round 2A 11:00am D203 s .
Gov: 14 Chin - Rosenfeld Prr Judge’s Name: 571@}‘“"\

Opp: 13 Sinha - Herman o
Varsity Parli Debate pe Judge s School Affiliation: /VI ¢ Mmanfe_

PROP,; | OPP,
Team Code #: / L-/ Team Code #: 3
4
Prop Speaker #1 12 oSéen Fe’d pts fo.‘bopp Speaker #1 1L ’ ermagn /4 M .9
Prop Speaker #2 éh /N _M y Opp Speaker #2 5 lh /"’ﬂ / pm 8 *

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer cordpliments and/or suggestions for lmprovement to
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Kathleen von Raesfeld (*25)
Round 2B 11:00am H1
Gov: 15 Ginsburg - Zhou

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name:__(\ !Q!; igi!‘% é é

t ompelling m-ﬁow\e& style /perfect pace,

Opp: 14 White - Hall
Varsity Parii Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: W dc Qdﬂ/waf

BRSSPt b SR 58

Team Code #: ‘ 5 Team Code #: ] "‘!’
Prop Speaker #1 Z heu pts&8°25 Opp Speaker #1 W \m‘k pts (Qq
Prop Speaker #2 G ihs \Ol)rg pts&%&@ Opp Speaker #2 ‘l“}a‘ | pts 5

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

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

topic and the arguments

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

Joel Jacobs (*4) J l
Round 2B 11:00am K4 Judge’s Name:_J4
Gov: 27 Amato - Ringstrom
Opp: 5 Carter - Wyatt o B‘f—k
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP oPP
Team Code #: 1>b-1 Team Code #: 5

Prop Speaker #1 A (‘\qkﬂ pts Opp Speaker #1 W v\,. ptsé :{Z
Prop Speaker #2 A(‘O&f am pts ZC Opp Speaker #2 / ° f‘{'(f ptsz 7

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer complimghts and/or suggestlons for i '&1 rovement to 'L" , JG‘A/
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PARLI Debate

Nanny Tunnell (*16)

V.
Round 2A 11:00am D209 Judge’s Name:_MaAny  \unne |/
Gov: 27 Inman - Young i

Opp: 5 Moser - Murphy

Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation; MV H S
Team Code #: a Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 T ptszg Opp Speaker #1 Mw VPV)'( pts Z§
Prop Speaker #2 Yo "Sp pts} 7 Opp Speaker#2__ M\ 8 r ptszg

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: WSFlr Shoud b TN Farm,
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaérs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references tg'authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effegtive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an6rganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful
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PARLI Debate

Nanny Tunnell (*16)

Round 2B 11:00am D209 Judge’s Name: ﬂ}anw (u" M (//
Gov: 27 Shimizu - McDowell ) [

Opp: 5 White - Whitmore
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: m VH’§

S 0 N g A TR TV TN e B 1

PROP or
Team Code #: 9\—7 Team Code #: t

Prop Speaker #1 ﬂh» owel ’ pts y Opp Speaker #1__( ! &\\-‘*VV\W pts Z 5
Prop Speaker #2 g/h\M WAN pts}7 Opp Speaker #2 (M/\«\R

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale "TN- V\ s (r SM v\\A s
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good FedaeL e agricd|

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

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

R

rounds)
inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyZe the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatepé support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to Zuthority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the dgbaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effecfive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an gfganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

Danica Tanquilut (*11) —(/
Round 2 11:00am L2 (single flight) Judge’s Name: oI, \Uryuy”
Gov: 6 Jia - Jiang
Opp: 24 Hansen - Beatie
vg.%ity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: TLH 5
PROP orpP
Team Code #: (,Q Team Code #: Q"l’ -
Prop Speaker #1 'j(-’o\ pts 20\ Opp Speaker #1 HQJT\SGW p X
Prop Speaker #2 J ?m\@J pts S5 Opp Speaker #2 %W ptsz""

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

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

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

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

o Points of Information: How relevant and eff¢ctive were the questions and the answers

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

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

Matt Petruska (*27 ()
Round 2A 11:00am ng4 ) Judge’s Name: Mart ?Q“TJQKC—

Gov: 23 He - Bartenetti

Opp: 6 Deng - Qian : ‘

Varsity ParligDebate Judge’s School Affiliation: (ﬁwﬂJSOf \“\ ‘3’4 S)CI’W l
Team Code #: Z'% Team Code #: 6 /
Prop Speaker #1 ?76/ kQ/' ""'H { bpts 2' é Opp Speaker #1 U (nj &U') an _ pt 1. 5
Prop Speaker #2 \'kt' pts L’) Opp Speaker #2 (Ceu"" m::j pts Z g

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 elimingtion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rudg’or inappropriate behavior

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

Using the above criteria, please offer com
each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Matt Petruska (*27 . ~
Round 2B 11:00am 0284 ) Judge’s Name: Jm ﬁ""‘ A dﬂK Ke
Gov: 14 Yee - Morrell . i
Opp: 10 Kaushik - Ebtikar
V;Psity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: t)-) mdSOK t_\‘ﬂt\ gd'vf) ‘
PR$P OPP
Team Code #: | { Team Code #: 12
Prop Speaker #1 MO((C‘ \ pts 2‘8’ Opp Speaker #1 kﬁu gh( h pts ZQ

Prop Speaker #2 >/‘€ ‘e pts Zg Opp Speaker #2 Gb ‘\'; Kﬁ/ pts 27

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

e Points of Information: How relevant and effectiveAvere the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Mark Cabasino (*13) UG~ $hadi bay CABS 40
Round 2A 11:00am J1 Judee’s Name:

fichr, fm ¢
Gov: 23 Fulop - Bennett UCh Y .
Opp: 6 Hanvey - Moore @)
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation:

R AT

PROP R, B
Team Code #: (Z-D Team Code #: /) /

Prop Speaker #1 &N NE:T( pts L7 Opp Speaker #1 HAN V g\f A 7
Prop Speaker #2 FULO P pts Zﬂ Opp Speaker #2 /‘AOO/L@ / pts 20]

