PARLI Debate

Byrne, William (*20) g
Ro!nd 1A 9:00am Roorg 426 o Judge’s Name:M/ / ? 4’7/ ,9 /7 e

Gov: 3 Burgmann - McCann-Phillips

Opp: 7 Giang - Shen p
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliatigr’ | f})dlfff K@l[ﬂ/‘/
PROP OoPP ?
Team Code # 3 Team Code #;

Prop Speaker #1 MCG’W- f A/[bpf‘ pts 2 6 Opp Speaker #1_A 1 a—ﬂq ptsZ/L(-
Prop Speaker #2 B Clgrm@n/l pts 2'6 Opp Spealc/gz j }18 N pts 2—6

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstagding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good endugh to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor 0 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and/efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include fats and references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteoys and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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Byrne, William (*20)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 426
Gov: 24 Fulop - Bennett
Opp: 22 Masters - Fehring
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: I/\/GM/C@M

Judge’s School Affiliation: .p fﬂﬂ e VQ& lej

PROP
Team Code #: 24

OPP
Team Code #: Z.Z

Prop Speaker #1_ 867119'{7!( ptsz'g opp Speaker#1__ /a5 1€rs 6
Prop Speaker #2 ELL 0;9 pts 30 Opp Speaker #2 F [ I'U' /”‘/G — ptsZ?

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rugé€ 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 debatgrs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references tg/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 effecfive 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 thé debaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate

Bulger, Cindy (*24)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 407 , .
Gov: 7 Zhang - Yang Judge’s Name:_(! N d\{ pul gt

Opp: 17 Chou - Kim %
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: 5/ Kamon Vd"a{ He
PROP 0) 4 '4
Team Code #: ’-l Team Code #: l"
Prop Speaker #1 \" n 3 pts 74@ Opp Speaker #1 pts 27

Prop Speaker #2 M pts bﬁ Opp Speaker #2 //é« ! pts%
J

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding /28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough t6 qualify for elimination rounds)

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficjéntly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts apd references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and e¢ffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relefant 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
US avt - require
Using the above criteria, please 0ffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Prop1: - Opp 1:

Prop 2: Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #: 7 on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Bulger, Cindy (*24)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 407 s . \
Gov: § Visht - Koshkin Judge’s Name: &ﬂ A‘.’ BL{ Vﬁ”

Opp: 11 Sadana - Wagh

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: SgG. Qﬁlum \/a U«(\{ H<
PROP oPP
Team Code #: 5 Team Code #: L]
Visnt
Prop Speaker # pts 201 Opp Speaker #1 SMM\ A pts%
Prop Speaker #2 W KU’DNO/}“ 20 Opp Speaker #2__ (W& & N pts 25

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 inappfopriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the y6pic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatérs were to opponents and judges
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Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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U S 9".‘)\) LD WQU‘ Ly Crrezt NPQARLI Debate

Cabasino, Mark (*13)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 425
Gov: 5 Reyna - Yang

Opp: 26 Arroyo - Stephens
Parliamentary Debate/JV

L NOTE N ELECTiou

Judge’s Name: ﬂ/)' L C//
Judge’s School Affiliation: //( g

PROP
Team Code #: @
SN—

Prop Speaker #1 Qé Y /\)A
Prop Speaker #2 \1 AN (J/

pts 21
ps 21

Opp Speaker #1 STZé’? eN S

Team Code #: O}%{CZ é \>

pts 27
Opp Speaker #2/% Q.LO \fo pts 27

Please award each speaker points based on the followitg scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding

28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough t¢/qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

offered during the debate

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively

debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

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

by the other side

and easily understandable

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

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

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

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

each debater:
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PARLI Debate
Cabasino, Mark (*13) /\4 L(_
Round 1B 9:00am Room 425 Judge’s Name: /
Gov: 20 Rahman - Zhou
Opp: 7 Su - Her (7 )
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP O OPP ( )
Team Code #: ZO Team Code #: 7 /
Prop Speaker #1 7 Wod) pts, 27 Opp Speaker #1 9 > pt 7
Prop Speaker #2 (12/'\ HMA/\/ pts Z‘( Opp Speaker #2 H 6@ — pts Z/Q

