PARLI Debate

Ted Appel (*24)

Round 4B 3:30pm J3 ) . —Tao Cx
Gov: 14 White - Hall Judge’s Name: A,CPI»

\?gf’s:it;ngﬁ{%vgg:téDer Judgc s School Affiliation: SA-—JV\ /LM HS
Team Code #: l 4~ Team Code #: <
Prop Speaker #1 HZ ]\ pts o Opp Speaker #1 DQ/‘ pts B
Prop Speaker #2 v ‘NAQ_ pts > Opp Speaker #2 "‘\Z—I‘(ﬂ W' — /pts -3
R s

e

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Goo
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimip4tion rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for ?i or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria a/
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters andlyze 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,fo 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 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/tfompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: /

/
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TEAM CODE #: \ Q—- on the ()@uﬁ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

ASON FOR DECISION:
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Danica Tanquilut (*11)
Round 4A 3:30pm J2

Gov: 14 Chin - Rosenfeld
Opp: 10 Kaushik - Ebtikar
Varsity Parli Debate

Team Code #:

Ay Zq
Prop Speaker #1 Qo“)%(.&)uf}\ pts INAB*  Opp Speaker #1

Ch~ern

Prop Speaker #2

pts. S Opp Speaker #2 %

Please award each speaker points based on the following scal

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: mo\mm 'WY/\R}Y
Judge’s School Affiliation: j\/)(%

\

Team Code #:

\Co\us\\m/ pts Z0
pts ;2/\0

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = VAry Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quali
<20 = Reservgd for rude or inappropriate behavior

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criterj

for elimination rounds)

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

offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tife debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referénces 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

e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable

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

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

Using the above criteria, please off
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: \L%

compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 1:
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on the S mg wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Mr Olson (*23)

Round 4A 3:30pm J1 Judee’s N : g . OL§
Gov: 14 Wilcox - Sutton udge’s Name )

Opp: 25 Saxena - Duncan 33
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ¢
PROP opP
Team Code #: Q LF Team Code #: 83)5

Prop Speaker #1 ‘( Ut O'J ptsgq Opp Speaker #1 DW AN pts 3 0
Prop Speaker #2 W ( L-LOX ptsQ\q Opp Speaker #2 S’# X q"}ﬂ pts ? X

it SOV R s ey

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

Judging Crlterla
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively t}le debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efﬁc1ently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and'references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and eﬁ’ectxvely 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 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, pleas¢ offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Cathy Pfgui/emg PARLI Debate

Round 4A 3:30pm D206
Gov: 19 Gil - Kaur

Opp: 14 Sutton - Moon
Varsity Parli Debate

PROIi
Team Code #: q Team Code #:

Judge’s Name: (Z{‘H’\ A Aa (A flff (.S
</ J

Prop Speaker #1 K Q. wl_ pts;) 1 Opp Speaker #1

pts &@ M.

Opp Speaker #2

Prop Speaker #2 é‘i l

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify’for elimination rounds)
24-20 = Poor <20 = Resery€d for rude or inappropriate behavior

26-25 = Fair

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the dgbaters 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 rgferences to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effegtively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
Points of Information: How relevanit and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

et &
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Courtesy: How courteous an
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Using the above criteria, pleaSe offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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QL{N\W PARLI Debate S

Nadia Whitmote (*5)
Round 4A 3:30pm D209 y .
Gov: 16 Hsieh - Roy Judge’s Name:
Opp: 14 Yan - Chu

Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation:

fROP OPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: I U

Prop Speaker #1 /‘/5 / 8/) pts 2,#/ Opp Speaker #1 \/ /} (\/ / pts%
Prop Speaker #2 ‘ﬂ 0 ;/ pts % Opp Speaker #2 C /) )/ pts‘%

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale:

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the gébaters 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 and references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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«Q,Q/% \A))\/ @\Mtﬂfﬂm PARLI Deba

Nadia Whltmore (*5)
Round 4B 3:30pm D209 Judee’s Name:
Gov: 15 Stephen - Miskelley udge s Name:
Opp: 14 Lustig - Gerenrot o/ A
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: % ) /8 é Zé [ Z Jé’( v/ v(
PROP OPP |
Team Code #: / 4 Team Code #: / 4

"/

Prop Speaker #1 47/‘/ /7/[ (7% pts ‘2@ Opp Speaker #1 ,/// S7’ Q ptsﬁé
Prop Speaker #2 ﬂf SK‘L&/IM pts Q/q Opp Speaker #2 /ﬂ) LAXAIA 97/ pts ? {é

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

Judging Criteria

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support ar
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respo
by the other side

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters

d the arguments

11 as general knowledge
to the arguments made

re to opponents and judges

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

each debater: /)&CALZO(ZZ/ (9/’ -% v [9”7@ M]é
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Round 4A 3:30pm K3
Gov: 13 Sinha - Herman

Opp: 5 Moser - Murphy
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Afﬁliation:__LQvQA/