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer ¢
each debater:

pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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Mark Cabasino (*13)
Round 2B 11:00am J1

Gov: 5 Basrai - Hester
Opp: 26 Picchi - Owyang -
Varsity Parli Debate 9

PARLI Debate

A4S oo
Judge’s School Affiliation: @
Team Code #: Team Code #: Z‘é /

Prop Speaker #IQAY @A | pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 (?{ CCH| pts 2
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Judge’s Name:

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

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

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

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

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

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

and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

Using the above criteria, please offer co
each debater:
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debaters were to opponents and judges

liments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 1: The dem of " e corp
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A"J Cory
wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate

Cindy Bulger (*23) Al Byl
Round 2A 11:00am H2 Judee’s Name: { N uwlae—
Gov: 13 Cummings - Adriano ge s Tame 0 ! ﬁ
Opp: 15 Baum - Honaryar
Varsity Parli Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation: S&V\ R Mo Va“t‘./

PROP OPP
Team Code #: ‘ Team Code #: '

pts S0
w1 pts 20

Prop Speaker #1 &,L.mmvgé pts Q% Opp Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 A anani pts l% Opp Speaker #2
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =Nery Good

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

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the
offered during the debate

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effe¢fively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and

aters analyze the topic and the arguments

spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Prop I Gupieat 009 %H’m Oppl: Bovn i YhWat wptovies

Ont\ 8ye Lomvieh WErE W WM Spellem
UsS Lenbrden®, il trore Ord wgamyd \/mﬂ
kAo wen) pud Yonis Slgnies tam.

U4~ Vdng .
Laved ul prdva by Yorgnja -

Prop2: Meq 4+ ogemaahon | Opp2: Calthws \ow abe~hon vighat
bnd 8y £i6y v Erlines. AN
TEAM CODE #: , S on the OPP wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: .
ﬂ%wgh muchoa*/ e Aistussuyy WaS 4b°k*~£m-{vn4 Andvnal \Fo(vmnﬁ

WL hohinn 0F & {actwyfevrnn Woltel also Intudi forms pmduu'ug'
P{aﬂi&’ Vegelebles. Tha @pp Faimns AGument abgwt hightr -{)qd pPrced?
flmf«'h:«»; foor perpuy o g)lu.a(.rpn:z Lipniin Alless T keatiwres niieed
Wenf WndgrSwires by ¥ AEFE



PARLI Debate

Cindy Bulger (*23)
Round 2B 11:00am H2 Judge’s Name: OA n 0‘\] &) la—({
Gov: 27 Galli - Girimonte y J

Opp: 3 Booth - Pracar
Vgrpsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Sﬂl\ QA_MM V&\L@y

PROP s e oPp
Team Code #: 27 Team Code #: 5

Prop Speaker #1 é? a U i pts ’Lol Opp Speaker #1 %OM /ptga
Prop Speaker #2 éﬂ i orie, \pts 'L‘i Opp Speaker #2 ? Yolar pts?ﬁ‘

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

Judging Criteria

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatrs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references 6 authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

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

. Prop I: Grget ovganizah Opp 1: Bokn Speaius W (yell
Goud ty¢ Lovtelt OVGanuyd v Svr OvGuinuinty,
ang N7 Lttt & Metatothn,
(7 SVERINNNIT VRS
Opp 2:
TEAM CODE #: 3 on the OE \a wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: _

This wes A v CMS ALUSWM. Robin SRS Ovesented thews Caae”’ .
Wet! Wi Shg Afuwments A~ 2 Lot oF Hrowmend ¢ be cauan +nin

WMeAed dp bt AduAcd upan nur ot Bren gev R dine neg . Ecanami—- 1F

SN ALk et C st e bhired @nd Ususlly lage- Umpary ill have an
AAGntrs s SV~ Loris. FAGLAG awhy amy Gov '+ hetp onl o] uide, dtaes go’



PARLI Debate

Ms Duong (*3)

Round 2A 11:00am D207 , : / 517 014«0’7
Gov: 21 Cao - Gunn ludge’s Name: 7 /7”&‘ q

Opp: 6 Boozarpour - Li

Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: /alm‘ /eg /L Aﬁﬁ

Team Code #: 9’/ Team Code #: (/

/
Prop Speaker #1 14// / &/p pts 2' 9 Opp Speaker #1 \_/ﬂf d. an ,LJ 3 -50
Prop Speaker #2 mﬂ ﬁ #) pts 2? Opp Speaker #2 /V Ay o 601) /thsM

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: Opp 1:

Prop 2: Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #: é on the /) L wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: . .
g’w Connecrrom w/ awoliante— , /7 froofucsr o

anol c/a;//i7 a/jmeofr ,



PARLI Debate
Ms Duong (*3)
Round 2B 11:00am D207

s Name: A/n"ﬁﬁna Do
Gov: 8 Sawhney - Giang Judge’s Name: 'ﬁ
Opp: 21 Katewa - Colenbrander /3 | )
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: e/ 'f/ﬂl;/ /{’%

Pde et oPP
f' Team Code #: 2’/

Prop Speaker #1 gfﬂﬂ@ pts Q7 Opp Speaker #1 [’p / [Z4] 6/4”0/ eV’ pts W
Prop Speaker #2 Jﬁ’“/ /’ n &7 pts S g Opp Speaker #2 /’(ﬁ/k wa~ 4 Zq

Team Code #:

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude 4r inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyZe the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: Opp 1:

Prop 2: Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #: [ / on the wins this debate.
‘ (Pror:f % Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Q&/&m;‘ Aearr AnI d/%o.}za Il prun? e’
ﬂ,?a&wf at’! Poinls sriacos é/ Uhe pFEhesr Aart ol
Allesrrcol /M7 mwkoé s Orepaceat.



