PARLI Debate

David Duncan (*25)
Round 3B 1:30pm D208 Judge’s Name: ON OM

Gov: 8 Su - !-ier

Opp: 14 White - Hall g A
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: ~
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Team Code #: ?P Team Code #: / 4 /
Prop Speaker #1 S @) ptzg Opp Speaker #1 LJL\ I( ' /47 %

7
Prop Speaker #2 ”Il A pt% Opp Speaker #2 /L/_ 74/ [/ / ptsZ q

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

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the/ebaters 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 confpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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TEAM CODE #: on the } wins this debate.
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David Ralshon PARLI Debate

Round 3A 1:30pm Ki1 dee’s Name: N (Stv
Gov: 15 Fishlow - Fishlow Judge's Name:_Diz il Ralston

Opp: 14 Wilcox - Sutton
Varsity Parli Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation: g uh Vo Oclud

PROP , — OPP N
Team Code #: / 5 Team Code #: //
Prop Speaker #1 | S Fishled pts 2.9 Opp Speaker #1 ' Lf WA ey pts ZF

od STV
Prop Speaker #2 | { Foshl pts Lg Opp Speaker #2 // S pts Lt

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

Judging Crigtria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiendy the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and yeferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effgctively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevaht and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters gpeak 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, plegSe offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Lori-Jill Seltzer (*5
Round 3A 1:30pm 0207( ) Judge’ sNameI Q(‘\ J\ L Igb A’?,CK‘

Gov: 15 Hardwick - Der

Opp: 14 Chin - Rosenfeld B D
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: @
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® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively t
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiefitly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts ang 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 releyant 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 ang

€ debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, plegse offer iomgll K;natsjfnd/or suggestions, for i pro e nt
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It Ligd ety PARLI Debate

Jim Sutton (*14) —
Round 3 1:30pm L2 (single flight) Judge’s Name: J [ W1 J:/%gw
Gov: 15 Kapoor - Berger g -
Opp: 10 Gao - Pareek
Varsity Parli Debate Judgc s School Affiliation: [/OL/‘/ Q/(/
PROP OPP
Team Code #: [ ( Team Code #: ( <

Prop Speaker #1 lL a (I 99" pts 16 Opp Speaker #1 P G/ Qdk- / pts Z@
Prop Speaker #2 @“/ Vo~ pts Zq/ Opp Speaker #2 (J‘KLO / pts 24’

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vexy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fr elimination rounds)
26525 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

%{’9’# Judging Criterig

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

pﬁ( 31/{,;/5 offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently fhe debaters support arguments with

JL,IU ' evidence—which may include facts and refefences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effecti¥ely 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 spedk in an organized, communicative style that-is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

Using the above criteria, please 6ffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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Bn‘an_\’u. (&) PARLI Debate

Round 3A 1:30pm J3 Judge’s Name: —Briq,\ .
Gov: 15 Banisadr - Weiner &

Opp: 14 Cohen-Simayof - Drake

Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: Hozvte. Vistor
PROP OPP
Team Code #: '5 Team Code #: , L’ /
Prop Speaker #1 EOQ iSeds pts Q,g Opp Speaker #1 Co hen— S'. ch\/\-\e.‘( pts 2.5
Prop Speaker #2 Weines pts 2.5 Opp Speaker #2 >\" pts £y

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vegfy 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 Criteri
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debdters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently she debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refefences to authority as well as general knowledge
® Argumentation: How directly and effectifely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant
e Delivery: How well the debaters sp
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

d effective were the questions and the answers
in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
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Bﬁm\/u 00) PARLI Debate

Round 3B 1:30pm J3 Judge’s Name: P N
Gov: 6 Visht - Koshkin rge s Tame rian. \/‘*'
Opp: 23 Fulop - Bennett
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ‘ lonte V,s-h»—
PROP ,
Team Code #: [0 Team Code #: & 3
Prop Speaker #1 V i sht pts D,q 5 Opp Speaker #1 Fu—‘ °',P pts a,q 5

Prop Speaker #2__ }4oshkin pts &g Opp Speaker #2 R ennat X pts &l

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 rou

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Joel Jacobs (*4) d

Round 3A 1:30pm K3 s . COE

Gov: 27 Malfavon - Hulett Judge’s Name:_<, JACQ0S

Opp: 5 Basrai - Hester @-sz
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Afﬁliation:/

Team Code #: 2"] Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 mhwﬁ pts Z 65 Opp Speaker #1 Béﬂr pts Zq
Prop Speaker #2 {t% pts2 705 Opp Speaker # 6Q S pts 2(7

Please award each speaker points based on the folloyting scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstandipf 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enoug 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

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

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

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

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

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

Joel Jacobs (*4) d "\oo()(
Round 38 1:30pm K3 ] s N .
Gov: 23 He - Bartenetti udge’s Name
Opp: 8 Yu - Makineni g >
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation:
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 23 Team Code #: d/ /

Prop Speaker #1 gﬂf ﬁa&ﬁ pts, 2-6 Opp Speaker #1 (./l(/ pts, 65
Prop Speaker #2 Hp pts% Opp Speaker #2 /V' ‘i/( i /ptszc 5

.~

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale

30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good I 4 ww—t
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminagfon rounds) (:PO ‘u) I
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude #r inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyZe the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters/support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to apthority 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 effectivé were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orggnized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compl' ents and/or su%w'stlons for 1mprovement to
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PARLI Debate
David Duncan (*25) T(ﬁ
Round 3A 1:30pm D208 Judge’s Name: A‘ vV ? JNcAV

Gov: 21 Mubarack - Troup
Opp: 10 Ganguli - Sanghvi S/A’
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation:

Team Code #: Z. / Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 M ‘-’b /‘Tﬂ/\’& pts 30 Opp Speaker #1 -\ A—-N/ / ptsZ7
Prop Speaker #2 T(LQDJ p pts Zﬁ Opp Speaker #2 gﬂ{/ 9 }\ V f ptsZ ?

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg cale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 2§= Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qyalify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Regerved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Chyiteria

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

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficierfly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and feferences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

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

Pmpl:w,y(d‘c)é [ Opp 1 \\540% [lse "Mﬂwe / S\/{@f </

U

TEAM CODE #: 2' ( on the Pﬂo Dé - wins this debate.

