
PA R L I D e b a t e

Ted Appel (*24)
Round 4B 3:30pm J3
Gov : 14 Wh i te - Ha l l

Opp: 15 Hardwick - Der
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge's Name:. ~i:eo ' fi T U

iation: S,

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

pts_[̂ ^ Opp Speaker #

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

Judg ing Cr i te r ia /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anmyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : ^ O p p 1 : / [ j o - \
C / ^ L c S i ^ - f y > c U

cljl ^

Prop2.A^<,.c^:r^A 0^p2: C^^4\.cL
f - 2 . w A . ^ : w ^ < J -

TEAM CODE ' \4- _ on the ( wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

^cXo cXT

T E A M C O D E # :

l ^ A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : r / / ? I

^ ^ ^rrc^L'yyuz^-ci- O-TX /V^W- (/^ .
,ĝ -jcrfeVrA~ Jk-Uck. C^&fl (pC-e C<\



P A R L I D e b a t e

Danica Tanquilut (*11)
Round 4A 3:30pm J2
G o v : 1 4 C h i n - R o s e n f e l d

Opp: 10 Kaushik - Ebtikar
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge's Name:

P R O F
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Speaker #2 CyW ŷ-N pts S Opp Speaker #2
Please award each speaker points based on the following scal̂

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualilVrbr elimination rounds)

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

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the delmers 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 references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effecti^y the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

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

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

P r o p l : /
OoJvcX \peVr-e/x~

oJJL of

Opp 1;r i r '

P r o p 2 : J

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

Opp 2:

WLp -̂ se,
- t v p V V x > A _ > ^ ^ V Y ^ o v < -

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

(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECISION:0) o„ncv's VKMiO pab-f"
VjO€.-eA!i- (A.'reciJL oo +W. CS

K > o o f f e / o ' > e f o v " V W / f r



PA R L I D e b a t e

Mr Olson ^23)
Round 4A 3:30pm J1
Gov ; 14 W i l cox - Su t t on

Opp: 25 Saxena - Duncan
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge's Name:1
Judge's School Affiliation: 93

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_ IaJiulc):

Team Code #:_

ptŝ_ Opp Speaker #!_
otsQ\̂  _ Opp Speaker #2

p t s Q

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 ̂ e debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts an̂  references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and e^ectively 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 relê t̂ 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 andyrespectfiil 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 : /

Prop \-.'(=O0P

P r o p 2 T M

O p p 1 : - o * i n 2 , t t t c

Opp 2:^ CwW
cofJOifiUi, ik>a>fi>im

/> uif>^ c«Dfky»(»ii>fr'^- Fxr rf>c^'
7>o fOffT. pia^sw/wotv/

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



ioplC. ^^Sohcd On c cmori^ ' C i -K/uc\^ L<5
C a + h y A r n . P A R L I D e b a t e
Round 4A 3:30pm D206
Gov: 19 Gi l - Kaur

Opp: 14 Sutton - Moon
Varsity Parii Debate

P R O ]
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

£ < a _

p«Jl Opp Speaker #1_
p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 Moo/

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

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

Judging Critma• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the (Raters analyze the topic and the arguments
o f fe red du r ing the deba te /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and r̂erences 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 debaterŝeak in an organized, commimicative style that is pleasant , ̂
and easily understandable /

• Courtesy: How courteous an̂ espectful the debaters were to opponents and judges ̂  f
/ 0 6 d e - fi s c ^

Using the above criteria, ple^e offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to , ̂

Prop 1: /p a A/Y^inCCU\ '(5ppl;
cKfCe^dtA

L ^ t r i V^̂ Sir-̂
:

iiyAo/^e.
Vlint?r

PQp •j/Uc/'Vtn^

W - X ' V S S c c n o r r ^ .
J TEAM CODE#:

f)dC<

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 o/Opr

( Y v O f e ^ € . > / ^ d U / y U j ^ ^ c 3 / \ *

ja ciosc ibpcefe

r . . c

CtOAO'A'̂ /l/Si2^0^



P A R L I D e b a t e

» R O P
Te a m C o d e # :