Abbas Rangwala (*8)
Round 2A 11:00am D208

Gov: 16 Herman - Sweeney
Opp: 14 Krause - Hwong
Varsity Parli Debate

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: 44/5/15 (A‘NGIJ\/A‘LA'

PROP OPP

Team Code #: I 6 Team Code #: / 4'-
Prop Speaker #1__ SW/ZIVEY] pts_2 fl Opp Speaker #1__KR MSE pts 21
pts Rg Opp Speaker #2__ HWON G

Prop Speaker #2 HEER M pnt pts R 4

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 28 = Very (Food

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved foy'rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters/analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenceg to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively tie debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ah organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfifl the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer
each debater:

mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: SwEENEY Opp_L: '<Qf’,"$c: Coap DEMVERY plEENCE
ANA — 45 > ANA — 5 e Pol A CHATVEE
sl T —
e = /:/’/ﬁ' kS LTI TS - %f — 3 (niT EMIERTANITIE)
po1 — sy — 5
dYEL — {/ DLL__ 5
Prop 2: HEK,M___.M Ow pELIVER Y % PREBENVCE
o cosd PREEPLE o | A — & -6 LiKE &k B
ANA f:;,; o ar mokE/Lotist TIEY g — 2 Ao SLANGS L
EVl — 4. & - ARG — 2
e L 5L s
cov TEAM CODE #:___ |4 onthe _OPf _ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp) _
REASON FOR DECISION: TEAM . THEY DID MAKE ot

& DEBAE PRIMAILY BECHISE 5F <
L THEMS BASED oN 1T PND [0Cr AU CORNERED  AFF

=6 nmON BY AFF
WEAK DEF) Blon

"3 RATHER PROPOSED MORE HUMANE FACTOR FARMS.

R ATULATIONS |

AREUM , FARINS ; .
AFF TENM M) $5ED NT‘Q&NFA\;MI 'Z’V;mrﬁiw FocUSED ON HYMANE ' AL TERNATIVE & IPALT OF BN 10
/75 s7ee AFACHRY ; . s — HEMTH A SAFETY/ IE ANIMAS & 1T 10 ACT O OV
BgTH TEPMS MISSED OVT orv KEY PG N , fb,;g.«»se) L\ CONGESTED 5



PARLI Debate

Abbas Rangwala (*8)

Round 2B 11:00am D208 ’ . -
Gov: 10 Ganguli - Sanghvi Judge’s Name: Méﬁé’ [MGWM

Opp: 15 Fishlow - Fishlow
Varsity Parli Debate
PROP OoPP

Team Code #: [ 0 Team Code #: / 5—

Judge’s School Affiliation: DVHS

Prop Speaker #1 é’A—/V Gl pts %0 Opp Speaker#1__ 0+ F18HL oW pts X4
Prop Speaker #2 AANCHV I pts Z{Z Opp Speaker#2_ M. Fig&H LoW pts p? @l .

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

Judging Criteria
\;:) 't ® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topi¢/and the arguments
V?;\ N offered during the debate
? 0 e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
S evidence—which may include facts and references to authority ag'well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, gommunicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaterg were to opponents and judges

each debater:

. : ] ﬂdww
Prop 1: CANGULE >z A kICD OESATE MALE (RO
ANA — . L
ev) — 5 (6RE#T PONTS, T ST, Seow povd) pee — 5 Cord GRAcE WHEN f"wsg’”&
ARE #"“}3’ 3 Do) — 5 DERAT TECHVICALITY
— 4-G¢; SIVE \ —
Poi ____6(/;/‘1,177'07’ ﬂftsf«:/pr;gmaﬁUQP ) pEL — S
%L;Ix,/ — 4 (sveeesT L5 cov =5
Vi isHLow -
g = Ty m e n T ok R
%z — 5 ARG — 4;5 IN REGUTTI-
DFL — DEs - q/'
cov—
cov TEAM CODE #: / onthe OPP ___ wins this debate.
‘ (Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: -
= BV e &
OFPFP: 113 4 LOW POINT WIN, PRIMRRILN) BIAUSE OF PRI TEAMS FoEUS a;-u Gimw
T IRt 1Y & RAISING IT AGAT N X ASRIN . IT TOU Avidy FROm SPIR\T OF e

DERATE- EXCEWLENT ARGY MENTS 2. REEUTTALS BEST /CAME AC LSS | THIS IS A LOSS TO

0oP T3 MELP THEM WIN MORE _
mvf;’ 7P‘5MM DON'T TRKE THSS As A LoSS. 175 A LOBS ON OvERALL MERIT- &ovD tvee!
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PARLI Debate
Yuyun Shang (*6) <
Round 2A 11:OOang201 Judge’s Name: / un S A v
Gov: 14 Shin - Shevelev
Opp: 10 Gao - Pareek N
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: (am /’° loto — HS
PROP Y OoPP
Team Code #: / Team Code #: } o
Prop Speaker #1 Sheve lev pts 27 Opp Speaker #1__Paret ¢ pts 27

Prop Speaker #2 Ny hin pts 28 Opp Speaker #2 (';(“) pts 2 7
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale;

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vefy Good

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer gompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: — Greet Clecficatin om ‘gpfg‘a}{c‘n a

Prop 1:~Gre«t a&’-ﬁ"’"" ért Opp 1: Clecr ¢onterti J« J‘jp Critats
’(/?N Cﬁ’l*elf*’:”“ - )’G)GA@ Weas on —[Z: PDIW _Cut[ e
ey ,‘(” de mechin® m Jﬁw es L
Fedulew 5F’4' Lj e > ot Aewmsd
¥ Rofuto  todd  [oak fhoro YT
plon weuld decdwr GHG (n#¢
Prop2: Jenf{ﬁt - 0pp2 - s'—é/’:‘j yvefute /yvd?!w, raell 9‘7“—;!/’2«’
= Grect SP kel — wodd v £ Lok IR eucelanet T
¥ vty condd Lo me on fha _ \
,%jw/@ eud=n®  Cuppert. Rt f Sofeef (fta flew) poine
wich

A had

on the wins this debate.