A (Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Lori-Jill Seltzer (*5) ‘ . ’ S\
Round 3B 1:30pm D207 Judge’s Name: ( Of \‘Jl C. I ’l'Z@(—

Gov: 21 Cao - Gunn
Opp: 6 Jia - Jiang G O\ O
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation:

PROP - OPP
Team Code #: %7__, \ Team Code #: C‘D

Prop Speaker #1 C@O ptszg/ Opp Speaker #1 ‘T\-’E} ) Q p ,q

Prop Speaker #2 (%L)‘(‘u \f\ ptszq Opp Speaker #2__ | Q \ (Q)o pts Qi

A

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anglyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatgrs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references t¢/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 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 t

90\ Lo
Usi@l}e\ab e criteria, pleaseo ferLch)

each debater:

debaters were to opponents and judges

: A : Eo .
liments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Oppl (ngﬁmdd gjLo:fw—@
«?O’QSi cmhl
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Prop 2: (4 ke d 0 2\ Je r GUJ\.O\\&E)
pcpj\’ne,g poﬁ)ﬁ Lo Q)_)OT \OO‘—JS ﬂéu

1 C Z —
o }J @@MJ&‘& ar U@: 34’(0(:@ QOGMXFNLB.

'TC‘,P \C_ . TEAM CODE #: \ on the p(‘ C L/ wins this debate.
L~ (Prop or O%p) 3 O\Qﬂ/
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. REASON FOR DECISION: B @J A0~ Gor s @
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PARLI Debate

Winnie Wang (*10) w e W?m
Round 3A 1:30pm D204 , . NN
Gov: 6 Gong - Li Judge’s Name: n }
Opp: 19 Gil - Kaur ! + . H
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: I 4 nﬂ on H {9
PROP (0
Team Code #: {? Team Code #: '
Prop Speaker #1 é{ ) Vlg pts >/X Opp Speaker #1 ka\'s/ pts Zt’y
Prop Speaker #2 L " pts 74? Opp Speaker #2 | , pts 77‘ s

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 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 efficigntly 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 releyant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters Speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and/respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: (qon%
— MR define

. Opp 1: kC\ Y
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s M de
TEAM CODE #: é on the H/ 0 E wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: :
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PARLI Debate

Vishal Garg (*22)

Round 3A 1:30pm H2 ' Judge’s Name: \J 1 HAL &HR//\

Gov: 13 Cummings - Adriano \C

Opp: 14 Krause - Hwon

VglPsity Parli Debate I Judge’s School Affiliation: MO ‘/\,&R VI g ’\GL

Team Code #: \ 3 Team Code #: ' 4/ /

Prop Speaker #1 C UM\ pts 3 9, Opp Speaker #1 [(‘( AMSe - /pts ‘BO

Prop Speaker #2 lﬁ‘ ()l{ y O\ Q__pts ‘LC] Opp Speaker #2 H ]UUV\S{ pts 3 D

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatetg analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
¢ Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the gebaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenges to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

® Courtesy: How courteous and respegfful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offgt compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

ea ter:
Propr ( W ‘Va

FEEEKR |\ kW B g &

* &« ®¥K
# BT ERK

i
Etﬂnkk )
0)

Crmern —
rop 2:

L TEAMCODE# | ¢ onthe_Of ¢ " wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: . . Ha¢ tade.
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- was gl,\lgt,q JDE’HQY
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PARLI Debate

Vishal Garg (*22) < f
Round 3B 1:30pm H2 ) . l
Gov: 5 DeWitt - Kelley Judge’s Name: \) I ‘“0" r{S
Opp: 27 Rosenthal - Dondero . ; #:
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: V\O\/\XQ\ V’ s
PR£P OPP
Team Code #: A Team Code #: 7, '7

Prop Speaker #1 DQ wi t(' pts 3 0 Opp Speaker #1 p D\/\(& Y O pts 3 O
Prop Speaker #2 K Q\ \ P \[_/) pts Lci Opp Speaker #2 KOSQ\'\H\O}\ pts 5’6

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze theAopic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters supgort arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authopity as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debateys respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective wére 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 delfaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:

ents and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: W Wi - Opp 1: POV\ 1% 30

A Rk & & “7# a<An K BAYAA |
Elwar Ak R AT —a m B R LA N
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l TEAM CODE #: 27 on the Off wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

\
REASON FOR DECISION: A G;CL Hae  vOiveey p
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PARLI Debate

Winnie Wang (*10)

Round 38 1:30pm D204 , ) . \/\/ an
Gov: 14 Sutton - Moon Judge’s Name: M nnie Qr

Opp: 15 Aguilera - Zhou .
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: IW\ rmhn H ‘6 L]
PROP OPP
Team Code #: | u- Team Code #:___ | S
Prop Speaker #1 NDOn pts 7’8 Opp Speaker #1 Z)"Ol& N\ pts 77‘ (

Prop Speaker #2 m §M-Hbo pts VY Opp Speaker #2 A@, W{ /”)/ pts 7%'

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

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 debatérs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thg debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refergfices 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 apd effective were the questions and the answers

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

o Courtesy: How courteous and res ctful 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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- opp 1: Zhow
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— et 3 ! / '%Wd Tnform
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‘Meﬂn U Bind Suud i Hyobiod —move ay,@ wnhj will be gYeon'
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0
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A ,}fu POI- o |/£§ ngRl — 4 Vo C“'
TEA CODE #: - on the O wins this debate.
(Prop ot Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

T yted “FUVP"’P team e lecause 7%0/3\ have /%(L
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PARLI Debate

John Brouhard (*6)

Round 3A 1:30pm D206 , . A \ L
Gov: 8 Vadrevu - Nanda Judge’s Name:_ L) 9 L"‘ Y Clantr s

Opp: 21 Katewa - Colenbrander C ,
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: A 0[\,o ! 2y Jo
PROP oPP
Team Code #: 9 Team Code #: 3|
Prop Speaker #1 N a/\‘)’ ~ pts )3 Opp Speaker #1 \46‘1 “’ (VYN pts Z

Prop Speaker #2_\/ & /\ ~Van pts 2T Opp Speaker #2 ( /( €4y Lr‘ﬂ- der pts _&é
Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg cale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qyalify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Regerved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

each debater:
Opp 1: 6,41..\ zye COANCH

Propl:éreh_} :),,L
Very el Sl Compadisis,

Vo Serr Spaed

“JJ J, Vet .Vdr- Ja /Y L-:ZJ ﬁf‘ju/\—ﬂa\* L~ .,(dw-‘y
Lt et Pv’ﬁ e ? .