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

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

pts \ Opp Speaker #2_
Please award each speaker points based on the following scsde:

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

of fe red dur ing the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficient̂ the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and r̂rences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effecmvely 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 relevan̂ and 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 rêectful 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 : /

Li : IfuL Btedix^

P r o p 2 : V S O p p 2 : 5 ^ ^ /

J p o i
T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

l)Xovi6{id Oiini



Nadia Whitmore (*5)
Round 4B 3:30pm D209
Gov: 15 Stephen - Miskelley
Opp: 14 Lustig - Gerenrot
Varsity Parli Debate

P A R L I D e b a

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

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 inappropriaj^ 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 ajra 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 argjiments 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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the ĵ estions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, cormnunicative 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 ̂ re to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments â /or suggestions for improvement to y
e a c h d e b a t e r : J ^ . — / — _ / I X L ^ C T 7 / i . t T ) 1

P r o p l :

m - l U d

0̂/' uJdi AJ& kciUjdl̂  wO

1 '

JltMj&lSL le-chiNiiSf. DCÎ OEL ̂
T J
Opp 2:̂ ^ (% iJ&Jlidy d&'k

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 .

hop or upp)



l_,vru ( l̂S/\-t. r^
Round 4A 3:30pm K3
G o v : 1 3 S i n h a - H e r m a n

Opp: 5 Moser - Murphy
Varsity Pari! Debate

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

-ve<-f O. s.

Judge's School Affiliation: ( QtOj
P R O P

Team Code U: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_ He.rv-vVLv1 _pts
P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 _ p t s

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

pts_3^
. 2 ^

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

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

Judging Crit̂ ia
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d̂ aters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—^which may include facts and rererences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effecwely 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 mid effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spê  in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

\ / I

it-J J

P r o p 2 : * /

0PP1:

W > e ^ O L

O p p 2 : ^
\ r n c

T E A M C O D E # : on the *0 r ̂  >vins this debate.
(Prd)p or Opp) aR E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : k a J f J l 1 «

c 4 ^ . - - r > o



^ e - < ^ V ' ^ c - A - S - A ^ r f > t -€ - U - ^P A R L I D e b a t ^ ^ ^
Jfen=SlOMe ('lb) <^10

Round 4B 3:30pm K3
Gov: 21 Masters - Fehring
Opp: 6 Firsov - Kwak
Varsity Pari! Debate

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

P R O P
2 -A

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiiiation:_

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 ^ pts ^ Opp Speaker #2

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination î nds)
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 tKe 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 ŝ port arguments with

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : ^ A / O p p l : c b

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :

^ ' * i l V ) A S » " I

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



Gfithy Agiiilora (-*15)
Round 4A 3:30pm D205
Gov: 10 Liu - Liu

Opp: 21 Cao - Gunn
Varsity Parii Debate

P R O P
Te a m C o d e

Prop Speaker # 1 \ O O

Prop Speaker #2

p t s ^

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

-soO\CX^\

pts^
_pts&5)

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved^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 tl̂ 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 ana effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speamn an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p 1 : ;

'JĈcvaI'SIA/

Opp 1;

Prop 2: O p p 2 : ,

T E A M C O D E U :

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 OTGpp)

ft-ot ̂?rst>iNs">ve..



P A R L I D e b a t e

Round 4B 3:30pm D205
Gov: 4 Feinberg - Wolf-Jacobs
Opp: 27 Chu - Fraga
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

P r o p S p e a k e r A

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #I

:ptŝ  Opp Speaker #2_ CVu
pts^
_pts.£3-

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination roun^
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 thp̂ 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 sî ort arguments with

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

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

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

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

O p p l : V . i
o W v m U

Prop 2: 2 I

T E A M C O D E # :

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

Ca\Ŵl \s to'MOMAT'iA

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

(Prop or Opp)



Am5bKa4Mto(*21)
Round 4B 3:30pm D206

Q Gov: 5 Viviani - Cunningham^ Opp: 8 Su - Her
t Varsity Parii Debate

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

p w
^ 0 3

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

^ ^ ^ Prop Speaker #2 v > >/ y ^ c pts ^ O Opp Speaker #2 / ptScJ. (
V 74 ̂  ̂  Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
§ 3 30 = Per fec t 29 = Outs tand ing 28 = Very Godd
u/ 3 27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elrnnnation rounds)
Jy ^ 26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Prop Speaker # 1 Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

S c ;
pisQ.~?

