
P A R L I D e b a t e

Byrne, William ^20)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 2 6
Gov: 3 Burgmann - McCann-Phillips
Opp: 7 Giang - Shen
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Team Code #:
P R O P

3 _

J u d g e ' s N a m e : n

Judge's School Affiliati(

/ opp
Team Code #/_Te a m C o d e

Prop Speaker fnli
Prop Speaker #2

fhflb̂ ptstCf Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speak̂ #2_

Please aivard each speaker points based on the MIowing scale:30 = Perfect 29 = Outst̂ing 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good eîgh to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor ̂ 0 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Jû ng Criteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effeĉely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

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

• Argumentation: How directlyŷ d effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side /

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

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

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

■P r o p 1 : U O p p H k y
f t u f U ^ i f a y % e K x I S i f S h i s w t

^ ^ 1 / ^ c u k A . I p e

?Top2Mo^S (kS Opp2:y^t^ C v<?/-y ^ uken f t

b ! > i t L e t o f ( a
O f f y - j A ^ ^ ^ e t cQ ' p t 7

TEAM CODE #: T on the O f /
(Prop ortjREASON FOR DECISION: AU iedHfofi

nntK o^/ris A^aJe Ufi -

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

£ASON FOR DECISION: /% U^h9c>^ UseJ ^ o-f

Je/fei a. nQQ<f.̂ t̂e Uŝ êdh,
iht ^\L oA



P A R L I D e b a t e

Byrne, William (*20)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 2 6

Gov: 24 Fulop - Bennett
Opp: 22 Masters - Fehring
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 J X

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p ( k i ( Z A f c Oppl:)̂ /K^ as ycM
-feyii ^

'the

P r o p 2 : d r e

Wve enccwArê  /n ■ttW'e r r ) t k \ x S ^

[ C O D E # : ^ o n t h eT E A M C O D E #

^ a r x - i o ^
h ^ < 1 ^ " Q e ,' - p fi X . c r f F P / i t o

o n t h e '

^roptrbpp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : e / 7 / Q

i - r r o ^ l U e



P A R L I D e b a t e

Bulger, Cindy ^24)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 0 7
Gov: 7 Zhang - Yang
Opp: 17 Chou - Kim
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name: (/jkj bt

Judge's School Affiliation:

T e a m C o d e # : / M

Opp Speaker

Opp Speaker #2

(3̂ 1 -fe

Please award each speaker points based on the followhig 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 =/Keserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judgin r̂iteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively fne debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: Oppl

Prop 2: Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E

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

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

(Prop or Opp)

K ) 4 i r b l o c . O W



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: Caa

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2 j

V'l!jW+

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

p t s 2 < ^ O p p S p e a k e r # 1 p t s Z O

Opp Speaker #2 l/J^ )ts2^

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

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze thêic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaterŝ spond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effective wê the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organiẑ  communicative style that is pleasant
a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debârs were to opponents and judges
U S /

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

P r o p 1 ; c i r . ^
4oiUxj cifA (A/ A.

Joto -e^-e UY\AiuA^ UU «-(• /

Prop 2:

Opp l :
4i) -foR/u?

bvcf- ^ bi4-
o f - .

Opp2:

d s < l - d v ^
I (Xrniu^ îv o^Lue\̂ nĵ  ̂ 3ovvf>

0 u a ( K U j i ^ \ ,

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

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



Cabasino, Mark (*13)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 2 5
Gov: 5 Reyna - Yang
Opp: 26 Arroyo - Stephens
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 (̂g'YA'A
Prop Speaker #2

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

O p p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s ^ ^
Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding /iS = 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 ̂ iteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively t̂  debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: C>oô

( J / X
c [ t u r o r ,

Prop 2:

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

O p p 1 : G t ) 0 ( ) f

(jO^h CO-̂ ^CA" 1%/̂  dJcJL —
^ n K« Co{M Ua^ J —

Opp 2:
\ĉ ) (f' CP- o - ^ j c ' .

Qtoq)̂
h ^ C(w/ ibflfj-
^ I (pOad p-:.('CC
LA) QAL- on

on the( f \ _wins this debate.
(Pr5p-or-0pp)"

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

'Op'<P'l(A5-^ oA rXdn. * C>c>0 h i ^^Sr^'iSK.