(Prop or'

(/Pa;/ (Me”:f_‘iww_\hﬁif;L@ Lu ffa/

TEAM CODE #: /0

REASON FOR DECISION:

Bath team§ pac  clear  pofertoons and  all e are  Cxcplent Spea ket
real{j enj‘j‘" ors ok bate |



The W [G Shauld  Sgnifrcently rodde& PARLI Debate  Agncu e Sids:cles

Yuyun Shang (*6)
Round 2B 11:00am D201 Judge’s Name: 7 un S, Aa"ﬁ
Gov: 19 Gil - Kaur

Opp: 8 Yu - Makineni A
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:__(am™p° lind> 414
PROP P OPP
Team Code #: /9 Team Code #: 5
Prop Speaker #1 ka Wt pts 25 Opp Speaker #1 7/1»“ pts 2 ?
Prop Speaker #2 G ‘< ‘ pts 2é Opp Speaker #2 M&l k en pts 27

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 inapprogriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppory/arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority 4s well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters rg§pond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective wer
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organize
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatgrs were to opponents and judges

e questions and the answers
communicative style that is pleasant

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

¥ Good  Cerch ef [l Jcﬁ/mm d "{9’”?"60”6!“
Prop 1: ¢ wal med gfodes evss Y Opp 1: .
6&1 4 )[o[" ev- PP bj A'H;
He Dlaw
-yéqorl Wéu*h‘a/
¥ w(fl‘[‘l /fép -~ JSel iy / "
N L) r Iz
eVidare sl lxp Jes re/r«f ¥ M:j&z o lepl  loss Pt
( vedur 'ﬁ-«/w/a/r:ej @umem)
Prop2: % (ool refte  on Scloals Opp2: * Lpoe refute
Need mert B ~Yy Y woudd e -+ sex el oVidanw
o®  fecchers
X luauh/ /,k' - FruproLe mést,
on oyadeccsl J Content Wj‘”’"’"’"‘”
TEAM CODE #: on the OF P wins this debate.
' (Prop or
REASON FOR DECISION:

9’?“5 (troges o lecvay 70 bu-sre)



Kathleen von Raesfeld (*25)
Round 2A 11:00am H1

Gov: 8 Vadrevu - Nanda

Opp: 15 Kapoor - Berger

Varsity Parli Debate

PROP
Team Code #:

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: A}W\P&M
U

Judge’s School Affiliation:

OPP
Team Code #: ] 9

Prop Speaker #1 N a nd a

pts Q 825 Opp Speaker #1 Kap oor pts &) 35

| Prop Speaker #ZMQ(J revie

pts A3.39 Opp Speaker #2 Be"ger / Ptsﬂ

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

Judging Criteria

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

offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debAters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referencesfo authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively th¢ debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side

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

and easily understandable

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1:

Prop 2:

Opp 1: Po}lJC, 9racievs

Well laid ovt 0’6"’“‘"‘ 4 Clear Otanized o Covreek balance of pasSion and

+ Gwtad 17°'°h"": Wé(ml—ac‘r |

Opp 2:

* pasSion, OYYGNZ&H o | Gracein | 4 {wpasiedream’ poit W2l Supporfed

&\lowi“ls %ue}}iov\'?
+ Slrvov\g SN €S

TEAM CODE #:___|%)

on the OEQ;Z wins this debate.

(Prqp or'Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: Lo E"“\‘ \VaU

[mhefrmu{ - not enowgh Hfime. Sivu\Jfo make plan , ok enough
\orcod Citkal  Donef i+



PARLI Debate
Emma Sutton (*12)

Round 2A 11:00am K3 Judge’s Name: T S \\'\x(/k

Gov: 11 Barnes - Gille
Opp: 15 Aguilera - Zhou ( ® )
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: DS\\ S \)

Team Code #: X\— Team Code #: P W

Prop Speaker #1 C‘-\\{ pts D‘K Opp Speaker #1 l\\(o V\ / pts‘)g’

Prop Speaker #2 @ CVWT 5 pts 3_34 Opp Speaker #2 F\ 0} h«'%\ri pts ‘1}

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

; -
Vo vm'o:\uk c\\o'\n;'} em\ucd-l...
o 1&((‘\‘ JS..\\ S a LJL«:\" PPERTN \R‘,(_ FOV'\"*"*{&
e Asd \:‘\\ CZ\QL\-AY\ AN el
N AR RS

*" ‘Oh:\f I\ O — \f(\ﬂ-\ eld{\C\SJ\‘bM( .

Prop 2: Gﬂ Cans \“'~e\ \"‘\“-k\ " Opp2: Cove \u:\u\. \IC\"\ S“"‘“"'\“\\ S@““\\
)d

e b o e Sl | gty S Tl fid

\\?\\:ﬂ € Y () ) Kw{v\:\ |
%\‘ \-o\t_) - S o\VLuL; \ CV-‘L\C\&(S‘—\” &8 S

“Tegae BN 5N ¢
TEAM CODE #: onthe WY/ wins this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION: W ¢ A;P;KE)OI.S‘Z)L 'Y P\ Q,&\LJL Q’AA

SkccdS‘%»\\..‘ C\vcjv\u..,\ sy bhon, M @ cuied A€ .K?\:oc\

Msw—hét\ e\\..s q{% i,.,\\ Sa\vu ‘no‘\‘ C oS oft Prvb\‘hw\) L’\ ) ;])
a

v e A\ la\_, . ¢
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PARLI Debate

Emma Sutton (*12)

Round 2B 11:00am K3 Judge’s Name: E . \S “w -

Gov: 5 DeWitt - Kelley

Opp: 25 Kornfein - Raesfeld C
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: j S \'\ 3 # ll

Team Code #: g Team Code #: 35‘
Prop Speaker #1 QL(” m‘ pts lb Opp Speaker #1 L‘W "\'DQ e pts 3‘%’
Prop Speaker #2 \(-'Q\\’CY) pts )—-(‘ Opp Speaker #2 Q“\“‘D&\d\ pts -’)—o\