^ ^

<8

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

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

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

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

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

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

^ /
J <J-k Propl: °PP''V&coc^ f - e l c u c a l
^ tL ^ 1 <ju>ac> coOloy^-^? — qro

^ a c o c r ^ x l r ^C S P r o p 2 : ( M . c ' U c t O p p 2 : ^

^ T S ^ ' 4 ( 3 ,

^ fecocj

^ ^ ^ TEiflVI CODE #: / VrdPl^ Jonthe

f G c b c ) ,

66c><i

q̂i4;/ l ^ C

(Prop or Opp)
^ TEi«Vl CODE #: / on the _£^Clĵ _wins this debate.^ ^ ( P r o p o r O p p )

U | 3 ^ R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , . ,
^ ^ c fi J o o - W ( L o - e . / o " ^ 7
^ ^ ^ocK alooi: 6V^Jcl fiau^_ <kU~e



Vishal Garg ^22)
Round 4A 3:30pm K1
Gov: 5 White - Whitmore
Opp: 27 Maifavon - Hulett
Varsity Parli Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

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

Prop Speaker #2 _ pts 7- ^ ®PP Speaker

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

O P P
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1 pts 2. o

_ p t s

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

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

Judging Critî ia• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the ̂ haters 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 ̂erences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, pleas/offer̂ ompliments and/or suggestions for impr̂ yement to
eachdebater:̂ ^̂
Prop 1:

fOi - h
1 /

c
I . >

/[ ̂Prop 2: •

^ / <

f " '
1?

(J-V
Opp l : P

n s i b r i r

C \ } ( 7 / v

Opp 2: Ĉo)

T E A M C O D E # ; 7 , 7

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)



PA R L I D e b a t e

Vishal Garg (*22)
Round 4B 3:30pm K1
Gov: 27 Shimizu - McDowell
Opp: 3 Booth - Pracar
Varsity Pari! Debate

PROP̂
Te a m C o d e

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Team Code #:

a \ h

3 o Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 i\atcx.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/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 analŷdie 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 ̂ hority as well as general knowledge

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

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an (̂anized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easi ly understandable /

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement toe a c h d e b a t e r : ^ I C ,
Opp 1:

Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # : 2^7 on the V 'T 0 p wins this debate.
(Pyop or 6pp)

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

fifOg laD'iwS (9W



P A R L I D e b a t e

Karina Giang (*8)
Round 4A 3;30pm K4
G o v : 2 1 K a t e w a - C o l e n b r a n d e r

Opp: 14 Shin - Shevelev
Varsity Parli Debate

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Te a m C o d e # : - 4 | Te a m C o d ^ i ^ :

Prop Speaker #1 Ca pts ̂  Opp Speaker # 1 / ̂

P R O P

Prop Speaker #2_ Opp Speaker #2

pts^

_pts2:̂
Please award each speaker points based on the f̂ lowing scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good encragh 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 fact̂and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly ana 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 were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p l : O p p 1 :

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : f / ^■

TEAM CODE#: I on the B w ins th is debate .

0

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

y r

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

(ProF/or/bpp)
' * ^ t r y \



PA R L I D e b a t e

Karina Giang (*8)
Round 4B 3:30pm K4
Gov: 10 Ganguli - Sanghvi
Opp: 13 Cummings - Adriano
Varsity Pari! Debate

P R O P
Team Code # : / 0

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name: fCn^f

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P
Team Code #: / ^

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 Aln-d" 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 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/6rganized, 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 c(̂ pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Propl: î ĉ l j Opp 1: S) 0 6 ct K!yr~ê