: _PR.OP . , . OPP cfl R

Judge’s Name: g y

Team Code #: | r:.) Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 Hﬂ( W\ét\/) pts 50 Opp Speaker #1 MMQ‘) \ pts % D
Prop Speaker #2 g { V‘\/\c\ pts 770 Opp Speaker #2 M° F pts Zg

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 qualfty for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resepved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Crit
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the dg¢baters 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 and reférences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

o Points of Information: How relevant

o Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable

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

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

each debater:
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Round 4B 3:30pm K3
Gov: 21 Masters - Fehring

Opp: 6 Firsov - Kwak
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: l/w)u)—

Judge’s Name:

PROP OPP
Team Code #: L\ Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_{reb ey ney pts 23 Opp Speaker #1__ s\ 3ok
Prop Speaker #2 VV\m,s (}2’ F> pts 7//( Opp Speaker #2 /E‘('Se \/

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 28 = Very Good

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ipappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze tfe topic and the arguments
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 debatgfs respond to the arguments made
by the other side

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

® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organ{zed, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

Using the above criteria, please offer complipdents and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Q Q/CQ\L WIS ATAS PARLI Debate

Cathy-Aguilera {*15) (\ \a %
Round 4A 3:30pm D205 s . )
Gov: 10 Liu - Liu Judge’s Name: NS O (YA Q—S
Opp: 21 Cao - Gunn )
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School AfﬁliatioanW\QS L«) 0\\)0\,\{\
PROP oPP
Team Code #: \'D Team Code #: E \
Prop Speaker #1 \? [0 K pts ('}ﬂ Opp Speaker #1 C,C,\ 8 , pts‘}(\

Prop Speaker #2 L\ ) pts‘e\\a Opp Speaker #2 CTU Y\ﬂ/
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 =Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Ve

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

ptsQ D

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatgrs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently th¢’ debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referefices 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 respgctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

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

Opp 1:
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TEAM CODE #: C\\ on the O%Q wins this debate.
(Prop orOpp)
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QQ w\(%\( ALS PARLI Debate

Cathy-Agtiiera-(*15)
Round 4B 3:30pm D205 Judge’s Name: Q a0 &\( %G\C Nes

Gov: 4 Feinberg - Wolf-Jacobs

Opp: 27 Chu - Fraga
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Afﬁllatlon—SC\W\Q,) LOC\QN\
PROP OPP
Team Code #: L\ Team Code #: &7‘

Prop Speaker #1 ? LY (\bﬂ ¢ ’>\ ptsEG\ Opp Speaker #1 —\:c V\O\G\ pts E%
Prop Speaker #ZN g’ ‘—R&C:J\sgpts E:; Opp Speaker #2 C/\\ VU ptsﬁ

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 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 inappfopriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze thg’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 authgfity as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: \]Q,-QLS'\)Q\\;\ .inﬁwn o %\ \agna

c\»‘t of‘@wasm W &Q\W\ weas WX worlh
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Qwsw\sw
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TEAM CODE #: L\ on the wins this debate.
(Prop or %%p)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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jes S E/L PARLI Debate
M (*21) _
Round 4B 3:30pm D206 Judee’s Name: 6/{_@/
Gov: 5 Viviani - Cunningham udge's Name:
Opp: 8 Su - Her H N {
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: LIk (dflh %dd
: ot %
:E Team Code #: Team Code #:
Ng Prop Speaker #1 CU AMLA o‘ha/ﬂ’\ pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 S() ts 27

7
Prop Speaker #2 \} wian, pts 28 Opp Speaker #2 H Ex_

ptsc) {

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters
offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the depfaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referencey/to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively th€ 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 g organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous and respec

alyze the topic and the arguments

° 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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Vishal Garg (*22)
Round 4A 3:30pm K1

Gov: 5 White - Whitmore
Opp: 27 Malfavon - Hulett
Varsity Parli Debate

AX%JV\MH— )Pogf' C

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: \ QL\C\P C\ﬂ\Y 6,'
Judge s School Affiliation: W\o d‘m \/n Q\'\o\

PROP oPP

pts %O

Team Code #: I~ Team Code #: 2 7

. -
Prop Speaker #1 \-/\9 \/‘A kﬁ. pts Zq 'S Opp Speaker #1 M 0\' ,{99\ /AN 2 O
Prop Speaker #2 \(0 \/\'&W\ 078  pts_/ Q Opp Speaker #2 H A

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scajé:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =X ery Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resepved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Critgria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the g€baters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficient}y the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and rgferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effegtively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points-of Information: How relevagt and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters sgeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and pespectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

offer compliments and/or suggestlons Mmp ent to
L0

each debater:, g . ++{"70 ('_7,(%\ Mol qr&

Prop 1: A S 4 Opp 1: lp §
1 E G g > ‘g
hy |91 | =
70 ) /& é % S
i ) < >
= I |
Prop 2: « As ]S Opp 2: (30) il Y
P2 T : AR R pp 2: ""_—']5 (20 —
[0 Lt 4/<
ol c
e é J S
A [
TEAM CODE #: 2.7 on the D f f wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

Ex\“famd/») we l 6{&S&v&g;l oﬁe%t?& N 0\
H/\ \9(03 v Y US
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Lell on the QQ



PARLI Debate

Vishal Garg (*22) K ”
Round 4B 3:30pm K1 s .

