
PA R L I D e b a t e

David Duncan (*25)
Round 3B 1 ;30pm D208
Gov: 8 Su - Her

Opp: 14 White-Hall
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge's Name:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

P R O P

S o

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

■ ■ C
lation: S> >

Prop Speaker #2 rT

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

U/£\\

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

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

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

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

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

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

and eas i l y unde rs tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful me debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer con̂ liments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
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PA R L I D e b a t e

^VInrl1 Onhnninn (*1^
Round 3A 1;30pm K1
G o v : 1 5 F i s h l o w - F i s h l o w

Opp: 14 Wilcox - Sutton
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge ' s Name: j

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

P r o p S p e a k e r # 1 j p t s O p p S p e a k e r

Prop Speaker #2_ Opp Speaker #2

) p t s ^ ^

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:

^ aoJL cUU>//f .
CcAVuJau^ b/y ̂  cUcr/atL.

C\t\A- ' h^OccK -yCUShiiAj '
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Lori-Jill Seltzer fS)
Round 3A 1:30pm D207
G o v ; 1 5 H a r d w i c k - D e r

Opp: 14 Chin - Rosenfeld
Varsity Parii Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 CS_pts>

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name Qp I ̂  ̂

Judge's School Affiliation;

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

r r z c

.szr

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

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

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

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

evidence—^whieh may include facts ancf references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and ê etively 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 debater̂ speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Using the above criteria, plê e offer compliments and/or suggestions,for improvement toeach debater: f\ \J W_oX ^ Cj ^ ^ •
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Jim Sutton (*14)
Round 3 1 ;30pm L2 (single flight)
Gov: 15 Kapoor - Berger
Opp: 10 Geo - Pareek
Varsity Pari! Debate

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: "J ̂
Judge's School Affiliation:_

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

Prop Speaker # 1_

Prop Speaker #2

p t s

_ pts 2̂
Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

^ Analysis: How reasonabl

y offered during the debate

Judging Criteî
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the del̂ ers analyze the topic and the arguments

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectb̂ ly 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 d̂ effective were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters spê  in arr organized, communicative sty le that4s pleasant
and easily understandable /

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

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

o p p ^ S i ? ) u / c ^ A
r i

if

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .TEAM CODE #:_ /.f on the wins this debate. ^
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Tai Phan (*19)
Round 3A 1:30pm J3
Gov: 15 Banisadr - Weiner
Opp: 14 Cohen-Simayof - Drake
Varsity Pari! Debate

PA R L I D e b a t e

J u d g e ' s N a m e : / v

Judge's School Affiliation: H o / v - t < e . V I :

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

Prop Speaker#! ̂ ĉ n.«S<>cir

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2 T x 2 r
i l . 5

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

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

Judging Criteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the defers 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 efficientlŷe debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and ref̂nces to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectî ly 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 sp̂  in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

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

Using the above criteria, please/ffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
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Tai Phan (*1^)
Round 3B 1:30pm J3
Gov ; 6 V i sh t - Koshk in

Opp: 23 Fulop - Bennett
Varsity Pari! 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 #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_ V i SHrt- pts 3.̂ . B Opp Speaker # 1
Prop Speaker #2 Ko3WV:;/v̂  pts 3.̂  Opp Speaker #2

pts 2^9. ^

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality for elimination rountfs) | l/̂
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inaD^opriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze thê pic 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 sup̂ t arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debateryrespond 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 organize, communicative style that is pleasant
a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /

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

Using the above criteria, please offer complimems and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
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Joel Jacobs (*4)
Round 3A 1:30pm K3
G o v : 2 7 M a l f a v o n - H u l e t t

Opp: 5 Basrai - Hester
Varsity Pari! 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 #1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

ptsL. v* Opp Speaker # 1 l

pts 2̂5 Opp Speaker #
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <1^A Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts md references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly ancheffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

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

Using the above criteria, plrase offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
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A 1 ( 7 ^ V / c J ^ Y Z ^
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P A R L I D e b a t e

Joel Jacobs (*4)
Round 3B 1:30pm K3
Gov : 23 He - Bar tene t t i

Opp: 8 Yu - Makineni
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name:

I A f fi l i a t i o n :

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

pts^
pts25

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 Dts2c. 5
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: / />/J

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good / '27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliniina|;ion 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 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 debater̂ upport arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to amhority 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 effecti-̂were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orĝ iized, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i l y unde rs tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

oppp ^ Y « J.',

tii s-j Msfi) ^cwierr P Prf ifc uc ou>nw ^ C W T ^ r r ^ u c a ^ n
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PA R L I D e b a t e

David Duncan (*25)
Round 3A 1:30pm D208
Gov: 21 Mubarack - Troup
Opp: 10 Ganguli - Sanghvi
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name:_ ( )a- v/ Ua/C/T-/̂
Judge's School AfTiiiation: S//V.