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatery support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to aythority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective/were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgapized, 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 complinyents and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Srodd oy PARLI Debate
Keshav, Sineesh (*23)

. 7
o 13 o0 P 1 nigesvame_Simveesu  Kesuay
Opp: 14 Guan - Schmidt
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: =S an KAM‘N A&—A—OF iy
DiAp Lo v STA)
PROP orP
Team Code #: / 5 Team Code #: ’[ ;-./

Prop Speaker #1 An( hel Sinha pts 2+ Opp Speaker #1 Gr) (aN ,pts/ 28
Prop Speaker #2 éza\ re H+ Alveida pts 27t Opp Speaker #2 Schm -c‘_/ pts 2¢
/L

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

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ghalyze 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 referencesAo authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively thé debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and efféctive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in af organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfyl the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer
each debater:
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G 3 PARLI Debate

Keshav, Sineesh (*23)

Q
Round 1B 9:00am Room 424 > . 2 INeEES M kss AV
Gov: 24 Corbett - Somerday Judge’s Name: €

Opp: 14 Eng - Morgenstein

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 2 4 Team Code #: \ Ll-
Prop Speaker #1 Cor bg l"{‘ pts &8’ Opp Speaker #1 Mm-je,nchi I _pts C@ & ‘7
Prop Speaker #2 Somecd - pts_ Ol 9~ Opp Speaker #2 Er\j pts 00 T

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 inapproprjdte 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 well as general knowledge

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters wefe to opponents and judges
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Chin, Liru (*14) i |
Round 1A 9:00am Room 406 Judge’s Name: | _A (V) C’,,l\ e
Gov: 22 Baetkey - Blanchard
Opp: 5 Cuddihy - Goldblatt
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: L,D\A)b&y
PROP orr_  /
Team Code #: 272 Team Code #: >
Prop Speaker #1 _@\AW (A pts Z/, Opp Speaker #1 //J o\d v \@./C\' pts 2 /‘
Prop Speaker #2 %CRL“' \C,Q \_/\) pts. 2] Opp Speaker #2 (‘ c')(cj \ A pts 2’7

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 debatérs 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 refereices 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 speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: 2 on the P_/‘-"’ 2 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Chin, Liru (*14)

Round 18 9:00am Room 406
Gov: 27 Ramirez - Castenada
Opp: 24 Bodisco - Ransweiler
Parliamentary Debate/JV

t
Judge’s Name: L/Y O &L\ vy

Judge’s School Affiliation: Lo we i A\

PROP

orp
Team Code #: Team Code #: 2- é‘}'

Prop Speaker alal('l gt va e pis 2 7 Opp Speaker #1 <{5 oA Scv

Opp Speaker #2 "’Q,a_vn SWe

7/
4%
ptsl(o

Prop Speaker #2 %VV\ e ¢ pts %

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for ryde 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 debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references tg authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful ghe debaters were to opponents and judges
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Skarr, Teresa (*27)

o
Round 1A 9:00am Room 409 , ‘ % _
Gov: 7 Tripathi - Wong Judge’s Name: L&W lr
Opp: 14 Wu - Ying :
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: W'Wﬂf\ HS
4

PROP

OPP

Team Code #: ?‘ Team Code #: I "{ /
Prop Speaker # I\T_(\lrpm/\ pt&} Opp Speaker #1 !W VLQ({ /ptsg-g
Prop Speaker #2 lM O,(,{_,@/\‘/ pt59\5 Opp Speaker #2 &} W // 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 €limination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fgr rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatep$ 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 >~ g
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively/the debaters respond to the arguments made Qé% QE

by the other side <
e Points of Information: How relevant and £ffective were the questions and the answers &
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak iff an organized, communicative style that is pleasant £ {
and easily understandable g Sy
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges Ql %

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

Prop 1: Q1

b Ro Wi
o Wk o oot ra
' ok ! N cadl s Mc?ﬂhw/ N

¢ M on thens this debate. M M—(‘OM(FC Ww‘
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/f«n W»mav\www(, e NE 90{/{4\% WMM/M,”@,’M%( s,
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ARL¥Debate
Skarr, Teresa (*27)
Round 18 9:00am Room 409 > . z /
Gov: 11 Pandit - Maddhuri Judge’s Name:_ [ S ar-
Opp: 5 Chen - Jones
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: Wl WW H'g
PROP orpP
Team Code #: l ‘ Team Code #: ﬁ /