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 inapproprigle behavior

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

Using the above criteria, please offer complimexts and/or suggestions fqr improvement to v Y Wev
each debater: c P\ \'-‘3' 5{111/ ¢ ‘ﬂg\‘“%: fu spee K

A
/\’(_ o @-‘}w\\,‘Pe“’ ‘\‘\.;)’7\8 u:i* \
. \L_ Cowtrse\y | fcb-te

Prop 1: QQ,.\UAQ(OQ WA \.Jo_\g.\
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SWa‘\’\~ ‘e“('c'* \Lucw/ b~ + G { o 4 r{]‘l
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TEAM CODE #:___ > on the Q@__wins b debate

(Prop of Opp) _\ o

REASON FOR DECISION: m C cvviede o\ Sccuy- N V 6 v 0
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PARLI Debate
Ritu Khurana (*10)

I
Round 2A 11:00am L1 Judge’s Name: {56\/\\3\/\ Yauran

Gov: 15 Fogarty - Pister
Opp: 14 Sutton - Moon
Vgrgity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ‘m \‘\!}% &d! SH%L\SLLWV )

PROP | OPP
Team Code #: . \S Team Code #: \U\, /

Prop Speaker #1 Q\_S)\'e‘( pts Q% Opp Speaker #1 Q\)}(S(GY\ Ats/zﬁ
Prop Speaker #2 Mﬁh@ pts_@. Opp Speaker #2__ YN\ 0O / pwﬂ

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very (¥0od

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

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

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

- om@m& Jrer
i ek & e | 725 T SR

R o W . SRS

TEAMCODE#  \\\ on the OSQ‘D . wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

vy, Slonced dabeke - Bn 2ags et oQudfyy e
St Qovdks Ldlped AW e Relonce.



PARLI Debate
Ritu Khurana (*10)

Round 2B 11:00am L1 Judge’s Name: | YM
Gov: 5 Viviani - Cunningham
Opp: 27 Rosenthal - Dondero
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:__ YNV W\g\'(N\ N g/\&d,\ﬂb‘
PROP OPP
Team Code #: S Team Code #: 2\
Prop Speaker #l&,\“ﬂm gha ) pts 2 é Opp Speaker #1 (D(N\dﬁ/o pts 'Z.O\
Prop Speaker #2 \'l W) (\‘(i\ pts, 7—% Opp Speaker #2 @M\*\/\Ag 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 rgdnds)

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

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

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the d¢baters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: opp 1--CxcelRont Besentadion
~Stuony OSQumart abad G0 | 0 A" o ged. st o o8gumods

b‘ﬁ" - wbt
ol ol gl _ Sm&ﬁi@m ukke

W Opp 2: M&QBX‘ wcﬂ
sm%cwdﬁihw _pgw 0SRumos  kouk Cowdes of Pp

— Bocdlon .
~Queserded ~oc W0serk w&mﬁéwn*&bgﬂm‘&'

TEAM CODE #: '2_ on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:



PARLI Debate

Erika Pineda (*14)

Round 2A 11:00am D202 Judge’s Name: €. v [£ . a0
Gov: 25 Saxena - Duncan udge’s Name E : l 4 ?' ne A
Opp: 6 Firsov - Kwak
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:

Schoo |

Team Code #: 25 Team Code #: )
Prop Speaker #1 Sa ¥ e oo pts 024 Opp Speaker #1 K wWa l/ pts J §
Prop Speaker #2__ [ e ¢ amn pts 24 Opp Speaker #2 Fl ) % pts 1?
Please award each speaker points based on the following sca)¢:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = ¥ery Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualjfy for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resepfed for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Critgria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the gébaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficient}§ the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and rgferences to authority as well as general knowledge
® Argumentation: How directly and effedtively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relev.
e Delivery: How well the debaters
and easily understandable
¢ Courtesy: How courteous and fespectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

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

each debater: 7[‘ / <
: -V ust S tﬂ-»/‘cxf. yne
DVPmP_l:_@V“”L(f‘* AYY? Opplip»riyfz ‘were f;lof’ coliw becouse
5”‘“4’2”3 R%E! ‘ of Yo speaking vedte.

7(11 voluume al - A eve W-
nga’;;%jd{wl;'m “—;ﬁ . mehmdh i}f{p—:i F—fl‘lfjh Ma-:\ o yyw nowvdS -
Yon ave an effc?ﬁv‘ fust Fidler)) S auin pe  distracting

&L%/Pﬁ ip_Hard £+ follov: Opp 2 QV{AJL 5/6&%?/0" vote. Mé(
é)ra{f( 5h’”715, ﬂ’éﬂ{gl"'\m_weu‘ \/DIW. Apprect ohed Tre
":prl% . Wor L on yzrw/-vaSt Hfgtj SIId’VuL[‘;' Slrwev rate wi

N int. Ymr use 2 [ - i €4 w bt
‘Gﬂm&fﬁ; nD-!.[é —Ivbf/';,/—:ttn \/Ppin'/‘s wal d(j'h’ll L{-,? Ma;;lpofypkkfuff

TEAM CODE #: 25 onthe 772/ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

NN

REASON FOR DECISION:
Etfeetive MWJ fo1- IR Tre prepac‘ﬂtj.
0/0,9 s7de had Srmo. Im,,OZa,u-%r\b/f’- MW ﬂ,d/zu?\«&fﬁ



PARLI Debate

Erika Pineda (*14) Eil ? y
Round 2B 11:00am D202 Judge’s Name: Cv | (4 InNecda
Gov: 10 Lid™- Liu ge s Name
Opp: 15 Banisadr - Weiner 47
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: 1 oW el l [ gé ‘SQI/A 0d {
PROP orPP
Team Code #: [ D Team Code #: [5

pts. }q/\

pts ﬁg

pts 7/8 Opp Speaker #2 \V\LU n-ev

Opp Speaker #1 6 ani (75‘%‘ 4

Prop Speaker #1 \! 00
Lin

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

Prop Speaker #2

rounds)
inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyZe the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaterg support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to gathority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the dgbaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effectif’e were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an opganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