Gov: 27 Shimizu - McDowell nudgesName___\J) 1 SHAL Vir 4
Opp: 3 Booth - Pracar

Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Mo Ja \} rS fa .

Team Code #: Z 7 Team Code #: X
Prop Speaker #1 Mr Dg \A?QK \ pts 2 O Opp Speaker #1;50 0O H\ pts 2»
Prop Speaker #2 g‘a ‘] WAL ;5 A pts ﬁg )  Opp Speaker #2 f{a La\[ pts O

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

h deb :
each debater @ @ @E’_} 24 Lq
Prop 1] A S \7 Opp 1: [ S
T E s
AL —
A 5 < |
A CANS LS S s IS

Prop : /4 7__{ ~ Opp 2: '
(o]
T — ) hae>
IR pJ\ {
Qs _ﬁ_i —=
C ] d ~
TEAM CODE #: 27 on the 6 {9 E wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

i

REASON FOR DECISION:

E"M&\\QJ )foﬁ gre,sﬁvxi\“wa \‘f }on\ Q'?o(g)/
Fso@ LIS V\/\&fd\\\/@&ly O WQ/ Q\))CXMUQ,



Karina Giang (*8)

Round 4A 3:30pm K4

Gov: 21 Katewa - Colenbrander
Opp: 14 Shin - Shevelev

Varsity Parli Debate

PROP |

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name:

/
Judge s School Affi l1at10n

Ko kmip 4145

D V+f~3

OPP
Team Code #: 2| Team Cod;ﬂ( ( 4
Prop Speaker #1 éa fe hﬁrm(w pts )J Opp Speaker #1 / SHZVELES pts )'3
Prop Speaker #2 Kwﬁ WA pts )ﬁ Opp Speakgr #2 H / Nf pts )’?

Please award each speaker pomts based on the fo owing scale
30 = Perfect 29 = OQutst

ing

4 Rk Ak e S =

28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enotigh to qualify for elimination rounds)
<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Jud;mg 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 and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
e Points of Information: How re{l
e Delivery: How well the debat

and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous

evant and effective were the questions and the answers
s speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

d respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:
Mo/( ,_f PL
lj (o,/

A setonil J/
2 Lol
»Zlb 5&4_7"14

oy
o PRy /P

A gl Adotl
Prop 2: 6004()’

7Mur§« /%f°

PDZMJ/
ol e

Prop 1:

Opp 1:

WZL’(
TEAM CODE #: £

(Propor
REASON FOR DECISION: ﬂ / / nn bt cacmr

flaa/ M“” aN(
J/ye,&c/l M/p%@/ f/&ﬁ”?

Irgirar crirad .

on the o 2 wins this debate.
1 ; ‘épp) )



PARLI Debate
Karina Giang (*8)

Round 4B 3:30pm K4
Gov: 10 Ganguli - Sanghvi

Judge’s Name: KAK/A//)' 4/%\/4

Opp: 13 Cummings - Adriano
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: D l/ #‘g
PROP OPP -
Team Code #: [O Team Code #: / 3

Prop Speaker #1 A‘ML«A ‘ pts ﬂ; Opp Speaker #1 &JW? 4 - pts )8
Prop Speaker #2 _(_[4,,\ £ L{/ / pts )/ﬁ Opp Speaker #2 A‘h drions pts)f

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

e 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

/
s
7

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

Prop 1: /7«&*16 U&"/’é “’”ﬂ/ Opp 1: 6‘040( Muo’ "/"[ W‘M .
tolemce . J,’(rrj Pd M‘_/( L jr»u-/’(', clnsa
ok speccd Aol

Prop 2: d/ja,/«,fj:,{ and j'”‘( Opp2: /g ipet 4 :ﬂf//\ﬂé»\—«'—(
J‘7 ~ ,7//901_ 274 / <.

TEAM CODE #: /0 on the [> 2 32 wins this debate.
(Prop orOpp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
/)nyﬂ J/(,o‘x//g J_/()’y7ﬂ %/M d

/)g[ ) 4t o 0\/)’“/’(_ led / &7‘7 M 7/




Ted Appel (*24)

Round 4A 3:30pm J3

Gov: 8 Bardalai - Rangwala
Opp: 6 Gong - Li

Varsity Parli Debate

PROP |
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 BA-R DA CAL pts K

Prop Speaker #2 (ZJ'\N OWALA  pts 22

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: “Ten AP{’E-L
Judge’s School Affiliation: SA"’CGAJ‘A H_S
7

7
/

e e A A Ak £ 6 NP RS I . - ,/’ e RS b
OPP //l
Team Code #: 6
Opp Speaker#1___ {1 / pts =34
Opp Speaker #2 é ONG pts >

R 1 Bt S S S

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

/
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the depaters 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 refefences 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
o Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: %,\g
/} € e~ C %4’)‘3

G)FQSV\:\‘L‘(%’\ .