OS SMoouO F A K L i D e b a t e i

Cabasino, Mark (*13)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 2 5
Gov: 20 Rahman - Zhou
Opp: 7 Su - Her
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation;

u c

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2_ 'RAH/̂aâ
Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

9 0

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

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

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

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

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

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

a n d e a s i l y i m d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the d̂aters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer complinpnts and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

TV 1 L:>oo^ Co^ ^P r o p 1 : , - .

" ] c v . < 9 o o ^ p t K e J /

, J+'f oiA 41^^
■V A J L / ^ r / ) I ^ I I

P r o p 2 : ' ^ c o i / u t Y * -

/octoxl
Cô  Jot;

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

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

O p p l : ^ i c L .
Ôoci

Opp 2:

Q : > o d p - v - W /

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

(Prop or Opp)
1 . V / X V • / * i t i f

\ ( ( ^ O L I I



Keshav, Sineesh (*23)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 2 4

G o v : 1 3 S i n h a - A l m e i d a

Opp: 14 Guan - Schmidt
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #:

PA R L I D e b a t e

Prop Speaker#! An<

Prop Speaker #2 0)a.\ n

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:
— — 4 J C U A - P , u o V

Team Code #:

pts 2,̂  Opp Speaker # 1

2 . 1 - Opp Speaker #2_ S C p t s ■2 - ^

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: S' n K tfw » /

J " J _ _

O p p l :

P r o p 2 : r \ 1 O p p 2 :
<us■r^W^<-

TEAM CODE #: i U- on the UvP-

I A. — \ r t r o r r ^ y ^ c J f r s
T C < 2 . < _ o n n c . c • ^

S i ( 0 < r ^ t L C n c ?

^ C L e r v O t ^ C A

\ c j y c T D T r i ^
— 4 - \ > w \ j Z - _

i-C^ooA

-y. YcKy9.,*9<jorty

> 4-63 iTX Wxcf

_wins this debate.

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

-

(Prop or Opp)

u

debate. _ Uie^ ervr-e/s 4-o«rv~C

"At
-̂pC-̂»-Kjayv4, t»2rUja.<r> J-yxJo o.

W t ) J k J i J i M X j < r y O -€ ^ a



PA R L I D e b a t e

Keshav, Sineesh (*23)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 2 4
Gov: 24 Corbett - Somerday
Opp: 14 Eng - Morgenstein
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #: 2 ^

Judge's Name: ^ H -

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker#!

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

i n p t s

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P 1 ^ u 11 r v ^ , n y - M o p o t 5P r o p l : O p p ^
nvi ivUoe'O /

O T A - i r o

P r o p 2 ; O p p 2 :

g|o trJP (je=>o^«-w^ A-e-vjo-v^ o-r\
r v e r ^

- U k i l - U w . ~

T E A M C O D E i t : < : 0 L a . o n t h e r V o - i = » w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . U

- t n v i i w A o P . o
+ >T<JUx.e<i

^ W m u Z - " b

O r > r v © - u z _ R > K / w V < . > e > - v y
Prop 21 ̂ T3Tvw-oL/\<3̂ .̂ uu NJC— -b g|0 o"^

CJXJir̂ 'sl
Â-̂-'e-2rw«%v4~

r r i ' K i 1 ^ ^ - v r v - ^ n j j _ I . .■ I

• T C - C * - 4 A / ^

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or Opp)

cLjê*n>CJQ-



: h i n , L i r u ( * 1 4 ) ^ n V ^
a u n d J A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 0 6 J u d g e ' s N a m e : I T 0 ^ * •

Judge's School Affiliation: I fĉ u)-C-L,

Team Code #:
P R O P

2 - ^ Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 pts zn Opp Speaker#! o Igl
Prop Speaker #2 iJLj \CXv.. Opp Speaker #2_

pts_2^
_pts_^

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

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

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

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

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

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

and easily imderstandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respeomil the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

, , , ^ + 2 3
P r o p 1 : . S K j p / a ^ ' ' O p p l : • : u > , ■ i , i v '