\ >4

Prop Speaker #1 WMA pts 9‘? Opp Speaker #1 F}- Wg pts
Prop Speaker #;\)OW\OKU{' pts ‘QG) Opp Speaker #2 M\M 7 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)

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 debatery'support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to aythority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

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

e e
j\ %ﬁﬂ ((YC\W bf,ﬁﬁf‘ N i; ,@bb’z\WM
\ A ) ’ A, 2804 js f/\m-€€ J‘LV‘ ‘WW

%W(PZ&Z@W ‘ z{pzx%a/wozw( capcalcw
A QWLMWW\W %9‘“ /ng
C,WAJF

o
TEAM CODE #: "7; on the OEQ mm::’k W% CM’t WW

(Propor
Opp" DA was a 'wash” )
R e e




Owen, Jeff (*25)

Round 1A 9:00am Rocom 408

Gov: 24 Campagna - Mortensen
Opp: 27 Lavell - Hall
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PARLI Debate
Judge’s Name: AQ—S& (Olese—
Judge’s School Afﬁliation:ﬁw}f%j

PROP

24

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 &gég,eg, A pts%_ Opp Speaker #1
Prop Speaker #2 _( 'a A c aed pts% Opp Speaker #2 \

oPr_, /
e

pts3>

Team Code #:

e \\

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elj

<20 = Reserved for

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters

offered during the debate

ination rounds)
de or inappropriate behavior

alyze the topic and the arguments

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

by the other side

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in

and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

each debater:

Propl: oot ale Qo”m\‘\

P ~Xe &y
rola b woel\ 4o > e

“Twe rie\ g uement %
Ewnehtona\ 6‘-1..( 2N

organized, communicative style that is pleasant

e debaters were to opponents and judges

Opp 11 Excel\s\ ?Qf&; ol AU S
Tid woe\\iwm &\\M'\S Wz T0OPs VR Ny
g AR e L 1O\ el —@,m‘(&é

N ey

Prop 2: (0t o-cq s Opp2: Slows dowsn, B \ax . %‘;g)é,
€ Pl Plogs, Lop Yo ROt |, Ll (I
tre togdel X\ A
= -
TEAM CODE #: 9\4 on the wins this debate.
REASON FOR DECISION des Loper o) Q
e e cizes ol Nooe\ Rebulle)
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PARLI Debate
Owen, Jeff (*25)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 408 , . \(@E) o
Gov' 14-Shi =it Judge’s Name: Y

Opp: 7 Gan - Mathew

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Amliatio@d&_&z_ﬂ%kéf&@f

PROP OPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: 7
Prop Speaker #1 pts Opp Speaker #1 Mg( l-b\g_‘ pts,
Prop Speaker #2 pts Opp Speaker #2 éwk ts 9‘9

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 eliminatio rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or/Anappropriate 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 sypport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authgrity 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 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 complimg¢nts and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater: é;(@}r Tﬁ’\» %“0‘1& &g%\

Prop 1: \\ ﬁ?? opp 1: =5\ s : @uanh(

9‘,«\\—/7& W”'y9 beép;__

Prop 2: \V\{ Opp 2: bo\\(\/

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

REASON FOR DECISION:



PARLI Debate

Jacobs, Joel (*3) \) E
Round 1A 9:00am Room 404 » .
Gov: 24 Barton - Madsen Judge’s Name: A0S /
Opp: 27 Manni - Brown P) M
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation:__, 2/ W
S
PROP OPI/
Team Code #: ZL\‘ Team Code #: 2 )

Prop Speaker #1 BW ()TU\ pts@ Opp Speaker #1 ;v\m nn / pts m Zé
Prop Speaker #2 ( M 0" JQRA pts@z) Opp Speaker #2 E)/mél\ pts m 27

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

Judging Cyiteria
® 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 yeferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effeftively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevayt and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and r¢spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please/offer compllments d/or suggestions for improvement to {,beJ
each debater: J} At 0 ,7 W UR ’Y\\)Of @&S|en 1
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g# wins this debate.
(Prop br' Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Jacobs, Joel (*3)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 404 , \) |
Gov: 14 Shin - Shevelev Judge’s NamesJ QS