P r o p 2 : ' 0 I O p p 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 : ^ ^A ' ~ J ' A - / U v / / V - A - A ^

on the /vt) P wins this debate.
(Pr6p or̂ pp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Ted Appel (*24)
Round 4A 3:30pm J3
Gov: 8 Bardalai - Rangwala
Opp: 6 Gong - Li
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge's Name:• Tev )

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

: H - S

Speaker#! BAgOALA^ _ pts Opp Speaker #1 6̂  \
Prop Speaker #2̂ 6̂ wALA Opp Speaker #2_ Go Mb

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

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

Judging Criteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the argiunents
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— ŵhich may include facts and refê nces 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 â  effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Prop 1:

Prop 2: Opp 2:

r f N ^ / I

TEAM CODE #; h on the OPf _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

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

OCP brtcioeJ' jUfatk.

- h j > ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

P R O P.
Team Code #:

Judge's Name: ioJ/v/ T^Yv^/ir

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 (JLO\o<

Prop Speaker #2_ SV-o^v

^ Opp Speaker # 1 sKfe

Opp Speaker #2_ p t s2^

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality for elimin̂ on rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rud̂ r 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 debates support arguments with

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: O p p l :

Prop 2: Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # : ' o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECISION̂) CUfPf

< ^ a - ^ f w - t o 1 s o V - t
S-oXvC-S -Ass- CKjy-€ - ckX. ' r iAd ' j ^ \J '~^

Q D



PA R L I D e b a t e

Mr Olson (*23)
Round 4B 3:30pm J1
G o v : 2 7 G a i n - G i r i m o n t e

Opp: 5 DeWitt - Kelley
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge's Name:_ k. Ols.
Judge's School Affiliation: ̂

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

Prop Speaker # 1 ptŝ ^ Opp Speaker #I
Prop Speaker #2_ Opp Speaker #2 Y^tujcV

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 wmnds)
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 analyzê  topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debars respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and 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 dĵ aters were to opponents and judges

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

W , = ' = ^

P r o p 2 : - V ® ! / ■

T E A M C O D E on the Off ^wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^

x(i> <m \ii yffHic -'̂ rwMS Mi-fi?



PA R L I D e b a t e

Wendy Young (*27)
Round 4A 3;30pm D202
Gov: 15 Ginsburg - Zhou
Opp: 14 Yee - Morrell
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name: r L c y \ \ /

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2_

P R O P

2rl\oJ

Team Code #:

i z L T A ^ '

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2

pts_2^

pts^^

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

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

Judging Criteri^• 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 efficientlŷ e debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and rêences to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effeĉely 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 relevan̂ 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 r̂pectful 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 d : ^
/ / / - A - / . /

Prop 2: / //, i /• L

I f j H r v M - I . 1

I

_ ^ o J ^ J

tUVlAA ̂ eU
O p p 2 : ^ ^ \

|/nVO /̂ a/e (sv̂ ft\e <2rJe) ,
( / • /▶ i f , j

L / i j /

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

(Prop or Opp)R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , , I I ^ r - M .

U , I U " / ! / - • / ■u l L y ' *



i//0(jjJ ff'^ t//ayK

/Mv/ IxJhfe .(^nJlJ^1 ^ \ ^ I V . " 1 ^ ^ y 1 . ^ \ y



Wendy Young (*27)
Round 4B 3:30pm D202
Gov: 10 Gao - Pareek
Opp: 16 Herman - Sweeney
Varsity Parii Debate

Team Code #:
P R O P

10

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: '̂0'̂'̂.
Judge's School Affiliation: U/

O P P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! daf-'

Prop Speaker #2

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

p t s ^ ^

_pts_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) y
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 â 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 arĝ ents with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to authority as ŵ l as general knowledge

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

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, coimnunicative 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 ̂ d/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