Prop 2: mf(lg\i’
7‘\2 hef o L«c{ f)'))V\'?'S.

I\\(ﬁ

TEAM CODE #: A on the

Opp 1: E}«c((ﬁvt" 9., . { '\Av‘oz:}lf\‘}‘
o e~ S,/PL,%:\J(:
u/\ﬂo/g 3 us PV\A&J"

Opp2 o 8\4444_:,_»% VVJ“{'{N -
—ell en —xec"- '+th\/\ Howan \'\""-o

W"\*’S et /‘CWP?—'J?J A e

__OP€  wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Danica Tanquilut (*11) m _QF
Round 4B 3:30pm J2 > . ows o lue
Gov: 27 Skarr - Escarcega Judge’s Name: La

Opp: 6 Visht - Koshkin -
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: J \-/HS
PROP. OPP
Team Code #: 2—/\ Team Code #: w
Prop Speaker #1 Eoear U{‘I\O\ pts 5O  Opp Speaker #1 \(T s~k pts 7}4

Prop Speaker #2 SWY pts 29 Opp Speaker #2 \/\-OS\—\J\NY‘ pts 2o
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 elimingtion rounds)

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

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the dgebaters 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 speak in an ofganized, 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 copipliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Prop 1: Opp 1: .
Prop 2: Opp 2: ©<

TEAM CODE #: L) on the MWins this debate.
REASON FOR DECISION( V) of dz,@ézlxmg )owe/ Loxc
(2 OPP Lot Pl © N\~ LCondhad O %{'M%
@nmmovy% t\\ujoJL %Mcj*cw\-:&m
&) 0LE oldors For o podin 19 CARLNS Y 1 59
SOWRS Lor PLoRle UMD e alineadd g e US




VS

PARLI Debate

Mr Olson (*23) :
Round 48 3:30pm J1 Judge’s Name: . Dlg 2

Gov: 27 Galli - Girimonte

Opp: 5 DeWitt - Kelley
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: 23

<X

PR%’ OIE&,-
Team Code #: /] Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 &ﬁ Ll—l pts )‘g Opp Speaker #1 /D‘} \—\j l47 pts QQ
Prop Speaker #2 QK I Méﬂ\) (Lpts _&_ Opp Speaker #2 KIZLL"( S/ pts %

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:

ents and/or suggestions for improvement to

o) Wetls

2o PuCT OV o frSuaZED QusSD

Opp 1~ bW 0% s uo proT e 5C i,
AT PoWTS MpOE, VeRY €D ’P&si_rm@,

Lecppep CosTS WaLL, =
b0t (et A phole INT Hone o

Prop 1: - Gopp Inrdeiuction) ¢ Soueos
PSwRg @uasTions V ey wm;gwo 3
CONALT ¢ FResWPTiof) . &<op VS TP I N |

(00P [aBurpe To offS, INTS, COP

«@7 MeBram & Huge~o0 Ve
Clapt PRONG .

Tasruidss -
- e AT .~ TotpfRTeA. NELTUEIY, G4) SPARH T, by D TETE
é:;’rgppz';sj ,ﬁ”n"ﬁ;m. BRosaf pree- Y (‘))’;)"I’)f;; &m wek . SHenTis RAF(1aD: PR Siouin It HVE

. han QND
“To Dreeussions PHTE V’(EY@{{KQWWU % ®uasovs |

TEAM CODE #: on the Oi’f wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

(% 0oL W e, ~Scuters Pusiip oneuyr. Tufly oo Tpic 4 Dasnre, BFP Rorsss

VAMMZag cogrs. 6F FROGRAM. HIReD Bote 72gms X l/:ﬁ? QosLveTEL



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

PROP

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: Yb"'\ﬂ. Warclon V -

Judge’s School Affiliation: (W) /\A[ﬁ)/

- opp

Team Code #: ’sS Team Code #: 4
Prop Speaker #1 Z l«\o J pts 7«6 Opp Speaker #1 /M 2C(- &’ ’ A pts 2‘7
Prop Speaker #2 6 ing A// A ptszq Opp Speaker #2 ‘},u ptsls

)

Please award each spe

aker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Ve

Good

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively
offered during the debate

<20 = Reserve

or rude or inappropriate behavior

the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

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

Argumentation: How directly and effect}
by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant/and

and easily understandable

each debater:

ely the debaters respond to the arguments made

effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

; "ol
. | Cethag od 2 Woy OFF Con Win
pollj,.l.lfruj Opp/k {;«f’ﬂ%ﬂb g g% et \/'\+ Lote) Gat
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Made Mary o it Geeat Dot @od = Loy Toen 4 M deccart
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W %"J‘h W M?\ he led/ L .
'P%%m‘ Taling (%Zq o f%@@w*"} o jed
TEAM CODE #: FAZ on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Wendy Young (*27) )/ M /

Round 4B 3:30pm D202 , .