Team Code #: P]̂ P Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! P• pts^^
Prop Speaker #2 'VoiZXiP _ pts

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

ptŝ ^

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiemly the debaters support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts andyreferences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

the HA" - I

A A; H
y v v A t r C f ( /

Prop 2:

jdb
Opp 2:

CVV/*- --
A A q a

r S ^ / h / A O

T E A M C O D E # :

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

o n t h e ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)
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■̂ oz_ \)Ô ĴoasL la^ ^'^2'^T^/iAki

IaT-ILV ^ JtlMAp/M A-tp^H
I L a t ! / 0

-/JO2~C^A^ pftyj/- po{_po^ '
# 3 C h i s p c L • ^ s Z - f l r f ^ /

ScLW
- L f n

6 -

itjf £- f>h
p o ' ^
W t ^ c

(oAr/̂X 3 SfTAfjÎOj
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PA R L I D e b a t e

Lori-Jill Seltzer (*5)
Round 3B 1:30pm D207
Gov : 21 Cao - Gunn

Opp: 6 Jia - Jiang
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name:_ OC [ Qt

Judge's School Affiliation:

~ji I I St.

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

P̂ OP
Team Code #:

z r
Prop Speaker #2 (

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the 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 effeîve were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an ̂ ganized, 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 tl̂  debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:

C _ > ^ L

L o l a .

Oppl :

" ^^015 i OvoAJU
VV\

Cva5XProp2: ^ OoWA p Qpp 2:\Je^r ts ^ ,
V ^ o T f o r J J

O /O TKAlVf (TOriF. Mi ^ \ nn fhp wins this

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

on the yCQj J _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

I L - V Q I v j i q j l k o l . -
0\1^ prJt



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: hi '

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

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

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

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

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

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts an/references 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 releŷ t and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debatersyspeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p l : O p p l : ( ^ Q i a V i i j _— - w p r c - — ^
— p o v ' '

S i M f n ^ ' 1 ' ~Propl: L] J idetK Opp2:6ril— tttkT'lJ pOl O/vkA \ A^VTP(rf'6n

TEAM CODE #: ̂  on the P wins this debate.

c l e a r

-€^cT« po 0 '
^ v r o f A j m ni I . \ y { d e t \

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

X vofeJi -for h>eH'-cyK



Vishal Garg (*22)
Round 3A 1:30pm H2
Gov: 13 Cummings - Adriano
Opp: 14 Krause - Hwong
Varsity Pari! Debate

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: \j \ ^

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code U:

Prop Speaker #1 C U vw

Prop Speaker #2

T e a m C o d e # : ( '

. Pts 30 Opp Speaker #1 ICHCKXÂ P̂
pts "2^^ Opp Speaker #2 C? /

Pts_3£)
_Pts ^ V

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

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debater/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 refereiWes to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelyme 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 anĉffective 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 respeomil the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

k g

* ^' P P f r _

TEAM CODE #: |

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

f f
< r W 1 *- f I
^ I ^ tr K

O p p 2 ^ (
r " f

ft. /IP

g g >

F t ^ v i - n

^ t f ( J

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 : , ^ ^ ^

K > f . ' c t , ,



P A R L I D e b a t e

Vishal Garg (''22)
Round 3B 1:30pnri H2
Gov: 5 DeWitt - Kelley
Opp: 27 Rosenthal - Dondero
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge's Name:_ \] I S Ujl
Judge's School Affiliation: ^

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

Prop Speaker#! \/{

Prop Speaker #2 O

Opp Speaker#!

pts_ 2̂̂  Opp Speaker #2 £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 rot̂ s)

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 tĥ opic 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 sup̂ rt arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authc^ity 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 effective -̂ re the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organî d, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p 1 : 1 /
t c n r r ~

f s m / k K
) l r fi c

^ f t » » r
- f t - f t 1 ^

e ^

j:(t • @
- j * » » - t r " g "