vebally gd g Eaul

Prop 2: Opp 2: [9.;\} W <« (54"[5’- ma—t

N A
r-e_jul(h 'y ,ﬁd“"'-

TEAM CODE #: J onthe ({2 § wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: e s j )2} J"‘L a\%_% () r{d —tns
— '\l-(;\' f‘..) 0[\() &/\C&é‘) yn Mo ~ M; “ PA

’\CJ-\j



PARLI Debate

John Brouhard (*6)

Round 3B 1:30pm D206 , ) /o \g 0 L& p
Gov: 5 Moser - Murphy Judge’s Name:_> L,\ Cot 2

Opp: 25 Greenberg - Kolling CA ‘ )
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: npolia Y
PROP OPP /
Team Code #: Y Team Code #: S
Prop Speaker #1 /\/\ vep Ly pts ; 3 Opp Speaker #1 CdésL l (/ﬂ pts2 2
Prop Speaker #2 /\/\ pJSec pts ) —+ Opp Speaker #2 \(—0 \:l 5?/( pts Pl Z

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

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an
offered during the debate .

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the 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 Z

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

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

e debaters were to opponents and judges

yze the topic and the arguments

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

each debater:

Prop t é‘"§ (15//.\44 ‘ E'\V'Ar‘.‘vv'—w}opp = é.’dhé Jdg 4P’ML}J ,{Ll
o ‘//‘f-% /Basz Arju,q,\d-

J(J/-;”v M(L "QJ‘;-\IH\\J .
6),(0-(&\4 A@(/s .,6-/

Prop 2: Arjn—«w (o Sc S,m,. Opp 2: éo;) J,& L(,ij 7 Lc/.\
ijv—d bd) (,Jl¢£ 671.11'.4 («o\L‘ pj f.//,ro,k fy’fﬁlj A\/‘,S}

—\’/‘U‘S\J A)-'./l Le Vol f'a/k, J t,ivJ{/, ("AdL s N ) MAe (” 0 ‘( (27 r/e it

Socks les ">

TEAMCODE# X 5 onthe__Ipp  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: .\
(’(“)’y Qf‘ju"b\"

(*l{(M) QeConey a
aé):uﬂf‘ ~ y
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PARLI Debate

Elizabeth Murphy (*5) )
Round 3A 1:30pm K4 ) . N }/V’ /
Gov: 3 Rubsamen - Skepner Judge’s Name: £’ /I-70 befh v ﬂ' Ll/;/
Opp: 27 Skarr - Escarcega . .
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ng EGID 0 DO VJGI /L/g
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 3 Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 Q UbSél MU N pts_ BRI Opp Speaker #1 JP Es¢ ?LL pts 28

Prop Speaker #2 ék € 'D ner pts_29 Opp Speaker #2 A 1 Sk.a vy pts_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 = Reseyved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Critéria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the ¢€baters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficientl the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and réferences 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 relevasit and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and fespectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:
c&aA
Prop 1: VA 000( a e Opp 1: GOOCJ )&LC—{UQ' fe_bu{-fa/ Mot
[ 57‘/‘0/(74?}10'0 Z bdth how /Do\/,c/bl striclan /LQWfr*/ /Ltom/‘
jmsv\ﬁﬁhu/w Pfo'scuuwum‘, VO(AJ{MS- e hens Ma’u Vu’['f J/Fl
Mighd went bj‘vz Opb the | Not sure Vouc \
5

' ' el A e ke was oagoi X .
oppottunrty, o SHfog It T | S e passionld 1
q‘ '
0

. Prop Coumier 40 Opp L oppo ﬁood j0b_countens hop's valut
Mite pussaiahionand dbivy, u%'/wla,ﬁ'c)ﬂ, Ofganized abfmse.

TEAMCODE#: 3 onthe_P/op  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: . '
+ S:‘CCVS 0{10( A C/Mc/ / job

s wes ey diffrcant (deciion as bo I / Sons;
o, , ' SO 1l AeaSonne
f i W 5211 9, mm ’POS/MQ Ums&(dmLLE[ 5 /?;//(/CQ& Tea o #H 3 oty ‘
Ié;;' HMrein (onten S. L 7 e Al s d-fé roral

M\g\bwm cl 5/’\q[,‘-( e'c(q‘e ) dMﬁ( (O”‘/,K"/’g,



PARLI Debate

Elizabeth Murphy (*5) .
Round 38 1:30pm K4 Judge’s Name: E’ 124 é,( 7"/{ /M Jrp h va
Gov: 14 Yee - Morrell 7
Opp: 10 Liu - Liu .
Vgrpsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: gf\S ‘/\OP O DC))NOl HS
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: J '1‘ Team Code #: /0
Suks /
Prop Speaker #1 /MO e ’/ pts._ 2% Opp Speaker #1 L 'V ptsg 238
Prop Speaker #2 Y'QC pts 23 Opp Speaker #2 Withiam yOO pts 2F

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

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters apalyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debafers 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 effegtive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an grganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer com
each debater:

pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1. WARX_ZRoxa _-:’.’-~, Opp 1: M“—kL change V) 3 a SOI’b/
Good job of A oM’mZ ' OU vwent 4 3@’ 7‘7‘&"
Poind L7 ooa/ Dipd ot 7@” vrdssapd Vany 6%&‘ eye CoMad'
¥ V. o (%{W«‘Lfd ood Coun-/e/l u:/vu. M/‘Db
Pt & ik s, el punrde( g /
SPO"H”‘P‘; s Comtnc Uuzg 2 zc/hlu’ly al
0 VL ’ v
e Pz;pz- codl /ég% Opp2 gooo( 06 . Do not mzofﬁ s
” ‘4/“9"“" /ud/ sourcid 1’
N?U"‘CZ /I‘/ ‘L k N o Y &
Py o (joool’ Summic A oW
job “}’Qé‘”’l’ oneman: /3% rnrtal asseton
Z\/{ tontacd {4 9000( PﬂSS/O""

TEAM CODE #: i on the ﬂovzpfoF wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: y
S0 lomments above, zorolp Al an axa tleal f

‘ chbse (a//
(b g Opp's contentrons. This was a
Vlom/&uj hﬁawa Opp A quead pb a;[ tugu rng it
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Karina Giang (*8)
Round 3A 1:30pm K2