Using the above criteria, please offer co
each debater:

Prop 1: érea,{' (M{’ch{ud‘tm.
Rpprectated +une deling

Job ok mot vien
whon you Spoke
Og Z%z%ovt% 12 R_y;"r
éwgd‘ 6pea.1¢}nj vatef and volume.
L engoyed  (islenin yo. Some
of oL points, wend ot sp laﬂé(,mé

Tt aun veduce e ebfectiventoss.
TEAM CODE #: 15 on the

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Dpp=ide ”#edﬂf«% distiactled prep3S

debaters were to opponents and judges

liments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 1: éww_é"”w ot A/ﬁladl-lhd, the
poml; M acdey pned  emicss
Mmannes . \ppw rate ond p'l—idf)
wede mwﬂﬂf 12 listen fo0.

\/IM rempined olear even af Y OU
%@1524 wp - net always eaSy fo do !

ér//cd*d;&b with yoww response
Plesse watch e volusme Whii

yon gfar - §pa#fné. )/m Spetbé
d/fcw[\/ - evey?

whet YO speecd wp .
ot Tie Vo/u_{ua Cuq
podee it piffrcod t-
+v  listesr.

wins this debate.



PARLI Debate

)
Nadia Whitmore (*5) - /7
Round 2A 11:00am D206 Judee’s Name: /7
Gov: 6 Gong - Li tcge's ame é'/
Opp: 21 Masters - Fehring ‘ ’/ ;
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation; ﬂ//
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: 6 Team Code #: '9', ,
P
Prop Speaker #1 G{) N q . pts_g Opp Speaker #1 7

Prop Speaker #2 L/ ptsﬁ Opp Speaker #2 é fp /']R .l N(a Z;L

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

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

e the topic and the arguments

e debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: é‘/ﬂ 57@4(/%011/@01 Opp I: I\/OT‘Q/i&Z\U;6 C&’LL”D&L[}ZM/
Mfft d{; oleFiag 5u/7pm/f/ b(IXL e @%f WC‘Q W&/ﬁcg/\. .
eVidlenc
Prop 2: Opp 2:
TEAM CODE #: 6 on the wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

Much sTponge e by 1o 60/ 70
o iy (v 17T al il moee. vadd, suppoiin)

Ul (v -



PARLI Debate
Nadia Whitmore (*5) ' -
o bare Fargval MLM[” A
\?:rr)s:iti1pl\:rtiliblg;at)%§e- Troup Judge s School Affiliation; i M/m { .

PROP
Team Code #: P) Team Code #: Q ’

Prop Speaker #L&@dem_ pts_ L%_ Opp Speaker #1 T{U é?M?\ A-C/< pts_2 q
Prop Speaker #2 /R ﬁﬂ!qa 2(]1 Q__pts 2 } Opp Speaker #2 7’('2 f)[ / 0 pts _(‘3

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic the arguments
offered during the debate
® Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support ar
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as wéll as general knowledge
¢ Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respopd to the arguments made
by the other side
¢ Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the duestions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, cofimunicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

® Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters yfere to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments
each debater:

Prop 1: eg&/&/u,{(@ﬂﬂz M[u@(

U Cousfreus wﬁt
Pt )
~Cauld. /kw, Use W -

rop 2: DU Quidlon
Prop 2 ‘f>u/l§/) /7:2(3

d/or suggestions for improvement to

/wuf and 94[
_ ‘au;ﬂm@ q@uﬂ 16 wi/
vy o oL

Opp2: - erMWOI )

pl

TEAM CODE #: Q l on the QO{ O‘ wins this debate.
(Prop pr'Opp)

RZ%;:;EXON&%@&W@W@T Ti) ﬁ@(?zot&, #(0 %LC/D 9‘/47



((Jie . The. Us¥G Shaldl ke Dan Faco‘@f«% Farms

C’m‘*ﬁ v‘]\alu,(x’m PARLI Debate
Kevirdra Ramderics =)
Round 2A 11:00am D205 Judge’s Name: Ca,‘{'hb{ ﬂﬂ(;{l[ oA

Gov: 3 Stamm-Kirk - Burshteyn

Opp: 27 Hatcher - Butler
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: M( { ﬂ m OIV"&
PRO% OPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: &7

Prop Speaker #1__, Slgmg ) "Bl (k pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 ?)(L*Ie/ pts Zﬁ
Prop Speaker #2 60('6&'\"?& Nn- _ pt Ds-] Opp Speaker #2 W(‘ pts 518

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg s

Judging Criféria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the gebaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficient}y the debaters support arguments with

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

“-yo\/ e Argumentation: How directly and effegfively the debaters respond to the arguments made
o o W by the other side
I} Points of Information: How relevanf and effective were the questions and the answers '7N01 ad
b‘ Wﬁw’o Delivery: How well the debaters spgak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant  Zogm farms
% 25 and easily understandable A6 eXpenBive. .

ey '\' e Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges ﬁf”" 45 o “h v

-

.
:;,.; Using the above criteria, please gffer compliments and/or suggestions for lmprovement tott) 3": » d"')’
Com ¥ e each debater: 1) animafs b d/ et e, foscct (onama.aslml . %“’ Factoe s