P r o p 2 : v fi t ' O - O p p 2 : ( b ^

K T o ' ^ ^ A i A c t - \ z s > r r x p

P r o p 2 : v fi t ' O - O p p 2 : ( b ^

^ V j r o u c ^ k X^ -A (2^ Le »j:3r <:^ €> V ^ ^ ^
-Ar-Vu? ̂  Vv:::̂  £-K-oe> %Jl '

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e _ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ' a * '

L i - , ' 0 ( U L ^ a - C c S ^ b o L S
+ W V < : ^ . ( P ^ ^

a . M - ^ > 0 ^ y r 6 \ £ < A A + d ^ i > 2 ^ z
v"s, 4r«PD



I UjP OS V p / L - i A — C ^
P A R L I D e b a t e ^

Chin, Liru (*14)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 0 6
G o v : 2 7 R a m i r e z - C a s t e n a d a

Opp: 24 Bodisco - Ransweiler
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name

I Affiliation: i—^ ^

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker

Judge's School Affiliation: V—~ OPP
Te a m C o d e # :

Prop Speaker #2 pts_̂ ^
Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2 p ts^
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Gô

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop I'-̂ ĵSYyJcuhJn

y V c ^ V v c A . T V * - ' 9 ^ ^

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

T E A M C O D E # : C o O o n t h e w i n s t h i
(Prop or Opp)

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

t i e c i A j z i ! < x ^ o

•Opp I:
fcrvvt^Ki^ <>vi

t v ) ^ O b O O ^
O p p 2 : ^ .

■ \ t s > c A t > - o V x j & - « A J ' V J

t'lA.w'iLxV -V^»^v\jp \o

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . C A X f * ^ A : ^ i * o
o r O p p ) A ^ _ b ^ i . s'—VCvab (<wv, K/i? vc©b
?r^-^vJbcn:S uJoUl̂ ? vpeHbpi A U2- r̂ -̂ CT

v O v v o r r < t © v i c t O r - »

( ^C»-VOO C-uJ^ '^roGCS.')

nAj Oyv̂  ̂ -Vfv_e r\

^ T E A M C O D E # : ^



HIaji SkkJfl comjiM abVMX) 4o \ji^ UA-eMotim<S
0 P A R L I D e b a t e

Skarr, Teresa (*27)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 0 9

Gov: 7 Tripathi - Wong
Opp: 14 Wu - Ying
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

i fl fi n n * I

ptsPlS
Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_ DtsSS

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

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

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and refereîs to authority as well as general knowledge o, v
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelŷ he debaters respond to the arguments made U

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e / ^ 5 : ^
• Points of Information: How relevant andyeffective were the questions and the answers r-v -J"
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak ij/an organized, communicative style that is pleasant r

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

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

-4-
1AJ^_

m cK k
o<(7x:>

oppiLi^:^ ^ \^ct4 ^

T E A M C O D E # : D A t A J Won the U PlP wins this debate
(Prop Op<5pp)̂

VHkĥ

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , , ^ j ' ^ J y / i
< 9 . 4 ^ W



F A R L i y D i

Skarr, Teresa (*27)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 0 9
G o v : 11 P a n d i t - M a d d h u r i

Opp: 5 Chen - Jones
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

F A R L T O e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

O P P
T e a m C o d e # : K " y

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2 QMt)
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 elimin̂on rounds)

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

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

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to aî ority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the deraters respond to the arguments made

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

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

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

Prnpl l/VVfti/kaU +,,/,c/ Opp1;SmS . ■ ^

( J l L ( X A ^ ^ ^
Prop^- . t ^^

.P[cUy\

T E A M C O D E # : J !