Gov: 10 Gao - Pareek Judge’s Name: / 0219, 7dy lon

Opp: 16 Herman - Sweeney /

Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:__ (/i A/

PROP 0] 4 g

Team Code #: 10 Team Code #__ /&
Prop Speaker #1 {F al "-CL pts 7"8 5 Opp Speaker #1 g/e?n v/ pts 23
Prop Speaker #2 éa [9) pts Z /’ Opp Speaker #2 Hf/ Ma pts Z&.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 inappropriat:

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arg
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as wgll as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respopd to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, comimunicative 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 compliments
each debater:

d/or suggestions for improvement to

P : ‘n of _ 60¢9/ (O'/'\"/ n/\&//
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TEAM CODE #: / é on the OP / wins this debate. 7/
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Bonnie Hayne (*25)

Round 4A 3:30pm D208 , _ . A%V _
Gov: 15 Fogarty - Pister Judge’s Name: 6 OfH1E e

Opp: 8 Sawhney - Giang

Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation; 220 JFCAGN
PR/OP oPP
Team Code #: |8 Team Code #: e
Prop Speaker #1 LQT@L pts 3 0 Opp Speaker #1 /21 AW pts 9’7

Prop Speaker #2 W pts ,,Z? Opp Speaker #Z_W / ptsﬁ »5

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

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters andlyze 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 tg authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effecfive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an ¢fganized, 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: P s’ s
Clon gy 0T
meuﬁ A grat”
szmvflz/m/&w

Prop ZC/%@’/"%’? W,,ﬂ Opp2: S/ NIHET

(. el
£ froty “e

TEAM CODE #: l g on the / wins this debate.
(Propor Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

prlgsd. T 4L ok




PARLI Debate

Bonnie Hayne (*25) B H
Round 4B 3:30pm D208 Judge’s Name: Soyvic Y4
Gov: 27 Rosenthal - Dondero Hdge s Name oy anZ
Opp: 6 Boozarpour - Li

Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:

PROP 10)d 4
Team Code #: vj ’7 Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 O{ I KD pts .729 5 Opp Speaker #1 L'I: ptsn’)?

Prop Speaker #ZAL{MM é 2 ‘7 Opp Speaker #2 A ,»//MM pts

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 gdunds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ipAppropriate 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 sypport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authgdrity as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatgfs respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective yere the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organfzed, 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: 00/1/10@(0
bk oty # bl

SRy Sy

Prop 2: (x@ﬁﬁlfﬁ‘/ﬁz/

opp1: LI~
pp/?wvi Gon g}. /7’%’0»% W M

ro@%ﬁ-»m el 4 fM%@;fﬁW‘/

TEAM CODE #: ;2 7

REASON FOR D.EC]SION ) thWins s debate
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NADEEIR ALAM PARLI Debate
Sam-Robherson-(*19)
Round 4A 3:30pm D207 Judge’s Name: WNADEEN ALA

Gov: 14 Krause - Hwong
Opp: 15 Kapoor - Berger

Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: '\D \NoL= vV MLy
PROP OPP
Team Code #: \ A Team Code #: | 5 /
Prop Speaker #1__ ¥ e Au&= pts. 29 Opp Speaker #1 KA Poor— pts_ga‘s

Prop Speaker #2___JwONG pts 24 Opp Speaker #2 bENLG pts 2>

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fof rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debater 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 referenges to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak if 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 offef compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Prop1: Rice Podlae / Ylecerlalii [ Opp 11 W) . Yoi\'(k/ AN

A’Y‘lsweﬂ\ Uald dov WA )CQ\\L%QN\' W“b 4N INYN

Prop 2: N‘\C,Q ?Df‘"—/ p(w Opp 2: E noY T‘c
Wiee Yrecored

TEAM CODE #: \ 4" on the Pf (24 ? wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

hAdessed Ve \SEe s , har hzw\\'g\m

REASON FOR DECISION:
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oo \rzrub c0004



N ADEEM AA PARLI Debate

SamRoberson (*19)
Round 4B 3:30pm D207

Gov: 15 Aguilera - Zhou
Opp: 8 Vadrevu - Nanda

Judge’s Name:_ N AdEEw  ALAMN

Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation; PP INOLE VAL ey
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: \ S Team Code #: <
Prop Speaker #1 A‘qd u.'\\e( N pts 24 Opp Speaker #1 \/ ad  CAVIV) pts 28

Prop Speaker #2 2o pts 2y Opp Speaker #2 [\ a\v\Aﬁ\ ptsz'g"

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropridte behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topig/and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support grguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority ag'well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, gommunicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaterg were to opponents and judges

Prop2: foe\l gpokew OPP2:  \yco \Wegcui\'o.ﬁ'v“

TEAM CODE #: 1S ' on the (% wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

AN gpel well Tean 15 ppue abetier fyresertalin



PARLI Debate

Joel Jacobs (*4)