T ^ »-j//
^ * A -mt /

OppJ l
■ f t ^

- t , f s

•ft -ft-

^ ft IT fr ft"

Prop 2: ^<lU'e,v

T E A M C O D E # :

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

I -ft ft aT

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

f<of



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: Wi HfO (

Judge's School Affiliation: mlOr) H' ̂  H

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P

/^oon

O P P
Team Code #: | S"

Opp Speaker#! zhoî
Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

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

• Points of Information: How relevant aim effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spealrin 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 ̂ er compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1 . M6o(q O p p l :

— mix -WtX lOICi

^ P O Z . \ ^ 0
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 [-̂ kX> 2 ̂ wins this debate.
(Prop ot! Opp)

I n A U i -



P A R L I D e b a t e

John Brouhard (*6)
Round 3A 1:30pm D206
G o v : 8 Va d r e v u - N a n d a
Opp: 21 Katewa - Colenbrander
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name:

PROP ̂
T e a m C o d e # : u

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

a t i o n : L j a

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

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

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qnwlify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = R r̂ved 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 efficient the debaters support arguments with

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please mfer 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 : 0

(/jJj oi- ^ Is UfJ
/ P r o p 2 : /

^^ ^ ^ ^ -V-j'

Opp 2: ^0 \jJ (
1^1/ ) j : O . ^ ^ ^ j j '

T E A M C O D E # :

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

on the (|r iO wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

r - t O p fi  0 > ^ C L k > V ' l)(*lc i 's.c,



P A R L I D e b a t e

John Brouhard f 6)
Round 3B 1;30pm D206
Gov: 5 Moser - Murphy
Opp: 25 Greenberg - Kolling
Varsity Parii Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

n J ^

s g Opp Speaker # 1 jj-rttsK/

Opp Speaker #2_ XitsX%

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

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

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

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

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

• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were 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 ̂e debaters were to opponents and judges

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

O . J 0 p p 2 : J , i i c .
I f '■ J j 0

S j c U i
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 : ^ , .



PA R L I D e b a t e

Elizabeth Murphy (*5)
Round 3A 1:30pm K4
Gov; 3 Rubsamen - Skepner
Opp: 27 Skarr - Escarcega
Varsity Parli Debate

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

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

Prop Speaker #1_ nvhscui^lf) pts Opp Speaker#] Jpts
Prop Speaker #2 0 i/)f ^ pts 7^ Opp Speaker #2 A ^ pts
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 qualify for elimination rounds)

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficien̂  the debaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references 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 andyrespectful 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 : /

P r o p l : x A C AV O p p 1 : G ( D O C ^
a o c d I h o y , / p o ^ / x M / s - t n c k x t / i p o
^H^hAa. kuA-i ('fofs. \lOuo\xuS- Madii bO\JXArkf 4-^pnciiM wam-f h opl

, l>aisro<r̂ celtioppcrt-ĥ l'%40"■ ■' • tUMl i r l - POII iA lxAi(IOQtI COOrriLA 0̂^ 1 Qpp 2: doOJ jObôoMzAnN̂Cx. pvsx̂-fei+lbî  A»̂  AliVxy, y,̂'/Acchbn ,
S VaIixA-

^ A S C -

TEAM CODE #: 3 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 : f J J ^R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N

itl'S iU2^ NAe<v^
f ( A f h

• H f Q U / l ' j - ' I



Elizabeth Murphy (*5)
Round 3B 1:30pm K4
Gov : 14 Yee - Mo r re l l

Opp: 10 Liu - Liu
Varsity Parii Debate

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_ ^

Judge's School Affiliation: fl,S•
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

O P P
Team Code #: /Q

pts_22_ Opp Speaker # I U I 1/

pts Opp Speaker #2 W<'/l»^ /
pts_3.2S

_pts_23r

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliaiination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for mde 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 deb̂ers support arguments with

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:

j o h f / f f , j , , , , ,P o r < ^ k a o a d . a o o c l e y € 0 ) ^ 0 . ' J
Poi'/H 2> V/AV \ / t ^ cooi^iLAo^^iA^c^f^ ^1/juV Qocd , {noi'-l-i/\Q at! of. >

f c y - e C o d A c t , e i h o m i > j JProp2: ̂ ood jOh Opp2: (jood jOb . Do Ut