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
^ ^ ■ • V N . l A

o n t h e

'iW Opps

i Opp wins this debate. <3^
( P r o p ' o r ^
KjoLdi" cU4<^ Aŝ LuJrxJu ŷi ̂
K7h xmAjtMxHd



PA R L I D e b a t e

Owen, Jeff (*25)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 0 8
Gov: 24 Campagna - Mortensen
Opp: 27 Lavell - Hall
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P
Team Code #: ^

Opp Speaker #1 \Xc\\
Opp Speaker #2_

ptsQ^

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

V

Opp 2.

e.̂ xN€>V4iO/-̂ \

Opp

TEAM CODE #: -Sd_ on the '7<70̂  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECISION: -rU^ ^

? < ^ c t ^ ( v o V u ^ \ V > v ^ \



PA R L I D e b a t e

Owen, Jeff (*25)
R o u n d 1 B 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 4 0 8
Gov: Or i ingwekai -Vid
Opp: 7 Can - Mathew
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's Schooi Affiliatiortf

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:

Prop 2:

Oppl :

\^^0pp2: f ^0^^

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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



Jacobs, Joel (*3)
R o u n d 1 A 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 4 0 4

G o v : 2 4 B a r t o n - M a d s e n

Opp: 27 Manni - Brown
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_

Prop Speaker #2

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

pte^Z^
„ts wh 21

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

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

Judging Cnteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tĥ ebaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, pleaseyoffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to /u-y ieach debater: / . Uj\ \^ 0^/^ ( j /Wh\CA

m M l J a V l i r s p ^

^ K j C a n t ( X t 0 1 U ' i ' O ' ' * " t t W x ^ 4 P

ur is-t ccx-^M '-f ■-/ w "Cr-ter.- 4 4,
T E A M C O D E # :

, ( P r o p o r O p p )
REASON FOR DECISION: Q̂c,-b̂o4U

roynj, On /?nl(Cu l«v'«, On^ n:̂ A\( aa., /- aJ Prn\/ fSoOo ̂  Opi? G&/|Vl.tK AVi Co,rj l̂ ro



Jacobs, Joel (*3)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 0 4

Gov : 14 Sh in - Sheve lev

Opp: 13 Banas - Santos
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

P R O P

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name?

Judge's School Affiliation:

Te a m C o d a # :

Prop Speaker #2

s2__ Opp Speaker # 1
s2i Odd SDeaker #2

nS

/ pts2-Gi

I '
- A

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 dr inappropriate behavior

^ J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
^ ̂  • Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analŷ the topic and the arguments
^ ^ o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
^ • Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters ̂ pport arguments with

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

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

\ a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /^ • Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the deleters were to opponents anĉ udges / 7
f A l d j I A J K M ; < 9Using the above criteria, ̂ eascf off̂ '̂  complimmts and/or suggestions for improvement to. L

U Ax.

A'*'' Wvsc - ''</
"t® Otcct

fl d b i - y -
r t k w 1 ' ^ Z ' ^ '
l y ' ' « O W S M & i f U

P r o p 2 : / N s l < X V / t
A \ o / ^ o r i S c > ' i s i r $ u j s o J i i i ' ^ y

1 ^ 4 ^ ^ C c A ^ fi t u M t % c / / ^ S b f f cWIV j \ d t ' Mu tc r j j f ^ / ' 0A2 - O /OmiwW .5cW 15^4 .
,1 . TEAM CODE #; |_3 on the P/Titf wins this debate. Otft-iV/| J l X " i s . < ^ " / , e t i o t « r AT. ' ( P r o p o J O p p ) ' t f i I

. , r r T S f fi i U A . M A v A , w

r V > ) L H / ( ■ * 1 ^ 7 4 I l i I

P m i A ' V v « w, ./ TEAMtODE#;|JlX Wfif̂ î îoSt̂ ociê '" is.(̂  I'/ijt
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

r^uJ bis. c,rx i7/)WW. Q|)f
f̂P O^S- Wi/) /̂ ISS((̂  ̂  p'̂ 0/ ̂



PA R L I D e b a t e

Clark, Stacy/Wallis r26)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 2 3
Gov : 5 F i r sov - Kwak

\ \ bara-
Parliamentary Debate/JV

. 4-Judge's Name: / I Oi/lAj ̂
Judge's School AfFiIiation: (̂V\/[̂ )AAÂ

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

P R O P
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

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

• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speal̂ n an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1: Opp 1:

Prop 2: Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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



PA R L I D e b a t e

Clark, Stacy/Wallis r26)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 2 3
Gov: 14 Liu - Fu