Round 4A 3:30pm L1 Q) 6
Gov: 8 Mehta - Alvarez Judge’s Name: CIC’O

Opp: 14 Dahan - Williams-Baron

Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: @ef'k /
'PROP 8/ opP
Team Code #: Team Code #: / 4‘

Prop Speaker #1 {v\d&\ pts 2“] Opp Speaker #1 WMS/ gﬁ" n p 85
Prop Speaker #2 N\IA('Q]Z/ pts Z ‘7 Opp Speaker #2 «Dq L\ 4n pts _ﬁ

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale

oW 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Gog
¥ 27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimdnation rounds) 3
N §\ §26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for de or inappropriate behav1or =
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I \; ® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters affalyze the topic and the arguments ~ = -
&2 £ offered during the debate W ¢
% Q: & ® Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with S §
> § § evidence—which may include facts and referencesAo authority as well as general knowledge D )
é < é e Argumentation: How directly and effectively th¢ debaters respond to the arguments made = é\x
3 < by the other side —= \_E
S 3N R
“w & k o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers § j)
N ?g e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant 3
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PARLI Debate

Joel Jacobs (*4) \) é
Round 4B 3:30pm L1 > . <
Gov: 23 Fulop - Bennett Judge’s Name: GCo
Opp: 15 Banisadr - Weiner & k /
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: \/
PROP orp
Team Code #: Z —% Team Code #: \ / é

Prop Speaker #1 l&mig E pts 25 Opp Speaker #1 Bﬂf\b‘?)[ / ptsz ‘;3,5

Prop Speaker #2 "\?/!0[ pts ZG Opp Speaker #2 WM% pts _255

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 fgr elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reservedfor rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatefs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenges to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively/the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and gifective 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 respectffl the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: L on the_ ( %g wins this debate. mu,fﬂ;‘)m 3‘* @
(Prop grjOpp) 5(511(
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PARLI Debate
Ms Duong (*3)

Round 4 3:30pm L2 (single flight) Judge’s Name: V) nﬁ)hﬂa 7“0 n 4

Gov: 14 Cohen-Simayof - Drake

Opp: 11 Barnes - Gille M W H
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation:

PROP OPP
Team Code #: / 17[ Team Code #: / /

Prop Speaker #1 D I m pts 0? 7 Opp Speaker #1 164596—" é///( ts A9
Prop Speaker #2 fl)h ¢ 5’ IMA/% pts 0'27 Opp Speaker #2 % B@fﬂg pts 2£

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 fof elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserveg/tor rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criterj
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the dePaters 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 effg€tively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: Opp 1: .

Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #: / / on the pgﬁ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

Tonrr was wel! orgassect W JEAs gnot L Arr s sead, P
Feaenrcot. POt hy pornt //&7 &/M/,



PARLI Debate
James Nerny (*6)

Round 4A 3:30pm H2 , ) \ A.,V\\ ==
Gov: 8 Yu - Makineni Judge’s Name: ’Cﬂ ﬂ/&Y

Opp: 21 Mubarack - Troup
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: C’*Mpo %‘4@

PR% OPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: 7—\

Prop Speaker #1 \{\) pts 30 Opp Speaker #1 \) ts 2—7'
Prop Speaker #2 N\ﬂ’% A/ 6(\/ L pts‘/@ Opp Speaker #2‘/@0\}‘0 ptsl?

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very (Food
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 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 referen€es 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 an¢/effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Prop 1: Opp 1:

Prop 2:

Opp 2:

TEAM CODV/: i ; on the { kop _ ™Y wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
- ATV ﬁ.:—e/uao*u—

R froes

R DECISION



PARLI Debate
James Nerny (*6)

Round 4B 3:30pm H2 » .
Gov: 24 Hansen - Beatie Judge’s Name'm—hmﬁ%
Opp: 3 Holt - Mizin

Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Afﬁliation(jﬂ{t)k_ { MOD

R R e

Team Code #: % Team Code #: ng
Prop Speaker #1 L‘W‘ﬂi\/ SQ‘\/ th—7 Opp Speaker #1 X%H‘O (J;;EC(
Prop Speaker #2 m = ptsz'/) Opp Speaker #2 m V ] /\/ p

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 eliminationounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or Mappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatepé support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to duthority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the g€baters 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 aryorganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

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

Prop 1: Opp 1:

< R SR _PFETVELY
ReExPwvieDd T

A GUMS— e THE
ol “il0=""

Op’Z! ool AA e bEJ—
= P %t-;[-ks
on the _Q_@_wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Vincent Banas (*13)

Round 4A 3:30pm H1 , Vincont
Gov: 3 Stamm-Kirk - Burshteyn fudge’s Name \/I A [Sa ne S
Opp: 21 Cheng - Shifs
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ' 3
PROP 0)dy /
Team Code #: 3 Team Code #: ]
Prop Speaker #1_[3 ursh teyn pts 2 9 Opp Speaker #1__ S ) Is s Q_Cf’
Prop Speaker #2 STZL/\AY'«— Kirlk pts 8‘3 Opp Speaker #2 C “ e V\g pts 33