Gov: 3 Booth - Pracar
Opp: 27 Hatcher - Butler
Varsity Parli Debate

PROP

B oo K

Prop Speaker #2 .[)Fﬂl cax

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 pts

I 4

Opp Speaker #1
Opp Speaker #2 T*W/(AW

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

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: KM /'d f} [/ﬁ’\lé
Judge’s School Affiliation: D V/ 'HTI/

OPP
27

Butts)

Team Code #:

pts ZOQ
pts 24

Very Good

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

<20 = Regérved 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 efficiepfly the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts an
e Argumentation: How directly and e
by the other side
e Points of Information: How rele

eferences to authority as well as general knowledge
ctively the debaters respond to the arguments made

t and effective were the questions and the answers

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

and easily understandable

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

each debater:

Prop 1: Ver o P oI
J- »/-,/,;9 wetd
j T, P
Prop 2 é ° o( /m M%
O 7447»0" al
6&»«7 o&l»f/}w«(
TEAM CODE #: Jg
REASON FOR DECISION:

Opp 1: j)a{eow o well

e oy ed N /4»‘1/?,,,,' Wold (k-

tisvewed éw‘ué?_ to Jear Lo
CAK S ,,4“27
.$_'7u—o(\.»(z

Opp 2:

. rere £
V.,b'j 7uwc( dd«iﬁ Z

W(JMQ D7L
DYMZ;( Necd 4
(o&w_

d;uo‘

on the 2)' ﬁ P wins this debate.
(Prop of Opp)
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Karina Giang (*8)
Round 3B 1:30pm K2

Gov: 26 Picchi - Owyang
Opp: 6 Reyna - Yang

PARLI Debate
KFERNA G

Judge’s Name:

Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:

DVys
o_PP £

pts 24
pts )’

PROP

Team Code #: ->6 Team Code #:

Reqna
7

Opp Speaker #2 Ytﬂ/’\j

Prop Speaker #1 0 Wl png) pts )/)

27
Prop Speaker #Z‘LLM,{ pts )/J

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 inappropriate

Opp Speaker #1

Judging Criteria

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support ar

evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as

® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, ¢
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters

each debater:

Prop 1: W Ve
;A, aé/,«a J prece

06”7

C c'u(/n

A/\..( broal ('/01//«74 ,f(
idlen_¢

J;(’ Opp2  Plonces at M
loliy il

4&/

O«rjM st Ll
A e e ¥ eilonce

TEAM CODE #: on the 04 £ wins this debate.
(Prép or Opp) ‘(
9, / / W Jw;& f? 7Y AL

Sers %“9 _

Prop 2:

L
REASON FOR DECISION:



PARLI Debate
Bill Holt (*3) .
Round 3A 1:30pm D205 \ , i
Gov: 27 Emnst - Davis | Judge’s Nam&ﬂ"\"‘} ol
Opp: 4 Feinberg - Wolf-Jacobs
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:

PﬁOP
Team Code #: /' Team Code #: |
Prop Speaker #1 % YyNot— pts A‘K:j Opp Speaker #1 Ffé\bf V‘é/ pts 0% 5

Prop Speaker #2 \ DA< ptsd% o  Opp Speaker #2

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

: ?01%/ /
/\Z)QSV\ ‘\' %‘\/V\ S l(ﬂ[S S0 Judg"g Criteria

Analysis: How reasonably and effectivgly 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 afid effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How'relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the delaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable,
e Courtesy: How courteops and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteri
each debater:

Prop 1: W \
culgoctk |

4 please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

ﬂv{ Ol Rest eidNLe, prestntud
V) cUet aned excellerdt™
ST~

Prop 2: ﬁbbd C)\Mj Uwwidgitiry | Opp2: SDQ(A ANaly$ s> oand )’\W/(
avdh M\W%/ r2UlN W ovgureds owdS

TEAM CODE #: 5 N i 2 a7 on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
Signtly Shanger” avulysis < omjmmzrduﬁm ,
V}vﬂ C\()Se, 'X\l\wz)\f\o




PARLI Debate

Bill Holt (*3)
Round 3B 1:30pm D205 Judge’s Name: A@ I“_

Gov: 6 Hanvey - Moore

Opp: 16 Hsieh - Roy
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: B'@ VH"W
PROP orPP
Team Code #: (p Team Code #: l (O
Prop Speaker #1 MOO Ye) ptsd%5e'S Opp Speaker #1 QO\i\) pts s

Prop Sbeaker #2 \5(0\‘(\\(\/‘}\ pts&% Opp Speaker #2 \S\ $4 ¢ l/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 elimination r
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ingppropriate behavior

pts &

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters sypport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authdrity 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
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgamdzed, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the dg¢baters were to opponents and judges

topic and the arguments

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

Prop 1: -€XCAIr \ay Lk 64
s
AU \YA SpeA-T

Opp - Good] Muvrnunk [ Conkintiens,
OMA dum Just ot biv
%\vwvgm'

Opp2: good POws ~ viwded a_
Cleare \aYouk ¢ analySis,
Sund WL exparded o eon

Vi, \wre |

on the wins this debate.
/ (Pr%p or gpp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

Prop hud OVZWU g andl)olS and argumertution y and
e\ denle |
Vo Suwayeck!

TEAM CODE #:




PARLI Debate

Jeff E *14 prd
Rfund 3Angsc(>prgi)zo1 Judge’s Name: \_j@&/& 2/!.0)(
Q

Gov: 21 Cheng® Shifs®©
Judge’s School Affiliation: LOW 6, { H‘j )7 Sck @ }

Opp: 8 Mehta >Alvarez
Varsity Parli Debate
PROP opr /
Team Code #: 2‘ Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 S“ \ Q S pts Zq Opp Speaker #1 MC\()"'CL ,ﬁ{zg

Prop Speaker #2 C\\ €A pts (2'7 Opp Speaker #2 k‘ \\/a(? < / pts Zg
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Ggtd
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eljfrination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for fude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters
offered during the debate

evidence—which may include facts and referenc
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in
and easily understandable

ective were the questions and the answers
organized, communicative style that is pleasant

each debater:

Prop1: + excell e Yoz ca

Opp 1: ‘f‘"qkmyl f()owtl’s
4 joo«:l eye oGS

fJooc( Jocce deluag

+ clecn Spedde. = .
- Rodein Ei\ ‘3_ (o0 wovend - *C3{o Lk hw\o\ mo\de/u{,ﬂf‘s(.
5‘!‘0*'\ Le ()Q ()052&\)‘ '{D -emphq_glbﬂ MS(JW Pﬁ)lt’\. S