Oppl: /]Xa.h_chanaJL
cL iCf • / - QoJd y i iho ' t rC i l f

CL 50^

liood job M M<rffr^
\yJ-L (O ô\ I Cjecd I r / j k y ^ Q ^ i b a ^ s < L k ^ d f n

T E A M C O D E # : on the 4^0 Vwins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)( P r o p o r O p p ) >

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : . / J U J ^a.bow .̂ p.op drJan JLKafU-'J
\ f x i c > u ( X i i n - f ^ h d i n s . '
ho\A/Jty ,̂ Ucoos'L Off drd <(yaa4 Jib d cufur^q tf-s
poSf̂ ^don *



PA R L I D e b a t e

Karina Giang (*8)
Round 3A 1:30pm K2
G o v : 3 B o o t h - P r a c a r

Opp: 27 Hatcher - Butler
Varsity Parll Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:,

Team Code #:

l A L M L

pts 2̂
p t s

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 pts_^
Please award each speaker points based on the following ŝ e:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28yÂery Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to (\\xm\fy for elimination rounds)

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficienuy the debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts an(̂eferences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

Prop 1; i/W L l p i Opp ll ^ At-Jt

y A A u

, y / . ^
i t

\

Prop 2: S/oX /- Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

REASON FOR DECISION: p.u ̂  (jyp ̂  cP

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

(Prop of Opp)



PA R L I D e b a t e

Karina Giang (*8)
Round 3B 1:30pm K2
Gov: 26 Picchi - Owyang
Opp: 6 Reyna - Yang
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name:

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

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 Ow
Prop Speaker #2 ! f i

p t s

pts ^
Opp Speaker # 1

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 inappropriate bdiavior

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and̂ e 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 authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters resparld 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 tĥ uestions 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 i m 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 compliments^and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Propl: I p p l : J, '

Prop 2: Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #: j ̂  on the ̂ ^ wins this debate.
l L ( P r < ^ O p p )

5 0 N F O R D E C I S I O N : / T z « I ^R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :



Biii Holt r3)
Round 3A 1:30pm D205
Gov ; 27 E rns t - Dav i s

Opp: 4 Feinberg - Wolf-Jacobs
Varsity Parii Debate

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name

P R O P
Team Code #: Ca /

Prop Speaker#!

Judge's School Affiiiation:_

Team Code #:

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

Prop Speaker #2 Opp Speaker #2.

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

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

C r i t e r i a
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectiv̂y the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

and easily understandably
• Courtesy: How courtecms and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criterî  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 : \ (

cbVxjttt. /
Oppl-

CU«4^ Qy\c4 'ixulUi^
9(ycAlOK_^

P rop 2 : ^oOcA Opp 2 : h fcX

T E A M C O D E # : on the I ^wins this debate.
(Pilop or 6pp)

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

ô ÂmnMticn



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_ ho 14-
Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

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

ptsS-̂  Opp Speaker #2 \\s>'
; a 7 . r

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 rodnds)
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 ̂  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 debaĥ s 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 effectivêere 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 complments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : ( S ^ Opp 1. Oyod Ccukrchvis ,
0\W\ kuvn

T E A M C O D E # :

REASON FOR DECISION:

o n t h e

Opp 2: pONrvte, - v\JlMec/
\a ( ( j i c t l - cM )s ,

■CvidAYvt> ,
w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Piip or bpp)

V \ a c l y S t S O m c L a m J U
\̂A cJ-CPVW I



PA R L I D e b a t e

Jeff Eng (*14)
Round 3A 1:30pm^201 qvGov: 21 Chen̂  Shifs ̂
Opp: 8 Mehta^lvarez^
Varsity Pari! Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_ C\\-eAc\

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

pts Opp Speaker # 1 _

pts Opp Speaker #2 ^ -
<25
pts 2^^

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

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

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

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively die 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 in̂  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 offeîompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : A - e A : O p p 1 : +
-f cUcui

tie

P r o p 2 : f \ / \ ,- 1 c a d i A C - e \ J d \ ( - t

cV îioavcl ^

o ; t

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

O p p l : - r
^ J d c c - d

-fo

O p p 2 : f

- Aeal j ̂ OiO avki <104̂ 5.
6> AiA<JL

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

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

1 v y i x . i I

7W c^urcK/^-^^ a-i^ov^ tU Vrs't .
f-uaS- cl-s Cred'H-C . 7^
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Jeff Eng (*14)
Round 3B 1:30pm D201
Gov: 3 Hol t - Miz in