-XucV^ ^ ^

P r o p 2 : /
^

O p p 2 . y I / • I / ) . I C v i J J/ U p . ^
/ ( o j h . ^ o - . y J ^

TEAM CODE #: / (c? on the Of f wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : / I f

oefi U'x ih ■/> cx.'4- » kh-~ xx fikt^x-k
p l . „ ) H I x x - d



o p f k k ' - ' - o ^
ffofoZ-eJ ^ ^c&f anh a v/kL//'b'l ̂  T?,'/̂  ̂  ip'-'̂ fV l̂ V ),̂

f̂A)̂ Jî  -H^a-I- fWV l̂ cUk^n. C,>rf- C -̂̂ i f



PA R L I D e b a t e

Bonnie Hayne (*25)
Round 4A 3:30pm D208
Gov: 15 Fogarty - Pister
Opp: 8 Sawhney - Giang
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂ DcVi

io/y/utc

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

Pts 3d Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

Pts ̂ "7
ptsî .5"

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debars support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references t/authority as well as general knowledge

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

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an ̂ganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easi ly understandable /

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

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

Propl:

cMAaj.
P r o p 2 : / j ) L

0l j2A^djd^

T E A M C O D E # ;

O p p 1 : - i M c -
^ ^ - 1 ^ 1

/ ( r f f / «

Opp 2:

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 .

'(ProD/Or Opp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Bonnie Hayne (*25)
Round 4B 3:30pm D208
G o v : 2 7 R o s e n t h a l - D o n d e r o

Opp: 6 Boozarpour - Li
Varsity Pari! Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Hmm

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

pts/7̂9/ ̂  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 cminds)

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 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 simort arguments with

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

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

P r o p l : { ) o / W ^ / O p p l : L - ' f a ! ./ 'J)yh\A ijtm. /pi-

Prop 2; n J Opp 2: ^OOlAf- fo l f

T E A M C O D E # :
7 1 o n t h e ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

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

7^ fi c t



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂  A-i4^U= /̂
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 Vc (2-

Prop S|

p ts 2 .S Opp Speaker # 1 ] ^ / ^OOf2-~ 5

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

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

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

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

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and refereiyes to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelyrhe 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 anĉ ffective 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 respecmil the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p l : O p p l : > o W

Oa\\4 ̂

Prop 2: NlOe Opp 2: ^ ivJLVQjJL^

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)

V f o e . v e _ ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Sam Robeiisoit (*19)
Round 4B 3;30pm D207
Gov: 15 Aguilera - Zhou
Opp: 8 Vadrevu - Nanda
Varsity Pari! Debate

J u d g e ' s N a m e : | J A L - y fl ^

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker#! Opp Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 Wi>U pts Opp Speaker #2_

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds) y/̂
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 topiyand the arguments

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to authority â ell as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters rê nd to the arguments made

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

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

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

Prop 1:

p) ce

Prop 2: Opp 2:

f

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 __£f5Vf__wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

A \ \ \ S c v W f e v



PA R L I D e b a t e

Joel Jacobs (*4)
Round 4A 3:30pm LI
G o v : 8 M e h t a - A l v a r e z

Opp: 14 Dahan - Wiiiianris-Baron
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

T e a m C o d e # : t

pts 2. Opp Speaker # 1_
pts Opp Speaker #2 *f)()ilQ/\ ptŝ23

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

vK <s\ § 26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor .<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropri

^ ^ l u d S n g C r i t e r i a /

J"?? 
&̂

t i t

-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor .<20 = Reserved for nide or inappropriate behaviorh l J i lW. ' i l l n j i h t * Kmi r 1 (1^ 1 ' ^ |
J u d ^ g C r i t e r i a / ^

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters armlyze the topic and the arguments —o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e / ^
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the deMters support arguments with ^ ^
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references/(o 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 êctive were the questions and the answers ̂
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ̂  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 / i

Using

, Prop 1: (/ ^ Opp l -.fA'^k 7PF ^ V T•> ff ciM^y .1 c/L^ni^ 4; tt kp-^r^ f'fi, 'V't ''*'>« W
5 W S , _ K / t X V J C ' B C J ^ I ' . l e

, P r o p 2 ; , L \ J ' • / ^ , T O p p 2 : ^O p p 2 : '
SoJ(, lll̂

fbl T^EAM CODE #:
• R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

* - - • y A I t

|)U#rk
o n t h e _wins this debatf^. iCvr.^LA U L.i ^

(Prof/dr Opp)REASON FOR DECISION: Ab Jj, (-̂ 0 jliJflt A.IA
<jlt"55tJ>4: mvif W'"Sf l«itr c'wtf 'flW^\ 1 ' l I K . f t i d i / fi fl n t / % / 1 ^ i / I . A 1 - f J \ C . A > t * A / I . Ja, I14W.