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters a
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debafers support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references

e or inappropriate behavior

lyze the topic and the arguments

authority as well as general knowledge

o Argumentation: How directly and effectively the¢/debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effgctive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful/the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

A crrt: . ns
Prop 1: é_-_agoi:vz_@ gcr S » Opp 1: qfé;?:f) (ons*:%! : % (% §
s (|acn M(o | Cood C cbsem)‘uf’*fv
ab—fe,, /YD A « o= w'f—“' (a%
phllods prise e
N (\Dv’IM > NEQ«LA—J vt C
. Ceoned b v &P o
Prop2: __ 77" SO OppZi = & @,JJ “gﬁ-ﬂ—a]:é/\
e B (scte - 9""*‘1& Qots‘J
h_/f/}cm d?huglf?f‘o cod cond ) oA delie f?
- é“,b,A odbce szwg Mg (c~2 — ? hawe

A —
TEAM CODE# 3 on the )Q(og wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: :
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PARLI Debate

Vincent Banas (*13)

Round 48 3:30pm H1 Judge’ : \/ ) '
Gov: 27 Hatcher - Butler udge’s Name : CQd //50. =

Opp: 3 Rubsamen - Skepner

Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ( 2
PROP oPP
Team Code #: 9‘ :IZ Team Code #: 3 A
Prop Speaker #1 Butlec pts a % Opp Speaker #1 Rubsame "\ pts' C/

Prop Speaker #2 H—a)f chor pts 9\2 Opp Speaker #2 Sk onin. 45 9\3

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyZe the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaterg support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to gathority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the dgbaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effectife 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 th¢ debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer com
each debater:

iments and/or suggestions for improvement to

9"3“‘0’ - od Con ’990/”?“/-6/'
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~ G s gz cgaenst b
TEAM CODE #; 3 onthe_ g wins this debate,  2eed > -
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: oroe~ Tre Plon
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PARLI Debate
Montgomery Judge 1 (*17)

Round 4A 3:30pm K2 Judge’s Name: C«qu/mm S)xh qS "nj

Gov: 5 Basrai - Hester
Opp: 23 He - Bartenetti

Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: Lo e ([ /'1 S .
PROP OPP /
Team Code #:_ 5 Team Code #: &3
Prop Speaker #1 Ba\g{‘ q,\ pts &) q Opp Speaker #1 /'ll e pts Q 8

Prop Speaker #2 Hf S‘FQ—[ pts . 5 Opp Speaker #2 &«/’(é/} A pts 28

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 fof elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reservedor rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debagrs 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 referghces 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
e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respéctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop I: Qv e Opp 1: Skk acanst
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TEAM CODE #: 5 onthe PR Of __ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

M Sy~ M-ayla

REASON FOR DECISION:



PARLI Debate

Montgomery Judge 1 (*17)
Round 48 3:30pm K2 ) . A A c(
Gov: 6 Reyna - Yang Judge’s Name: )

Opp: 27 Amato - Ringstrom

Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: (_-Ol«)@( ( H N
PROP OPP
Team Code #: Team Code #:. Q"+ yd

pts 2% Opp Speaker #1 Aron o
pts 2(

Prop Speaker #1 Re,aq N 2\
|

Prop Speaker #2 u an ¢ Opp Speaker #2 R ) fl-<) 5"’ o

ptsz_cﬂ

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters a

offered during the debate

<20 = Reserved for

e or inappropriate behavior

lyze the topic and the arguments

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively

by the other side

debaters respond to the arguments made

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

o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in

and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respect

organized, communicative style that is pleasant

the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:

Prop 1: pﬁsﬁa\ Df\a‘-@’e ;) Ste ecre,
Oovdet & %zs—h.w/\nj )S}—von St (e
Kot o e of redevanca.

’?%’d Lo Gl oD eyt 347%-50»2 poict
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&'o‘f’ o*p » {ant Poﬂ‘«'ﬁ'ﬁ é
éJ{‘JQJ %M/CDG(O»HS Stroncl
¢ Yo mﬁap)an Aever f
m@&ﬂé/tﬂ
OPP 2, i\ csve st\ le. relax< c(
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wins thls debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:



PARLI Debate
Ken Schneider (*14)

Round 4A 330pm D201 Judge’s Name: \Z{ — gc (/\ V\{?Jer

Gov: 15 Baum - Honaryar

i
Opp: 4 Cramer - Griffin /K/O I
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: \r\/f (
PR(?’, o)
Team Code #: "' Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 HQ T\q_r\) br ptsl(i Opp Speaker #1 C\’/ m e pts 29
Prop Speaker #2 @ﬁ VALY ptslq_ Opp Speaker #2 / C’Y\ ‘P‘{\:_ ptsz?