Opp: 27 Galli - Girimonte
Varsity Pari! Debate

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

Team Code #:

pts_27 Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

6a ((I
X

6"( pts27

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elhinnation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for̂ 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 d̂ aters support arguments with
^ evidence—̂which may include facts and referen̂  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 infective were the questions and the answers
^ • Delivery: How well the debaters speak ivtan organized, communicative style that is pleasant
^ and easily understandable /

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

1 ^ /
C n Using the above criteria, please ofw compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

^ ^ each debater : /
/ /

£ I < v ( H ® P P 1 - ^ o o d O .

I rtdV fwioclcijj , StcAO (JiCoVl ' eO'SA^ o u 7 , t - y
^ ^ P r o p 2 : ^ / / • / , O p p 2 : ^ O ( T .

^ ^ 3 - + U ^ c w i t
^ ^ y / ^ '
" 3 ^ ^ Q o r > c i
^ ^ ~ ~ V ^ o \ / ^ £ y / U ' ' r x J r ^TEAM CODE#: Q / on the wins this debate. r9

Prop 2:

^ e A• A CI CL Cî  f̂KLyCf" si'ul'if
^ r O

s
T E A M C O D E # :

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

o n t h e; wins this debate. fS sVv ilt c. ctt
(P rop o r Opp ) acsHrac : ( -<^^

ÔK(-S oA s.̂ csrESor̂  -fextcfrcsvx̂  uû k M(( a.ifaĉ ShaS- poirlt 6/1 S-A- iT^O.'fro/tcji.ip
Q>X lo\uevo\\ Dvlc-̂ S. Oid (lOUirU a â ĉho C &>t* r e q A o / r ^ ^ P c ^ - t o A . Q d a t + c ^ c ^ i l
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Round 3B 1:30pm Ki
G o v ; 2 5 K o r n f e i n - R a e s f e l d

Opp: 5 Viviani - Cunningham
Varsity Pari! Debate

Team Code #;

Prop Speaker#!

P R O P

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name;

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2

' Opp Speaker # 1

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

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

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

. ^ J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /^ • Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debates 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 Abaters support arguments with
evidence—̂ which may include facts and refereî es to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

• Courtesy: How courteous and resp̂tful the debaters were to opponents and judges
/ / f c T c e , i j

Using the above criteria, please omr compliments and/or suggestions for improvement f (/fî
e a c h d e b a t e r : / '

f A . D ' 1 'r r o D 2 ; / O d d 2 : - r ' r f " / r ; > — ^ ^ • i - l

f / \ / N V .

T E A M C O D E # : on the ni l ' wins this debate.
( P r o p o r O p p ) 1 ,^ r r o p o r u p p j , . . ^R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : A / ^ S ^ n - ^ L S

J a u J U J
u y L d fi  r c ^ V w ^

ft/}t (IkJ- Jllo U WT-oP
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P A R L I D e b a t e

M r O l s o n
Round 3A 1:30pm D209
Gov: 27 Chu - Fraga
Opp: 3 Stamm-Kirk - Burshteyn
Varsity Pari! Debate /\ ^

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:.

ea rn Code# :

Prop Speaker#!

yProp Speaker #2_

[earn Code #:

Opp Speaker#]

\opp Speaker
pts^f"

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 eliminadpn rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude^OT 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 debjrfers support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and referenceŝ  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 and̂ fective were the questions and the answers
y • Delivery: How well the debaters speak rn an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

/' Prop ^rUDpfoffs J

£m>

T E A M C O D E

REASON FOR D1

on the /)] ' ^wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

S A o M ^ s / P 0 ^ \ / t ^ ^ ^ u y s x r r

-?•/ ffid /r)y A/^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Mr Olson (*23)
Round 3B 1:30pm D209
Gov: 6 Boozarpour - Li
Opp: 24 Hansen - Beatle
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

P R O P,
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #^

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1_

Opp Speaker #2 pts_22
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Ver̂ood
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify foi'elimination rounds)