Vf. WevnH Ws-foweî

Pwboiv. Ŵ: oit/i ̂  ̂
5̂ |((bt." Al̂ t- tk fWSoflSu/e.'W ql/tA^ lA ft's Ofl
'"»a tfe/Si/oisii/to'**'' "55."(̂
3>4,VI4\J, fPi





P A R L I D e b a t e

Joel Jacobs (M)
Round 4B 3:30pm L1
Gov: 23 Fulop - Bennett
Opp: 15 Banisadr - Weiner
Varsity Pari! Debate

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

S 3

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

pts_2(p/5
_pts_^.f

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• 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 debaters support arguments with

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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and mfective 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 respectml the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer ̂ mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement toeach debater: / ̂  lO^ r̂-WIooiJeA ItJcii n(W h Lof-- J t, f
I , ' O p p I : f( / W w f L n / W t t O / f c , - ' i t ? I

(Iriit 0<t@' (j<J ^ Icfjfss ^ M W 1h ^
. J \ r ' ( C f ] i p U b u r f o i Q 0 n ^ 9

, . , J Prop 2:1^^ fkv^ Oppl.^'f ^>7 /0 S J f c o » U > / \ . " - { p c i f o l . I f A i M t i / j - ^ 1 r
w t U 6 < 1 C i ; u r p l U M l / ^ u f

^ K W . 5 , < 5 I f^TEAM CODE ̂  on the _wins this debate. ̂
REASON FOR DECISION.J- l̂S. (A-̂J logfik ChC< OiOuba/w

, p ^ H P / f J f y e , £ O P f v i j l p i O '
I»

rz (hp^^-

, — / - - y

^.OrnP'



P A R L I D e b a t e

Ms Duong (*3)
Round 4 3:30pm L2 (single flight)
Gov: 14 Cohen-Simayof - Drake
Opp: 11 Barnes - Gille
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name:

P R O P /
Team Code # : /

Prop Speaker # 1 J)râ

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2

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

pts AT Opp Speaker #2_ pts

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Ven5̂ ood

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

Judging Critem
• 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 iie debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and ̂erences 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 releŷ t and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debater̂ peak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1: Opp l :

Prop 2: Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E 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 :



James Nerny (*6)
Round 4A 3:30pm H2
Gov : 8 Yu - Mak inen i
Opp: 21 Mubarack - Troup
Varsity Pari! Debate

Team Code #:

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

O P P
Team Code#: '^\

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

pts Opp Speaker # l_ j

Opp Speaker #2_

; . 2 , ?

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debat̂  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— ŵhich 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 an̂ effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak m an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1: Opp 1:

Prop 2: Opp 2:

T E A M C O D

R£^5DN-FQR DECISION

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation?

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatioiŷ unds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or^ppropriate 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 debatê ?/support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references tô thority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively thêbaters 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 effefrfive 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 respectMme debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1

Prop 2:

Opp 1:

^ Pe^-oti—

T E A W 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 : ^ r \ a / / I - ^

(D i ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Vincent Banas (*13)
Round 4A 3;30pm H1
Gov: 3 Stamm-Kirk - Burshteyn
Opp: 21 Cheng - Shifs
Varsity Pari! Debate

Judge's Name: A S
Judge's School Affiliation: I 3>

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

O P P
o l

Prop Speaker #1 pts Opp Speaker #1 5^1*^5

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p I O p p 1 : P

P r o p 2 : ' O p p i r ^ ^ ^ ,

/J-pr
TEAM CODE #: ^ on the Prop- wins this d

fS^ 'tz> a// r

i - t ? '

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 :

/?/c^

(Prop or Opp)

/ P f - f d / ^ P o



PA R L I D e b a t e

Vincent Banas (*13)
Round 4B 3:30pm H1
Gov ; 27 Ha t che r - Bu t l e r

Opp: 3 Rubsamen - Skepner
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge's Name:_

P R O P
Team Code #: 3 - ?