] Sfmmm T vy N ) o 0on 1 Btle ‘““"‘“‘Q oy k. 2). od ceshectinss
gl g e R e SR
G <Gealent evidenc€ > e pele | (& ) inols) s uale st
- - p eople
A eicage. I~ Qegrtens o8, b
e ‘ A e Padd W@e comiact § ton € F Serna, .;,Jostr-ﬁarm‘
ooty 530‘}'70”‘ voce, ﬂ““‘lﬂeﬁ‘wj‘s Ha 8006L homhel &’U‘J' "“l".ggus Y P“’J"’
- 8 mam*a«“ uo 2 =Y
Prop 2: Bursh 'e o1b%¢d|wsc,'” Opp 2: a,-!{,he 90v. alred 50 51 e
al -"“""6"' ’a o
A' @5{ Mﬁb Nll T—mmu/} fr{ajf ) .5 plan
e it - el ek 2115
évod MWM"D*’” ! ‘:)) ng:;/cﬁma S E aJmml lavo-

hard aature, voie good
ODE #: ,Q-? on the OP

(Prop 01'@31)) )

ns this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION:

Both slrong | off had mbwa bett e analy®s botin streng._
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ooic' The VSR showld signtficently reduce VS dgricutyy |
Cotthy Agui PG PARTI Debate 0 I itos i
mrpirbii
Gov: 4 Feinberg - Wolf-Jacobs

Judge’s Name: Ca/%(/] A’la;(érd :
U \J

Opp: 27 Malfavon - Hulett .
Vgrpsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: M (& mU\/{{_
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 4 Team Code #: 27

] - .
Prop Speaker #1 Fe:l n be( i\’\f ptsa(c> Opp Speaker #1 MG\ «cﬂ\lon pts 27
Prop Speaker #2 Ub\.‘@’ "Sabbbs pts aq Opp Speaker #2 H'U.\ Mt: pts 28

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

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic
offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support ar

d the arguments

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

estions for improvement to ¢ %0 r\{
Sne- A _. ). preo .
o gllgllpon] O R
1:

A 2) £od stemp & /)(f
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o -k bard sy me. vandop eI
C="a00 0 ‘ C'/\anba in dffeent—
TEAM CODE #: onthe_X0P  wins this debate. ) digedtion> v~
OTOPP) N2 Sood T4 i ct= /
REASON FOR DECISION: \ Jrought idhiz ad-Lurdi
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PARLI Debate

Susan Stephan (*15) S 7{
Round 2B 11:00am D203 > .
Gov: 3 Holt - Mizin - Judge’s Name: W
Opp: 27 Chu - Fraga //, . ,
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: __/™I\ ¥ Arv Wﬁj [
PROE% OPP.
Team Code #: Team Code #: Q, 7
Prop Speaker #1 HO l + pts;zq, Opp Speaker #1 F}’pl 4 a ptsr;—f

J
Prop Speaker #2 /14 (2T pts-F Opp Speaker #2 ( /\M
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 rou
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappfopriate behavior

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

each debater:

RN
Prop 1: Hodt $ * Opl:'F/’jjA 3 \l;
£ oL N S
NS ¢ %
YN ¢ LS 37
<& R
53 T gz
Prop2://7;‘%l)*\ \é’ Opp 2: C/Y/\ N % £ N N
S J
3 3 <

TEAM CODE #: .; ?

on the »'- wins this debate.
\ (Pro or 'l@

REASONEE;;‘:N:,AWQ/ @Ff!cﬁ\l/ﬁ, e a,rjl/((’k\j q/ /f)m/)
rod #ully yetbuted aqmmahvﬁk/m“’“ Fhan ﬂﬁf/



PARLI Debate

Vishal Garg (*22) |
Round 2A 11:00am K2 Judge’s Name: ' S L\ NS
Gov: 14 Lustig - Gerenrot ' N v
Opp: 8 Mehta - Alvarez ‘
ngsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: W’(D V\.Q_O\ V:K
PROP og /
Team Code #: | 4— Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 L\)\SH [ pts %O Opp Speaker #1 H \ \Jou 'e,é / pts Z— q

Prop Speaker #2 ( AeanYo (’ pts %/D Opp Speaker #2 Mt\,\.(a i pts 5 0

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

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

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

alyze the topic and the arguments

e debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: LV\S["Irﬁ /'5;))

Al X_RBERR TR R R
Eluarhm(P59) vopar
fo! .,kﬁ’)'f'k’k ¥ R

P %ﬁ-ﬁﬁ" f x> ¥

c 9 R K *® & 7L
T GedeanaT

TEAM CODE #:__\§4— bn the l-(OF 7 s this dobate.

(Prop dr Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:



PARLI Debate
Vishal Garg (*22)

Round 2B 11:00am K2 tudee's Name: |\ C\mr
Gov: 15 Hardwick - Der udge's Name \} $‘/\Q)\ q

Opp: 14 Yan - Chu

Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: M‘D\:&, ! —ﬁff?x
Team Code #: \ 6 Team Code #: , q4—
Prop Speaker #1 @é pQ,\/ pts YARS Opp Speaker #1 \’[ awn pts 249
Prop Speaker #2_ 1 aﬂi‘*’ ) dd— pts 27 Opp Speaker #2 ( [/\XA pts 3@

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 arg
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments wit
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as geneyal knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the apguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questiong/4nd the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicagfve style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or gfiggestions fo provement to
o (730 22
) . J v & T K Bk

. L w ] =
e Biser artes e =
i To g BRI e X T LS
for Mﬁﬁgﬂﬂ...w%ﬁﬁ' / Lﬁ FYYT
’ x DK + | & R L\/\/\
C -m"’/ a)ppz. (/ 30
r . e e
A >y &+t P
£ Lt I oo ane
; ‘Wy | )
‘ & WE A I
0 | eeex 7 B T
TEXM &6 et ontli“g‘(O]Z w\iﬁﬁﬁi—s_%ﬁ-t‘%—Lﬁ
¢ _\\x/ ~{ (Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISIQ: , H K@} ‘HOJ\
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gof Q)> ortea 1w a |
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Pty
s +19)
Round 2A 11:00am J3

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

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: E}é m Qi)bg:g«(m @
Judge’s School Affiliation: \P\)—%

Team Code #: 2/ ;CD _ i Team Code #: [—)
Prop Speaker #1 ghl. ‘@S pt% Opp Speaker #1 R(gﬂ M~ / pts /Z,a