Opp2: - e)(ce((f,{(" SUMWRSQ_‘(‘V\/L fg ():wt"‘s

 pendlif dphocad v -l oo doen aad pesne
Akacklny 78 o boke o e Hoor @o:n(‘s :

cfouw\ 'f«\q L {b @'(0(95

oA QUC(& et ol
TEAM CODE #: <2'u on the  { X: E wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Jeff Eng (*14 6&&'
Round 38 g3(()pm 3201 Judge’s Name: J LQ//‘/X/

Gov: 3 Holt - Mizin

Opp: 27 Galli - Girimonte 6?( ﬁ &4 &l /
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: L‘)\& 5

R b s b 5

PROP OPP
Y
g é Team Code #: /3) Team Code #: ?,’,
§ Prop Speaker #1 (’(0 ({" pts .27 Opp Speaker #1 &( (( 4 y/zg
3 . - ool
‘QS) 3 Prop Speaker #2 M { 5 &8 pts ﬂ7 Opp Speaker #2 6 (¢ pts 27
<& Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
= 30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Gogd
T Q 27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elipfination rounds)
-~ “g 26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for pade or inappropriate behavior
0%
Vs Judging Criteria
% < ® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ghalyze the topic and the arguments
y y
= vy offered during the debate
—= 30 e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
D P y
3 a2 . . . .
3 Ory evidence—which may include facts and referencg$ to authority as well as general knowledge
« @ ® Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
§ ™ ~§ by the other side
& _§ o Points of Information: How relevant and gifective were the questions and the answers
3 e Delivery: How well the debaters speak if'an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
Q- and easily understandable
= y
§ G jQ o Courtesy: How courteous and respegfful the debaters were to opponents and judges
=
¥ ‘& Using the above criteria, please offgt compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
<y
g 3 each debater:
33T
B S . . . . .
S o Popli 4 o avelfent st AL Opp 1: + cﬁe\ \Jeg fg( ioa(f o:,«a[&g s
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~ Wk (e VWO\/W+ w‘/wl/k
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g‘?"w\’ ) PARLI Debate

Round 3B 1.301 Judge’s Name: L'[/ {W// .

Gov: 25 Kornfein - Raesfeld

Opp: 5 Viviani - Cunningham
* Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: Lg_, X ,0 0
PROP __ ~ - OPP /
Team Code #: Team Code #: ‘

Prop Speaker #1 / %'Qﬂm Pts&_ Opp Speaker #1 C"""‘""ﬁm— /0/% O
Prop Speaker #2 /[m [)Lu) ptsZ/? Opp Speaker #2 U"‘W / pts 7//@7

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

[G"‘) Judging Criteria
P ot ® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatey 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 referenfes 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
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak fh an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respeftful the debaters were to opponents and judges

foFee 15

Using the above criteria, please offér compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to,' Valde D))

each debater: [' £ CQ,QQ,&/L’( p 797 3 luw'/p;%
wf'f%

. rop 1: oo VoY K ol ol B s Gasee
:upkl/ 120 P Opp 1: 3 /‘chw?

'R . W &Mzm‘mpﬂw,, 19S to ./f/)-fam
”)@Lcef 7> ‘ olud) Trro €2,b.Q Wa, Wm¢Mme
) WO{"’(, tpbec., 7‘ %1/7&639%\#«7 ﬂ"mﬂ

roﬁwo@_ Opp2 fw¢@@%(5/ )/41‘;4 ﬂuv.,d,&wf&)

\{%})/77« ’¢“0 M{D %)M«Q

LUJ’IW B’zrg,[vu/za«( Wq“ldtéww‘”’l,
ML@&») wipg ak-//?/'wa‘,j’ft%-

TEAM CODE #: Z f on the 74 Z ] wins thlj debate.

(Prop or Opp) . p
REASON FOR DECISION: A/&]ZM AP /Ma/ WM 15 T fMo&Jle W(WAD Weqa Lm¢

US frsdida, el Soud, Qalpesd seimica.
Bt T3 “ZZS)“LW{“D 4&,@41 whe 7{3@71«14,7 ved, W e 2By adhugad] 1D Aol s
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Mr Olson (*23)

Round 3A 1:30pm D209
Gov: 27 Chu - Fraga
Opp: 3 Stamm-Kirk - Burshteyn
Varsity Parli Debate 0

eam Code #:

~KIEL.

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2‘6uf S W YI\I ptsﬂ_

27 = Good (but possibly not good
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an

offered during the debate

V\Judge’s School Affiliation:

pts QO Opp Speaker #1 :T:—RAQQ

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

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: ,PO LQf’r 0’5@/\
A3
[w VD)

cam Code #: ‘%. 22

pA L

Opp Speaker #2 C\'M

enough to qualify for eliminatigh rounds)
<20 = Reserved for rude gf inappropriate behavior

ze the topic and the arguments

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

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

by the other side

Delivery: How well the debaters speak i
and easily understandable

Argumentation: How directly and effectively

¢ debaters respond to the arguments made

Points of Information: How relevant and gifective were the questions and the answers

an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

Courtesy: How courteous and respe€tful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:

,@ grdp 1: Pxcerisart OFVINIy Yty Cuir, 5]
Dnr1vedy TSNz, Looo PHRLIY, Sty LT
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Cale
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Rappe! cop WRAP up. Exoett AT FResumpTIN |

TEAM CODE #:
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on the QFP wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
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Mr Olson (*23)

Round 3B 1:30pm D209
Gov: 6 Boozarpour - Li
Opp: 24 Hansen - Beatie
Varsity Parli Debate

PARLI Debate
Judge’s Name: ,12)08?'?7' O IS’CQ

Judge’s School Affiliation: Q 3

" PROP
Team Code #: é

L1

Prop Speaker #1

ptsﬂ % Opp Speaker #1 A)’ﬁ‘Nf‘g\}

O£P
Team Code #: }7"

T

[ w27
pis 23

Prop Speaker #@OA’Z/) ol ptsg\ ’g Opp Speaker #2 B?MZ 4//

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 fq
<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

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

4"
_r.

offered during the debate

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently

elimination rounds)

¢ debaters support arguments with

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

[ ]
A by the other side
~ ™ e Points of Information: How relevant
L// / o Delivery: How well the debaters spea

and easily understandable

each debater:

Prop 1:~ i Va3 Wi, i
Veey conviwans Well- w5/ CooD pols §
Lop) e Conthe, Lagy Q)
borp 1., (000 o 1, il
Gopasl WP, D LT <OYfuse0 I 10N/1R -