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! pts ^ ^
P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

^C(
2r%'

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 rude m inappropriate behavior

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatep support eirguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to ̂thority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

Prop2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

o n t h e )/? /? wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

/ 1 ^ ^ ^

h ' ^ d i p P 2 ^
C c f ^ d > ^ l i ^ a h i / t r v
A f ^ I h . - y ' I , A ^ tpJoT̂  hcî î UhY-oÂ ■ ( C c ^ ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Montgomery Judge 1 (*17)
Round 4A 3:30pm K2
G o v : 5 B a s r a i - H e s t e r

Opp: 23 He - Bartenetti
Varsity Pari! Debate

P R O P
Team Code #: 3

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation: La ii H • S ^

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

G P P
Team Code #: Q»3

pts _3_9 Opp Speaker # 1 H /
pts 5 Opp Speaker #2

>ts Q. ̂

pts ^6

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

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

Judging Criterî
• 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 the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and refer̂ces to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectiŷ  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 aijra effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speâ in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P 3 V A > e / T ^ ( c O

t t • ^ T l -I I i ^ " c y * n - r v I

H C y i ^ j a ^ C j V O M . - f o

TEAM CODE #: S on the pi

Opp 2:
t / .

A h o - J r h o ^ ^ p r ^ C e S S J v V t / n ^

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

V o " f - K d j ^ = J o a ^ ^

/o/ ^winft^dte"?^
(Prop or Opp)



Montgomery Judge 1 (*17)
Round 4B 3:30pm K2
Gov: 6 Reyna - Yang
Opp: 27 Amato - Ringstrom
Varsity Pari! Debate

P R O P
Team Code #: Cp

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: L-O^

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1_

Opp Speaker #2_ .pts2_f|
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 qualify for elimijwtion rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for 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 defers support arguments with

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: P's\:s^or\ ^

C J Z _ a

O p p 1 : — ,
^ l o ' f ' c y P ^

/po f/T+S

VovCri ecvsM, V v - , p o < i s s , < ^ O e ^ c / - - f o — ^ ^ ^ ^ /

Q r v o ^ n > c r K P ' - ^ i r s
' T E A M C O D E # : ^ . i , : ,

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

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

(Prop or Opp)



Ken Schneider (*14)
Round 4A 3;30pm D201
Gov: 15 Baum - Honaryar
Opp: 4 Cramer - Griffin
Varsity Parii Debate

P R O ]
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

C (A Kt (

Ow/ ' l

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker points based on the follô ĝ scale:30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough w qualify for elimination rounds)

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

JudgingyCriteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively me 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 am references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and erfectively 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 ipeak 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, 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 : O p p l :
f ^ e c a t ^ r . 1 , ^ f o * . .^ U o A r ^ ^ C o / v O « ^ C v r ^ ) / 0 0 ^ o i s i i

K - r . '
P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : c - i
c i s j J v e t ^ o ^ H k l r p r ^ y f [ x A

- t u T r f i C ^ c , ^
W l V v j - f " h v , ; ^ .

J \ V ^ " T - v ^ . N f t V A r .

Oppl: Iv-pKwM oK

= / ^ / V P 1 - ^ *
Co/v.4j S i'>̂ /

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
1 7 ^ / 7 O r Vr » V V > ( A r O w T f t o V1 ^ 1 w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . '

(Prop or Opp)

/\̂ f) cU^ Wx'.+rk̂
"1:^* Krot/-Kx>, loot/j c-v- -hj

# ' a



Ken Schneider (*14)
Round 4B 3;30pm D201 ^
Gov; 6 Deng - Qiarf Qv
Opp: 25 Kornfein - Raesfeld
Varsity Pari! Debate