Opp: 17 Desai - Khare
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

P R O P
Team Code #:

k i n
W

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

i

Kk^irC
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 elimination̂ unds)

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatê respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effective ŵ  the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organiẑ , communicative style that is pleasant
a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /

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

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

P r o 1 - 6

c A a M i r c - t t ? w u - s .
P r o p 4 -
4 - ^ ^ T V i f - p ' A [+ - o v t y f T ^ J " •
-

TEAM CODE #: on*tne / 71/^1/ wi"s this debate.
(Prot or (̂ p)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , . i ^ n ^ \ ^ , I

W
0 0 / 1 i J L ^ . C y \ u v i m M ,

TEAMCODE#̂

- k

\ ( ^ V h O L •



^ ^ P A R L I D e b a t e

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 l m \
Prop Speaker #2 / ̂  / h

Judge's Name: C//1

Judge's School AfFiliation:_

Team Code #: ̂  ̂
pts ̂  Opp Speaker #1
ptsU Opp Speaker #2_ mim

Pts

_ pts_̂_̂
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

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

Judging Critem
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the deMters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

Prop Sh6AlCkj/y J Opp WtlI 900 iWl 1 ̂  5hd'.
iio-t
( \ u i t ) m m H ' y

Prop2: cUar ^ ■Opp2-.rfllCfb
ulN\hd>

vld heMd bUP)

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

(Prop or 6pp) yt ^ r o p o r w p p ; ^ , / L

i'YpudwI i-c lAYMd hi I m fAAd) L At I > rmnty
lAf



M ( 4 p A n i K - i t ^
P .AI I.L I D e b a t e

Burrous, Eileen f 22)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 0 5
G o v ; 4 J o h n s o n - P a s h m a n

Opp: 24 Crenshaw - Bulger
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name

P R O P
Team Code #:

ohnsovu 0.^5Prop Speaker#lc JU^n^UVX^ ptsCAC

Prop Speaker #2 w\ dn pts n.

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#! (T-cr]'ih(kyJ
Opp Speaker #2

I Affiliation:̂ '̂

_ptŝ
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = VeryGoo(y
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimin̂ ion rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rud̂ r inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anal̂ ê the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: n̂S-tO slow (̂OVNin- O p p 1 : b e

Prop 2: pjrtŷ  pO\\AVS;
(U tu-h 5l 0 w&rJ

T E A M C O D E # :

Opp2-C(hAj|̂
pOmf5;

f£Oio n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

^rqp^r Opp)REASON FOR DECISION:-fTvaj \hjb(i Aby ff
'-fi bY\nin/:j dlAh . -diA/^^d bdjh



PA R L I D e b a t e

Sawhney, Sakina ^7)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 0 1

Gov: 13 Tang - Blais
Opp: 22 Katewa - Colenbrander
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code#: i *2) - 12

Judge's Name:] i&jcSh

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Team Code #: 'T-Z-

Prop Speaker #1 fClM̂
Prop Speaker #2 &(AjCS

ptso^ y Opp Speaker # 1 A<^iCpts_ Jtrl
pts c>2̂ *7 ̂PP Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

O p p 1 : t r < n ' c ^P r o p 1 : - 1 ^ / I u « O p p 1 : : & o o d L
'

» AaaU^S.

» w f ^ \ i i P ^ A a * / i s - t

P r o p 2 : b b U s O p p 2 : ^ I c .

TEAM CODE ^___2=2=__ on the 0 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

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



Sawhney, Sakina (*7)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 0 1
Gov: 4 Jayasuriya - Schuiz
Opp: 5 Yuan - Stankus
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name?

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker#] cScJ\AaX*

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker#]

ĵ_^pp Speaker #2_

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debat̂  support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to Authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

Propl:;^^^

A x v # * * — f t - " ' ^

Prop?:-

*

9 O fi
T E A M C O D E # : 4 - o n t h e t

O p p 1 : = = : = E ^

' c ^ £ ^ > A / X f l L ^

a r i ^

'■ĉUKyŷ

.OP wins this debate.
A j t / i r

(Prop or

REASONFORDECIŜ N: ̂  ̂