Please award each speaker points based on the followjag scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding/ 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough § 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 references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
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, pleas¢ offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Prop 1: Trowled lar

Gnd  WThoras er’a,{td‘. So
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gt~ ok o Xho weeslefio. Nwd & bz,

Prop 2: \/‘(?.»-) ) € LIA I Opp 2: Gl (QML‘L“P{. ) &:wJ X
O(C)JMQF+\C)OJJ rihtzt 5d Rfp oK her Groumlet prosec2A Jed Cataal

o PO\, ~wiad ne Trr I\:.lG\I'\k pwmak “U\Hi\Qrs u(‘m)fl, 0(6-/%9;“ and [0
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Ken Schneider (*14)
Round 4B 3:30pm D201

PARLI Debate
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Gov: 6 Deng - Qiart eveb= QU A Judge’s Name:
Opp: 25 Kornfein - Raesfeld l/o (;
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Vv ‘ l
N
Team Code #: Team Code #: %
Prop Speaker #1 DENL pts zg Opp Speaker #1 )é\) S pts 2@

Prop Speaker #2 /V\ \/\/ 6‘ @J A/\Ipts (,2.,61 Opp Speaker #2 W'FEW ﬁ&'

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminati6n rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude 4r inappropriate behavior

Using the above criteria, please offer
each debater:

Prop 1: Prvvﬂb} Comptlling

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ana)gyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatgrs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references t¢/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 effeftive were the questions and the answers

Delivery: How well the debaters speak in aryorganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous and respectfu)/the debaters were to opponents and judges

mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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PARLI Debate
Sophia Burshteyn (*3)

Round 4A 3:30pm D204 Judge’s Name: 5\9 V) HIA' & L{‘R gH r& VI\/

Gov: 5 Carter - Wyatt
Opp: 26 Picchi - Owyang
Varsity Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation; &El\) [ &ﬁ

N PROP - OPP_
Team Code #: 5- Team Code #: Z ép

Prop Speaker #1 W %0% pts L(? Opp Speaker #1 OU-/ L{ W/ pts ?— O(
Prop Speaker #2 W pts qu Opp Speaker #2 pl CC% pts 3 O

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

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debagérs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently th¢ debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referefices 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 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 respgttful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offér compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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PARLI Debate
Sophia Burshteyn (*3)

Round 4B .3:30plrn D204 Judge’s Name:§ OPI‘/M é D{‘Rg H /~£ (//"L/

Gov: 6 Jia - Jiang

Opp: 27 Ernst - Davis ~- g )
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: &EN 4 L /
PROP OPP
Team Code #: @ Team Code #: @7
€«
Prop Speaker #1 ) | O pts /570 Opp Speaker #1 E"'Lﬁ ¢ “' pts 47 2
Prop Speaker #2 l j QM:O) pts (2)0 Opp Speaker #2 @01/(] ( % pts %O

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the t
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppoyt arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority’as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters yéspond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective werg 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 deb

ic and the arguments

rs were to opponents and judges

each debater:
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PARLI Debate

5 cotr 6“15’}
Ashok-Vijay-(246)—
Round 4A 3:30pm D203 Judge’s Name: éc 0 7‘-/— Gasf-/
Gov: 27 Inman - Young
Opp: 6 Hanvey - Mocore /
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: LO w )/
PROP 0)4 4 /
Team Code #: 2.7 Team Code #: o
Prop Speaker #1 ]:V\MQV\ pts ZO' Opp Speaker #1 H l avv (‘/ pts %0
Prop Speaker #2 \{04 V\j pts LC( Opp Speaker #2 l\'\ o/ pts Z’CI
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Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vesy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently th¢/debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referefices 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 an¢/effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

Propl;(l(’a/) (c»\MM"/(vi e € Opp 1: V(r7 (/(od// jr(a‘/ e'vld,@\(f/ reffv/(hffd

h paske

pwm/—s’ J"”S b 40 . q»yvme&’l)
Z/yﬂ!f‘?‘m ﬂc)ﬂ weued /,H!f,}sk Ao ;aufc /e /},

Prop 2: Ve M” ent™ 1—”"0"71" Opp 2: reat }Qaff/ch@//d(«/// /eﬂLf G;jtoo/

o euch pc,w'}'J[ wesal cod <b
i 00 [P Bom ok Aeam I

LA Atdnt

TEAM CODE #: @ 27 onhe Pfep wins this debate.
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Seolr Guot PARLI Debate

Ashok Vijay (*10)—
Round 4B 3:30pm D203 , . &
Gov: 25 Greenberg - Kolling Judge’s Name: 5 OH Gm‘gf
Opp: 15 Fishlow - Fishlow Z/ }
Varsity Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: aw¢ l
PRO OoPP
Team Code #: % Team Code #: '6

Prop Speaker #1 Z‘O ) )"_‘/‘7 pts 60 Opp Speaker #1 ‘F(f "\,b""’ O pts %
Prop Speaker #2 &/) veenb (’? pts 3 0 Opp Speaker #2 @(j”\ ) 6w H 45 2’?

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

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

ze the topic and the arguments

e debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer cofnpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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(Prop or Opp)
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