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: ni(CA

Judge's School AfTiliationiation: Uo wf 1
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

pts Ql Opp Speaker #!_
'ptŝ2i Opp Speaker #2_ ["TELp

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

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

Judg ing C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anaĵ e the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : O p p l : ^1 ' V I v w ■ I - r ,

c , ) c r t e ^ ^

P r o p 2 : / .
Cko^r-

U fC, ' -WjA lo»-H o f w.^u>r< :A. +<» 6 ' ' " - ^
f v - < b V - f t l

^ TEAM CODE #; J^J on the f) f wins this debate. O/n) i cd>
(Prop or Opp)

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

O f P K - M t u ^ O W .
fiZof cU.vw.--5-Ka.4 rt^i^ ^A^rtrj "tO

y - c K b o V 4 V v w « c l u ^ l
v \ 0 4 - ^ - V K r f 0 + f x n



Sophia Burshteyn (*3)
Round 4A 3:30pm D204
Gov: 5 Carter - Wyatt
Opp: 26 Picchi - Owyang
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 #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 ̂  pts Opp Speaker #1 0 0*̂  ̂
Prop Speaker #2 tjSXMj"'(Jt pts Opp Speaker #2 3 0

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very 3ood

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify iollelimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved^r 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 tl̂ debaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and refer^ces to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

Opp 1:

a - ^

4 <?yp. po^
TEAM CODE #: "lb on th<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 :

Opp 2:( 'jooi HJL̂  u44xkX- ( CKJ-CtO H ̂
e l - .

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

tijuod cu) (14- IvM



PA R L I D e b a t e

Sophia Burshteyn (*3)
Round 4B 3:30pm D204
Gov: 6 Jia - Jiang
Opp: 27 Ernst - Davis
Varsity Parii Debate

Judge's Name: SoPHUr
Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #: ^ 7
pts Opp Speaker # 1 4"^
p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 ^

^ 0

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination roun̂
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapprdpriate 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 t̂ ic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppm'i arguments with

evidence—̂ which may include facts and references to authorî das well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters î pond 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 wêJie questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organiẑ  communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1:
JP rs O jru A AJLA-

O p p l :

o ^ k ■

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 :

( \ j O

ck jax . ^c i

0 9 Po n t h e ^ ' w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

U U L ( i 1 i / l / ^ ^ — - J -
^ec»^ i / iVuruui -s h pDh<y^ £>4—



Sco1t
Ashok Vijay (*-46)-
Round 4A 3:30pm D203
Gov: 27 Inman - Young
Opp: 6 Hanvey - Moore
Varsity Parii Debate

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

p .s i l
pisH

opp Speaker#!

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 qualifŷ r elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reservecr for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thydebaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and referofices 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 anyeffective 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 respeyiul the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p l : c ] c a ^ ^ r C
ĥyy)6jir̂

6̂? 4 l#£c
f̂ elWd

ho\o- iJ 4 e > / . C , A ,
Prop2:V'/y

ptfKY% ̂
he U J;

POI/K'66 -(J-V.

O p p l : e v l ( j j U c f ^

Opp 2: <'«'f pate/4cf'</<ŷ^
rf ^ -Uk f6l/f06^ J

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or'Opp)
r w i v . . . . / • ! > . s y a c C

T e a - I 4 V v I - - -
- \ i < = ' o c - v h l v ^

- W l y d ^ d a y ^ - i ^ w W W



P A R L I D e b a t e

AsliukVIJay CIO)
Round 4B 3:30pm D203
Gov: 25 Greenberg - Kolling
Opp: 15 Fishlow - Fishlow
Varsity Peril Debate

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

5^0-ff

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 ̂0 )
Prop Speaker #2

Prop Speaker #1

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

3 Q Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : ^ 0 ^ ' /

V ' A o p ?

■

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 : ^ j V ' X ^
" T ( f v w > < ^ b '
V \ c c N . f C \ { o ^ c j f ^ p U i ^ {

o n t h e

V

O p p l : { ' P e d ^
OAecJr pci n ̂  cck'os/'f

J . C M J n ^ i d ( o i - ( ^ c p > ,

Ojp ^Tst) laV 1^ ^ \yc^-f
^ W o J f ' y ' i ,

/ o ^ / C h .€ .
T o i O w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . ^

(Prop or Opp)

'6u/c/ i'C kVo«^<f