Prop 2: —¥e.CLEARY Nawtp of0€eIVE, LOOP
WA TOVE g4,
e QWSTIo) Wecks

Moves prevs W Coop FAAN 6. Loop e lovger,

RRecfs o8 1A

TEAM COB

2:p

T

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

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

Opp 1:< pSWwaRe? Well, e ALm 4 M&V@W

COWW;? s, Spp oaz-wﬂ'flonlﬂb-omw, ves,

el g Il ISRy U M BUES o e 35 apitn |
| SuNwaRIZED WY Well., MOPRAT e p ¢

Bt -~ Loop SRMeRY 4/ iy Frte S 00 PRRADINE concaed,

Opp 2:BpeK 1o Us AT, Lot AT, 0T NSl To> Q) @)

Wwwmd"faﬂoyﬂ Us [Fraen HIsRy | comes
o s QLA PRofZS SR, V2 conviviing , GRENT
2,?5";25,,,3, Lopuy Wze Do €y

on the bﬂc wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

%ﬁ_m,y DiFEIlwT Dzcisor). Taopm &
WS AN 2ssis- o Fort
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PARLI Debate
Dan Fishlow (*15)

Round 3A 1:30pm J2 Judge’s Namem q&\/\{bw)
/ !

Gov: 4 Cramer - Griffin

Opp: 27 Inman - Young M (o
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: \raronn
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: "l Team Code #: 7.3,-
Prop Speaker #1 ( (oo pts Zﬁ' Opp Speaker #1 _3_5\% pts L‘(
Prop Speaker #2 6’(‘ A‘t\\)\(\ pts 7/? Opp Speaker #2 SLN = ptsz.g

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and effigiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts ghd 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 refevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debatérs 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,
each debater:

ease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: Opp 1! Alew Z¢ely
+ = -
é)(&\lam% ¢ x g""*&s%}, JOo® 4 ok, W:a/\"\ﬁs"’«c. CloSl) Soo&
;74 Con \/{(\/,“eu Offune J ‘”‘MS‘SMV
U Speedn b oo 4ap. o :
was nek Ao N
Prop 2: ‘Gm ) Opp 2:
iY&[(@W\, ‘Aaf’f"’é‘)c‘b @k \)QFY; J€$7 gébé‘ﬁ Geetd Qe g
- S5
&\ai& o 3 Q" ~Ns k
TEAM CODE #:___2F onthe _(OCQ  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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e 0t AL dobetl el o & e vy foiat s 27 Adonan o™ ; ratiy st —S>
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PARLI Debate

Dan Fishlow (*15)
Round 3B 1:30pm J2 Judge’s Namcm
Gov: 14 Dahan - Williams-Baron

Opp: 13 Sinha - Herman
Vglgity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: M\f ampn e
PROP, OoPP
Team Code #: l‘/ Team Code #: \2>
Prop Speaker #1 w(\\ww Q-:(’f)t\s [43 Opp Speaker #1 Qf MEN pts Z‘i

Prop Speaker #2 ‘.})\\'\a./\ pts o Opp Speaker #2 6\ v\L\.&

pts/ LY

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 eliminationfounds)

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

Judging Criteria

offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters gupport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to aythority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debdters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effectiv€ were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgdnized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thefebaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer com
each debater:

iments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: . Opp 1:

\)Qn,}J@ “MS‘ 3@} (AQ.QML.(/ u&u
(Casmad. , asbonptvie clog vons
n\eg dovdda
Opp 2:
%7 %”’“j-'@_’\&ﬁ\ T pdgete i pel”
‘5‘43 0‘\8\/&&( PEaY 4 w lt%-%{)ﬂ; o Olcgnr AN
A dQuaarct

bood spedce So\VA wpcle
a a’ (\MZ m\ogu

on the De () wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

TEAM CODE #: \

REASON FOR DECISION:

P ¥yo 4@« Pdebade as o net Surdk X Lenis
(te women Uo)rv\&).val“’ wks Jej\’ (Z;e’ SNJL § Q‘Fd'v@(ﬂsduﬁft(x(-é(,@%
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Pauline Honaryar (*15)

Round 3A 1:30pm D202 5 RV T \2\-0\/\0\ al
Gov: 16 Herman - Sweeney Judge’s Name: (p Lok n’t

\Olgrps)sﬂ?/ g:::?D-eQbiaatr; Judge s School Affiliation: M/' (anwn‘(.ﬂ,
Team Code #: P Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 L\'CG'W\CV(\ pts Q,GI Opp Speaker #1 Q e 4 pts Qq
Prop Speaker #2 S(/OQQX\U\A) pts _Zg Opp Speaker #2 Dév\ O\é pts 287

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followm scale:
30 =Perfect 29 = Qutstanding = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to gualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Réserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Cfiteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively th¢ debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficieptly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and feferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effgctively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevght 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
e Courtesy: How courteous and yespectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:
Prop 1: Clecre (,@\Cn‘.’% Jopp1: Btulenk te _
p <>{ecdear.| Opp i Wﬁ sy bachiomn

Covrdo 4 B amaly s ev-c
clecle  evidimen . Fhonn Im@uesegun §) fadk by prearnbin
\ . s Y
CLTTIVON o O O § conn law l%’?‘v\c(v‘v\ P‘\.Q,&M,\\'z&\ms
Prop 2: QQ caar lad Opp 2: (Pe{,d'- \Ou] P@‘n\‘ o\@axutnr\nﬂlal’\m‘\

and si—u M/QW/V\LQ/.) A -
Orvzfvv\v\&z m S’Q:S ‘)9\‘/\/\' in Uiakng Yo seen:

Lnle [N QLWCQ/V\S Gwmla\ofu"/\.