Opp: 13 Banas - Santos \ ‘ H ~
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: (P_‘)gvr;/ ¥ 3} 5
PROP \L\ OPP ¢
Team Code # Team Coda#: ]3 /
Prop Speaker #1 gl"'&\/di\/ ptszq Opp Speaker #1 @q nrg 5 Z((
Prop Speaker #2 ﬂ/w\ pts Zﬁ Opp Speaker #2 S> 'TLZ)S ~ pts Z(p
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
N\ 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
g;\ 27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimina/ﬁbn rounds)
§ 26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude gr inappropriate behavior
N
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 debaters sapport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatérs respond to the arguments made

/C6//E /9//)2%9./ ’/
fececte, 4,

o
®

:j‘ y\ by the other side
é‘, g e Points of Information: How relevant and effective ‘ere the questions and the answers
& \\) e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
Courtesy: How co eous and respectful the debaters were to op onents an udg

PMR )Laa() a1 Sl rore TN, 0\18}’ PA oty le m‘\\l&
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PARLI Debate

Clark, Stacy/Wallis (*26 |
Round 1A 9:00amy Room 423( ) Judge’s Name: Qﬂ(/(,\j 0 WL

Gov: 5 Firspv - ngk

8§|‘Fl)i:amm ' Dara- Fandei. Judge’s School Affiliation: M"UMW/M”,WM m\l
PROP OPP /
Team Code #: 5 Team Code #:__| |
Prop Speaker #1 ﬁV"lﬁV pts Opp Speaker #1 VM [8 pts
Prop Speaker #2 M/Wk V\ pts Opp Speaker #2 Ka"/wl(j% pts

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved/for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteri
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debagtrs 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 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 respgctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop1: - Opp 1:

Prop 2: Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #: 5 on the Vl Eg wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

U Dy - Randeiry,  MA 97 Stow.



PARLI Debate
Clark, Stacy/Wallis (*26)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 423 Judge’s Name: 6% 0 [/ML

Gov: 14 Liu - Fu

Opp: 17 Desai - Khare %
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: M WLM/I/Y

PROP OP%
Team Code #: ‘u Team Code #: }
Prop Speaker #1 l/| W pts % Opp Speaker #1 \// éi 141 pts 4/7

Prop Speaker #2 F"L pts % Opp Speaker #2 Mha/f{’ /ZL 7

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 founds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 =Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or igappropriate behavior

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

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

Lt eye tntac— wM” LELLLS

yoﬁe%ma( i lins
+ g/\/w’ﬂﬁh’?{?a NS [y )OM“ team

Prop 1:

+ 1
+ ZV‘\[:\lUVlu(—(;S 1377% Mmllzmt}

_ Think abot Yalamesi i + pvline oF Yarms
E{im wf’(vblL/Aaslr&Tb _ revtaheng 1 / oo puadi vaLs,

(AHn
PropZW\ kgw/ Zh hw‘emmﬁfj)Oppz L Lﬂ/\f& WW w/ /{" in V¥ivu~
. Va ;lull(({’,.é‘Cl(V“f/V\, (7h%(+ 1,;((4/[

+ mammf laid mA- + &I/MZ Jdov Fire- -
-h . 'Q,@VN/WHM\) pth Wu/’b.
04 ]
(ﬂ(b l J rnc[ Mlﬂl./‘l]ﬂw l wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Burrous, Eileen (*22)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 405 Judge’s Name: é/ | %Vl/ 6{// roy S

Gov: 14 Tran - Vainberg

Opp: 24 Woerner - Miner S )/ . 1[,/ %
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation;_~J1/) }//V Whin T 4

Team Code #: [YT? OF Team Code #: 2 /
Prop Speaker #1 Tf JLV\ pts Q é Opp Speaker #1 Wo 6’/ ﬂg/ pts R%
Prop Speaker #2 Vd n é{ f q pts027 Opp Speaker #2 m I e//” pts 2 (0

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

Judging Criterja
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts 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
e Courtesy: How courteous and respettful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:

Prop 1: (¢, § /)adém

Opp 1: V\/Zf§0 ‘f§hd'5
hot %(b; SHiad W

1 W RL e\/M'

w2 Ul 5 | oppa:fucts ware notasciear
e e ol mméﬁt il bettor prep

TEAM CODE #: QL{ on the ins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: 0 or redsm § na d 67‘21/'{5
MW rwmzmm%éﬂ ‘VX(WQN/ Faints
éww/ééd up agn et
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LI Debate
Burrous, Eileen (*22) @ E
Round 1B 9: ’ : 6\/
o i wesnune Ll BTG

Opp: 24 Crenshaw - Bulger 343’\ M VAl H)\j/\

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation:

Team Code #: EI'ROP Team Code #: Z(&;P Vi
Prop Speaker#lJ0 hn 60\/\/ pts 0,16 Opp Speaker #1 Cf(/ﬂgh&\/\/ P 27
Prop Speaker #2 Pdéh M a‘/\ pts 9\7 Opp Speaker #2 Bu’l qﬁ’é‘/‘ ~ pts 24’

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgagtized, 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 complimdents and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Prop 1: nw)sﬂ slow/ down - opp 1: e ded better Tucks nov-
W/»q A0 ZI@M[}OW\ ju@% Vel NS,

Jovd Staf3.

o | WS, sh d L have move Supvcf**’f
ool Wm&sﬁwa et metta W petti, oS, ot
v/% /M%/wudz

. (]
TEAM CODE #: L’ onthe L8.0)  wins this debate.
{Propor Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: WAL e ﬁ/}ﬁﬁb 1 NN/ clecwer” ﬁﬁd’g

+ 5u pm" W“”"”) deatn penathy . - Covtned both Andni
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PARLI Debate

Sawhney, Sakina (*7)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 401 , . )
Gov: 13 Tang - Blais Judge’s NMG-MCSM%
Opp: 22 Katewa - Colenbrander
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: _ DV &f -/3/
PROP orp
Team Code #: 1 % - _Tér\_a - Bla:s Team Code #: 22. Kdl e -Colenbrgnder
Prop Speaker #1 7&“{5/} ptsel. X Opp Speaker #1 At (e 8@ Kilewao pts L'?
Prop Speaker #2 @(&L S. pts a2.7 Opp Speaker #2@_(@,/é Olesrbrssrden pts oy

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please
each debater:

fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
’wm(rﬂ .
Prop 1: "‘M? (Lae Pl /:Wém Opp : KaZTenas ! Good. vnce f/w(/cdlw
* Bely %9’0{3))-6&4’, e linss nﬁ%‘ * Lo Enlioin Ofoinsed allrgin

¢ AnAlysis paet mmideqa@zk possiblo ‘
s Phavycle gvropaee afﬁm. Ao - . EVidtece san /)A.avi.ceeJ FMJ eo~lenLs
.H’pwwilt?awawudt‘g«l..s? W&’M{“WMWW
Prop 2: Hlacs Opp 2: Aolen brandn <Y possidele .
o Mot W.&ab Lonlacls avo b Cvodl vence /l,wdd&u:' atof e eonbacl .
(,o'at.uzj at ML‘Y . 6. W
. aral be el mﬁ““"i‘ . ' Los gﬁv
¢ he opporesZo Colevtlion m»vc:;, %,a,' cpch é/)o'a_‘:f
ol m‘i«;& e cnpl-es cosnol Ahen . eV /
TEAM CODE #? on the @ f P wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

rho pyd aleanly delvveed . AWM R 4/3?4\19”.2 P
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PARLI Debate
Sawhney, Sakina (*7)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 401 s .
Gov: 4 Jayasuriya - Schulz Judge’s Nme&iﬁ&.&u%‘__
Opp: 5 Yuan - Stankus

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: £ ¥ /45 .
PROP oPP
Team Code #: A'a Team Code #:._ 55
Prop Speaker #1 < Schaud Z pts M Opp Speaker #1 Vaﬂxv B LY

Prop Speaker #2 J—%ﬁ s Q‘l? o o—ODPp Speaker #2 émud . ptsolg
29 [

Please award each speaker po}h'rs‘lfsed on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Goo
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimigation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rugé or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ana}{ze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o 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 d¢baters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effectj¥e 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

iments and/or suggestions for improvement to f v
each debater:
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