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

Judging Criterisŷ ^
^ • 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—̂which may include facts and referees to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectiWy 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 â  effective were the questions and the answers

y y • Delivery: How well the debaters spê in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant^ and eas i ly unders tandable /
s/ \/ • Courtesy: How courteous and reŝ ctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: ^
V - t x a V p e n u l t f

4«®E«vi«U). Uoofht'b-.
lA l W A i fOCxJc^ ^

Prop 2:
filiFCS

u v ^ u - f

> 9 C p o P

T E A M C O ] o n t h e

Opp hc îU'̂ fas^ \^nhOi-UiM4

Opp 2:'e/icKib US capMm/z-fo

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 : ^ ^ / > Q j M N r 7 ^

i6:e^y T),^y Pl£!£^. Tw. 6



P A R L I D e b a t e

Dan Fishlow f15)
Round 3A 1:30pm J2
Gov : 4 C ramer - G r i f fin

Opp: 27 Inman - Young
Varsity Pari! Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's Name: I

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

pts Z/j Opp Speaker # 1 ̂

Opp Speaker #2_

pts_^
_ptsZjL

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

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

Judgina/Cri ter ia
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectivelwme debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—^which may include facts smd references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly an̂ ffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : / Opp 1:

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)

fo dig i î cs 6̂  0(̂ tj ({
Ivftu-e

C P S ( a ^ i k r a
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Dan Fishlow (*15)
Round 3B 1:30pm J2
G o v : 1 4 D a h a n - W i l l i a m s - B a r o n

Opp: 13 Sinha - Herman
Varsity Parii Debate

P R O F
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliationi a t i o n : O A L - £

Team Code #:
OPP^

'Aiu/vs Opp Speaker # 1
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 kiappropriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyẑhe 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 debaterŝ pport arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to â nority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the defers 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 or̂ ized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1: Opp 1:

\)kS

Opp 2:P r o p 2 : / O p p 2 :

TEAM CODE #: ^ V on the wins this debate.
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

(Prop or Opp)

o - i cx / te V ex- ^ ^ cU,l i t \ y o r \ o r \ U o W j p . l u c l v , c \ c f ^ , '



1 U 0 (AcW C

Pauline Honaryar (*15)
Round 3A 1 ;30pm D202
Gov; 16 Herman - Sweeney
Opp: 6 Deng - Qian
Varsity Parii Debate

PA R L I D e b a t e

J u d g e ' s N a m e : 1 y v J L

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker# 1 pts Opp Speaker#1 CX\(̂ r\
Prop Speaker #2 p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 _

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

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

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

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and/eferences to authority as well as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and ef̂ tively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How 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 and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p 1 : o S Y \ C j C v < y . O p p 1 : ^ ^ I U •
o / w o J o ^ ^ S ^ ^

p JVi,XU-YV̂*V\̂

P r o p 2 : l x j u l . CtMU- (.OaO

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 :

Dpp2: ^ajs>>^<vwNliL^C5n
\ / > J r \ V N . i r < M - \ 2 A J ^

^XO^icx\oi

on the pro p wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

d̂OA.x3c)i \gL̂yY\jL̂^̂



T b u L . V A / > - ^ ' Y - 1 6 i o a w o r - a X -
PA R L I D e b a t e

Pauline Honaryar (*15)
Round 3B 1:30pm D202
Gov: 8 Sawhney - Giang
Opp: 21 Masters - Fehring
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name: ̂ ĉuaIa

Judge's School Affiliation: C c t W l C h T

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Team Code #:
O P P

Prop Speaker #2

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

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

p t s

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

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

Judging Cri ter ia /
• 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 debat̂ support arguments with

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

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

and easi ly understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tire 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 : /

P r o p 1 : V d W - /

W O T U - c r n ^ U V
JAob cljLaJ^»Vv<5\ loy^-U Vb-t

Opp-1:

kaWrvt̂ p

r r \ i f . i a

^ b(<€,fxk
^ * f o p I c v c . V d v > .
Uior^<-c^ (\x)er\'d^e\

u ^ C w t i ( ^ 6 / c i - e .

P r o p 2 : ( p V O p p 2 :

^ C j O T A c r x / ^ 1 C ) ^u>Ib,W,W
■ - J ( - < > .