TEAMCODE#___|(, on the ) wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

e dscuneeon e M;QA/L% (Pn\)ub. scfzuaa M‘- and \m{;cwﬂ“
on WVDUJQ school” and L 1kaat
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Pauline Honaryar (*15)
Round 3B 1:30pm D202

Gov. 8 Sawhney - Giang
Opp: 21 Masters - Fehring
Varsity Parli Debate

PROP

Sadi Meoacom Apo T

s wvnwmocal.
PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: (Pa,ux\.k no \«l—oﬂarv!mr

Judge’s School Affiliation: Mlmm 4—6"

opp

Team Code #: Vol Team Code #: |
Prop Speaker #1 G’\\ O~ pts_ X (p Opp Speaker #1 FC«‘AWCV\‘\ pts 97/
D)

Prop Speaker #2 5&®\/\MA/\\ pts_2 Z

Please award each speaker points based on

ts ‘9‘(0

D)
Opp Speaker #2 Mlk&.(fﬁzﬁ

the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

enough to qualify for eliminagitn rounds)
<20 = Reserved for rude gr inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

offered during the debate

by the other side

Delivery: How well the debaters speak in
and easily understandable

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anal

e the topic and the arguments

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debateyp§ support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the dgbaters respond to the arguments made

thority as well as general knowledge

Points of Information: How relevant and effec{ive were the questions and the answers

an grganized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: Veki
men g ivv\@r\'::l
*um 'b .

> Cpod
Par

neds ¥ be
TN vt Sca
WY ub usin

ob daabm

$ Mmkup

ci) A eheid

Opp-1: o 'S ocmL‘aCe"UDfa_.
pp‘(ofvtr?prnweﬁl‘l’/)(u,u_nw(—, / ‘
Groocl &w 4o break dovm )g;mf‘n/’x‘

) A ‘\-()u,g(r\ ""UPI‘C, W‘- N—\b’v\w

worlc on avendiv g male stalemantx

Yhat ane v lecele 9«1‘1”0?4‘ ire.

“Sonigm hay oltcuorad, v o Mrabia,
Opp 2:

L oVea m(. ma_vxw \
commendin o . woorle o Ve POV
deliveny or aoovdang Y S Tuml
- PN IVS WQDLSGL)\M 6"2}

1

o Lovv\bt‘M\'\j ‘Aeme M Yo o4
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TEAM CODE #: on the

endlen ce_

- wins this debate.
(Prop ; gpp)

REASONFORDECISION: T3yt toprc ; W tber Yecon Lo ovle
Twoue ‘\Mqle.(,‘\@v\k :25 Yl f\bouhw«‘s,



. PARLI Debate
ijm ‘ J10)

Round 3A 1:30pm L1 Judge’s Name:DQ(Q.\( %Q NS

Gov: 25 Saxena - Duncan
Opp: 5§ Carter - Wyatt
Varsity Parli Debate

Judge’s School AfﬁliationTSC« mes LOSO.V\
- . e e 0 P -
Team Code #: &5 Team Code #: } 5
Prop Speaker #l%ﬁ%\{\ﬁ\ p& Opp Speaker #1 (&M ptsﬁ

Prop Speaker #2 Q\) nLon ptm Opp Speaker #2 \)KLSQ.‘“— pts EG

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

each debater:

Prop\lg: \“ . Oppe:
¢ quick \OUV s \m&i% To W ”l‘\\l\\é\ c_»m& "1 ues' n
B v e Syeh 3
Prop 2: ‘ Oppx
\\M \3“&“ '\d (/\b\Q\\ ; & 'Q(S@.}keﬁ\ou\ VRS I uig.
QQ\\!OXQvS S \">\°“3 ' Gut! &Quc\/\ WS ,"'os» ‘ S\sm\o\ 1- 'N\‘\\VQ s Qah{rs
w\ (QQ\(ACQ \RCC WS | \MQMxSQ\

TEAM CODE #: EB on the Q ﬁ.o GE wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: .
&\QS\M\M, ‘Wcﬁ\ \)ouc\«\Q&‘S hnelnse S0 N:&N\O\ go( &:‘k\'\ Q\)\o\‘\Q o.vx& Q(“Nc\‘tt

Sc aAs WS ol ({u(sucks\\ie-
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Round 3B 1:30pm L1 s Q AA Q\

Gov: 14 Shin - Shevelev Judge’s Name: W OC“QS

Opp: 15 Stephen - Miskelley

Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School AfﬂllauonSQ\W\Q,‘S LQG\M\

PROP o OPP | . /
Team Code #: Team Code #; \

Prop Speaker #15\333&\&}\) pts ©2P)  Opp Speaker #1 N \g\( Q,\ 1IN / ptsE A
Prop Speaker #2 S\\\ \ pts Lv+ Opp Speaker #2 % D\WK pts‘e.?a

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

Judging Criteri
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters 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 referghces to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant
e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respettful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

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

Prop I O
Clv')c—» 3& \4\«’ gguce o 3@&«&&(
LY

NQS‘T UTQ. “ Q,Q,P\. LING, ‘N\ && ‘T E V\C d
eWaat Qm\c\mm\ w\o.s . L R QW\ Gontis 5

Prop 2: Opp 2:
Na ‘N‘t\%c& X {omoun| € ‘\'&o(\B '{Q\AW@.
VS SuRQ.oT ool \m\cmgsmé

\\\&\U{\N‘)vf

TEAM CODE #: ‘B on the Ogg wins this debate.
(Prop pPp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Qﬁo é AoV 03 AN CR ww.“\o{\ oa— ?‘a’ Sw\m\\‘ &N\\mo\ \S
N
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Nanny Tunnell (*16)
Round 3A 1:30pm J1 = 100?"/
Gov: 14 Yan - Chu

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: P\}anml luwn Q“

Opp: 8 Bardalai - Rangwala
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation; /YWWS

‘-(I'wv( cmM-/N’n ‘
eo\rme.*- pWC-ONi’Nh

- ‘0’\'\”“}\0“'\ wbo./d"

’EMMW

—

— QW arnly s,
%:N«w\ w:},;‘:h ~ ShopR Sﬂkjﬂ,d' ma B

Team Code #: ‘f Team Code #: g /

s , -
Prop Speaker #1__| ex pts 2-7 Opp Speaker #1 ()70‘ '/01 (Al pts Zy

Prop Speaker #2 C '/\\/\ pts z Opp Speaker #2 {241 L/} VAK ptsZ—7

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Crit
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d¢baters 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 effe¢fively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevanf and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters sp€ak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and réspectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: ‘(a (Q/_O , - opp 1: Bacduln; 03)
(&M.‘m — Uad challeg, Wi welh b ol hlé’«ﬂ?‘r
s\ = & sligniig slfowfr fwuu“ Pt

wins nat v _ _:\V_\;\( J &j Al 3R i
o{;\'mmv\m\bu’l/\'iﬂoﬂ - ? :l PA.[S.Q«/\-\Q.@A

— (W\ S&\M T

wonC <
o*yrw\. JJ

Prop 2: ij : ‘ 0pp2 ((lﬂ"i‘”"‘(égcz7j
il |, a A qubh \ anu"rj t).
n - \hﬂk% tameek