Prop Speaker #2 C‘/\CMQ pts? g Opp Speaker #2 %/AV\O} pts S O

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

‘gt tone o ol grat 00| fry fogpan:

\ifleS lower SV Ypy don
and dbnte, Wren e @ 4w done
qmdﬁ[&‘)@l?ﬁ%%boaﬁl Srom bj¢ and Jortble Yovy~ Lups &

Prop 2: (\500& WoY M@ Opp 2: f)mf JOb 'ﬂ(ﬁf adhd {p

VS move tle Do ¢
W~
S X X PP AL Wine. Jood organnedro
TEAM CODE #: ’({ on the ( 2 & ‘5 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Vel 19)
Round 2B 11:00am J3 ’ .
Gov: 15 Stephen - Miskelley Judge’s Name.Sﬂ’[ﬂ_@D@{@
Opp: 14 Dahan - Williams-Baron
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: W

Team Code #: \ g Team Code #: ( Ui 2

Prop Speaker #1 l[)l: %ﬁ&!mé pts_ 2\~ go Opp Speaker #1 Qﬂk\\ﬂ\v\ ts 2 7

Prop Speaker #2 1 A ptsgz Opp Speaker #2_ \p) \“\ 0\VV\"\ ptg_ql'

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Goo
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimiffation rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for ruge or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anglyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debapérs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references tg authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effegtive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in anrganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer c
each debater:

Propl:g‘fa&iﬁo&)\‘ Opp 1: 6‘\651* 50bl 600& 6%(/ :
Oy {ore | yoWne. ¢ Onipetand Frak alangrade

{0y domy
capivetina <P @@‘9% 105e44 l[yonr
55 nd Conentions 1, 7, 2&1%&2236
e GO R\t g, | O V) 4 ood dO0 and cjood

W\. I3 ( (OhVAY

OARUNNTYON e SREAN Yox G%WW Y0 Flny

Nk on e G\, \odr G | Bekone S pears ”Q‘ Sodov am cun

Y forrm
M\TSD N\/ Lf on the §)2ﬂ !% E wins this debate. }%VP\M

(Prop or Opp)

pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

4

TEAM CODE #:

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Jud e 1(17)

Round 2B 11:00am K1 ’ . i )\ E!m! k SQ ! QQ’ Cka
Gov: 4 Cramer - Griffin Judge’s Name:

Opp: 27 Skarr - Escarcega

Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation:
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 4 Team Code #;___ <91

Prop Speaker #1 Cvaamo v pts._ ZA  Opp Speaker #1 3? s QUM pts 28

Prop Speaker #2 é1r\ e N pts_ 29 Opp Speaker #2 5&:« v pts 21
Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support argument$ with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well 3¢ general knowledge

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments ahd/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Prop 2:

Gosdave CDV\’@C\"

cam.%m\wdw\ O.Ku wa usL
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Opp 2: C,coo(s q%mw\ac& av@ el

TEAM CODE #: 4 on the T\)Rf)f’ YUY wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Kimiko Cheng (*21
Round 2A 11:00am ng (21) Judge’s Name: K- THrenp
d

Gov: 27 Ernst - Davis

Opp: 3 Rubsamen - Skepner

Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: o Mamnun
Team Code #: 2} Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1___Zrnit pts_2°  OppSpeaker#1_ R L }AnAA pts_29
Prop Speaker #2__“ 1O« $ pts 24 Opp Speaker#2_ & ner pts 29

Please award each speaker points based on the following scyle:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =/ery 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 Critéria

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

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

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

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

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

® Courtesy: How courteous and r#spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

TEAM CODE #: (L} on the Fﬂ’([ - wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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S PARLI Debate
Kimiko Cheng (*21)
Round 2B 11:00am J2 s . 1
Gov: 14 Cohen-Simayof - Drake ludge’s Name: & G‘M"'S
Opp: 8 Su - Her .
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: épu« Moryin
PROP OPP
Team Code #: \ ‘? Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 ’Df”‘k& pts ’lat Opp Speaker #1 éb\ pts_ 30

Prop Speaker #2 Cohan - ﬁ;« W\“‘l/” + pts 28 Opp Speaker #2 \’( e 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 roMnds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ingppropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

e Points of Information: How relevant and effectiveAvere the questions and the answers

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thedebaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compgliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: ? on the OFP ___ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp) - lean .
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REASON FOR DECISION: '
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PARLI Debate

Joel Jacobs (*4) J 4 B

Round 2A 11:00am K4 Judge’s Name: Co

Gov: 6 Visht - Koshkin

Opp: 25 Greenberg - Kolling gd-k
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation:

PROE " | OPP
Team Code #: Z

Prop Speaker #1 \/‘J]& pts Zl'] Opp Speaker #1 G%bty
Prop Speaker #2 KOJ‘KM\ pts 2:5 Opp Speaker #2 K '

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg s
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28

Team Code #:

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offér compliments and/or su estlons r i prove ent t 05 1S .(M&
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b _Dane Yaneda
Round 2A 11:00am K1 , .
Gov: 16 Hsieh - Roy Judge’s Name: Q

Opp: 14 Wilcox - Sutton
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: W’\M—\qom:dajg \
PROP OPP
Team Code #: “o Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # ljﬂm_@éh@’ 21 Opp Speaker #1 \N 1\ CO)/ pts 23
Prop Speaker #2 QQ 4‘ B;bgm pts_27] Opp Speaker #2 v %’\ pts 28

Please award each speaker points based on the following scdle:

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

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

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

e Points of Information: How relevant

e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable

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

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

Prop 1: Q@Z\W =V Opp 1: 5’?0\6:,"\‘00 Q\_J\‘C,K\M
. N 3 RO Prssion + Use CS;-
d\(aw\a\-mc i ;S“SV\“«\"M . eock prekahon

Prop 2: 60©c\®(.'w\c\/'\'uu@0 Opp 2: 6?00.34\\&] ‘o C’Q\'\do\ﬂ :
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TEAM CODE #: \4 onthe OWP®  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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