TEAM CODE #: <2. \ on the (0 c> O • wins this debate.

c - o v ^ C k

a ^ ^ i c k ^
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 :

VKOXX^ <=- cv VCv^ ^ A-irVwoO-V^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Round 3A 1:30pm LI
G o v ; 2 5 S a x e n a - D u n c a n

Opp: 5 Carter - Wyatt
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name I? A is

Judge's School Affiliation: 3CX Lo l

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

>1^ Opp Speaker#!

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

pts^i

-Ptŝ fe.
Please award each speaker points based on the followiiî  scale:

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : / • O p { 3 t ^

Prop 2: I 1 \ \\

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

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

y\oT (̂OCSVIGCS'JM ̂  •



Kavindpa Rondorio (*10)
Round 3B 1:30pm LI
G o v : 1 4 S h i n - S h e v e l e v

Opp: 15 Stephen - Miskelley
Varsity Parii Debate

Te a m C o d e # :

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: UMi

Judge's School Affiliation:>ô 1V\it̂

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

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2

pts.̂ 2i Opp Speaker#] W\s'

P.s23i Opp Speaker #2

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualifyelimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reservê Tor rude or inappropriate behavior

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and refer̂ ces 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 and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spealym an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p k , , / O p p l : i

Ooift'ts Cov\c»5̂  i\

P r o p 2 : , / O p p 2 ;

s uooDft VN>\\V rtAiK^ >

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 \J Qy wins this debate.
(Prop dTOpp)

\YAWV?>C£\V \yv "tciWs



P A R L I D e b a t e

Nanny Tunnell (*16) ^
Round 3A 1:30pm J1
Gov : 14 Van - Chu

Opp: 8 Bardalai - Rangwala
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name: v x i r x ^ '

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #: PR̂ Team Code #: OP̂
Prop Speaker #l__j_f2i2_

Prop Speaker #2 C vtŝ 2̂
opp speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2 ts^
Please award each speaker points based on the following sca^ Kivv't'V*^

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =^ry Good -
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds) ̂

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

Judging Cri twia
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the dî aters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : Y » ' ^ ^ L , . , / ) O p p ( l r 3 ) w . { ^

P r o p 2 : ( * 2 ^ y j ^ i , v
A »-»vU ii J .

if I^5r'''
Prop 2: j Jew vn

1 ^ . / _ « . . 1 - f l . i . J L . . " W

, I V .

( p i r r r A 7 v \ \ A \ f

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

o n t h e
_ ( r V - ^ ^ ^

« w i n s t h i s H p h n t p . « ^

(Prop cr Opp)

h o a d i J p t i A ^ f —

"hC)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Nanny Tunnell (*16)
Round 3B 1:30pm J1
Gov : 11 Barnes - G i l l e

Opp: 15 Baum - Honaryar
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge's Name: V i a

Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

OPP C
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_

Prop Speaker #2_

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 # 2 P 1 / ^

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: fe.' us s
.pts^

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

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority/ds 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 effective werê e 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 debars were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: 0^ } i>/c /
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Judge's School Affiliation:_ hAcL^'i
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Team Code #:

pts_2l3_ OPP Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2 ^f<>n\/ pts Opp Speaker #2

:ts_2j
Pts 7^^

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for/mde 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 (Raters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and referen̂  to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively Jne 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 rffective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak î n 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 offe/compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
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Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker # 1 CXWvgĵ

Prop Speaker #2

p ts Opp Speake r # 1 Vts_Xf[

Opp Speaker #2 UJU;v V»^xs>-^ pts 29^

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

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

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

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

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

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

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 compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: O p p l :

/

^ t J l *

( y v c k

TEAM COlfe #: ^ on the wins this debate.
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M O i L C M ^ p l O ^ C U A A S ^ o o d .
Teresa Skarr (*27)
Round 3A 1:30pm D203
Gov: 14 Lustig - Gerenrot
Opp: 15 Ginsburg - Zhou
Varsity Pari! Debate

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P

LmS^

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

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

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

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

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

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

• Argumentation: How directly and OTectively 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 rele/ant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debater/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, pWse offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
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Teresa Skarr (*27)
Round 3B 1:30pm D203
G o v : 1 0 K a u s h i k - E b t i k a r

Opp: 15 Fogarty - Pister
Varsity Parii Debate

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

. /€ r

pts.5̂
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 analyzc/tne 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 debaterŝ pport arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to âority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the defers 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 effectî  were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an org îzed, 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 t̂ 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 : /
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