5 W scmad
AL X 534«\#‘['“’ o |

B N
~ WUA 9% ok ddatefing W\ AL Conrd ot a\\ Pnb i
; FL ""‘ LAY 7 l:!v&\ y\*—v\\\sv}: N\/{‘u"*\ﬂw\\r“"’\“ 15V
— %\ DE# ,gl’ -— W F@Lolﬂ W‘Sm«.im M,

on the wins thls debate.
(Prop! ﬁ Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION;
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PARLI Debate

Nanny Tunnell (*16)

Round 3B 1:30pm J1 , ) Namr\ —
Gov: 11 Barnes - Gille Judge’s Name: Y \lawno U

Opp: 15 Baum - Honaryar

Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation; Y"J H¢
PROP (4~~~ ) opp ( MR
Team Code #: il Team Code #: |5

Prop Speaker #1 Ba W) ptsg-7 Opp Speaker #1 HIM o qul v pts ;Lﬁ =
Prop Speaker #2 G’" \\Q.' pts 9"(0 Opp Speaker #2 Q oy vv) ptsg~o\ e g

e
/

I gy
Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale QQ w S W ‘9
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

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

‘)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappro/p’(ate behavior
Judging Criteria /
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topi¢ and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppjya/rguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority s well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1:Pamen- @:7) Opp 1: Horarya — @FSIL‘WL\
= analydls  Cowld \2e W”ﬁ _ ‘M ponirs ;g—_rfm#‘ (o)

heeh YO Nrkms—&."\““\‘“ 5-—m:7,.,“;ajL5ﬂ—W“$'€“5?» ol e curef

- Mo_pL +o  slow — Conl fell  revarch poiz vl

rh' ¥
P C(MV(V‘CL Nae. O Snb N‘w/r e’w
- \/w {m.)kihuf\/\i IVD[U qu_j_s _ sW\ ()MO e <+ oo M
- Slow s'hxr‘\' v;M' 5uu} Urma W gk Pl W(mbv(ﬁa/?_.
Prop 2: fill (2D p Opp 2: Buwv~—~ (39 o
— twed to et ha-dly POIS _ qaedd npM S an own GneTing
Wo gl VNS fod aanxie Y clen wionied

-3 sp_uwk o)
= Wrymw \ovd; T broy 2y
S WoA w
TEAM CODE #: II;'JVL on the (2ﬂﬁ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

— Ra¥— a\m\\«\sl 2. avh ar ‘DMWMW\
— Qoo Wﬁﬂ. dk\\\/\eva_ |
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Senact v e PARLI Debate 3

Kimiko Cheng (*21)

Round 3A 1:30pm H1

Gov: 6 Firsov - Kwak

Opp: 27 Shimizu - McDowell
Varsity Parli Debate

Judge’s Name: €. C"U&v-f
)

Judge’s School Affiliation: Com Marinm

PROP, op

P
Team Code #: 4 Team Code #: 2. "k
Prop Speaker #1 M pts 29 Opp Speaker #1_ ¢ D oprel | pts 17

Prop Speaker #2__ Girgov pts 1ﬂ‘ Opp Speaker #2 Shiwnai pts, 2%

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 elifnination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved forfude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debater
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the dgbaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referencgs 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 gtfective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak iny/an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

each debater:

Prop 1: ™Need wachs wmore.
conmat yathe, Ao~
dc-C\nM o~ "\"’“’* f,\w{

Spamet

. Oppltm W '@QAAM
T | Ve quueng 2 e
Aourea

Pr(;pg .’i* s ek Opp 2:
C & a~cedomic e
%.NA ),\6/. Cadre X

TEAM CODE #: s (  onthe__ [Y’P wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

R :
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WS Seppe don A G T Dobate

Kimiko Cheng (*21)
Round 3B 1:30pm H1

Gov: 27 Amato - Ringstrom
Opp: 5 White - Whitmore

Judge’s Name: . Omxg

Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: < s \W\ onrin
PROP OPP
Team Code #: Q-/'k Team Code #: 5
VNS« 3

Prop Speaker #1__ O\ waodo pts gyl Opp Speaker #1 w pts_ 2.4
Prop Speaker #2 b\‘. % JTaw~  pts_ 21 Opp Speaker #2 W Fwvene 'pts4 pLl 4

M 0 s i e iy et 95 e 5

Please award each speaker pomts based on the fo]lowmg 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

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

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

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

® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgamzed 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 compllments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater: //

/

/
/

/

/

Prop 1: .

/

Prop 2: R Opp 2: m,&\ sz x|
Dl ek Tte Aelaila ¥ e g

pronnees A S/ o R

S ek Addaa n's edeRm

01\ .
;&‘\NJ\ Canotpnct .
TEAM COBE #: . onthe_ O

- (Prop or Opp)

wins this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Teresa Skarr (*27) g
Round 3A 1:30pm D203 , M
Gov: 14 Lustig - Gerenrot Judge’s Name:_| W

Opp: 15 Ginsburg - Zhou NW ; %
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: \ ; OT- 7

PROP

Team Code #: l L‘l’ Team Code #: / l (S
Prop Speaker #1 LF/L.S’}'L 51 Py pts 9\4” Opp Speaker #1 pts 4—3‘ S
Prop Speaker #2 ( AL V\M pts @;} Opp Speaker #2 Wﬁ pts 9~q

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followm 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 inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tife debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficigntly the debaters support arguments with

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: _LALSTMQ opp1: ZlnQA

g
FopA enhe ~ ﬁw Quﬁw Ty e

ook ronnd duig . zL,U

mﬁ G
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Prop 2: Opp 2:
4 éLQQd/\ .
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2k an -
TEAM CODE #: (5 on the M wins this debate.
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Teresa Skarr (*27)

Round 38 1:30pm D203 Judge’s Name: 165’8/8% gkéﬁ rr

Gov: 10 Kaushik - Ebtikar

Opp: 15 Fogarty - Pister W /,(,g
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: (/l/, S‘f}’

PARLI Debate

Team Code #: I O Team Code #: ( S

Prop Speaker #1 KQM%WL pts% Opp Speaker #1 Ps% - pts % / /
Prop Speaker #2 E})""l /-/«élf ptsa(o g Opp Speaker #2 Qﬁﬂ/rh/]/ pts Q;/

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ipdppropriate 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 slipport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to aythority 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 thé 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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