Stromberg, Robert (*26)

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 406
Gov: 14 Guan - Schmidt
Opp: 7 Gan - Mathew

Parliamentary Debate/JV
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Judge’s Name: E‘E@MG&‘Z{——
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oPP /
Team Code #: 7

pts 7/9\ Opp Speaker #1 Mmg"d / ptsw

Opp Speaker #2 C‘ A]Aj/ pts Z?

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

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thé debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refergnces 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 ayd effective were the questions and the answers

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and resp
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PARLI Debate

Stromberg, Robert (*26)

Round 3B 1:30pm Rcom 406 Judge’s Name: \%m RER ——
Gov: 5 Cuddihy - Goldblatt
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Pgnfl)iamentary Debate/J\E/; Judge’s School Affiliation: 8/\7
PROP orp
Team Code #: 5 Team Code #: 2
GerdDeAaT RULL4—
Prop Speaker #1 E@‘ﬂ pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 m—\" pts 27
Prop Speaker #2__ C L D (¥ L{/ pts27 Opp Speaker #2 CReNSH A o/ pts2-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 inapprogriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topjé and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority ag’'well as general knowledge
® Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, cgmmunicative 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 ahd/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Brown, Peter (*27) £ Dt o

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 405
Gov: 20 Rahman - Zhou
Opp: 7 Tripathi - Wong
Parliamentary Debate/JV
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Judge’s Name:’?d"(‘f B rown~

Judge’s School Affiliation: M\y/(w

PROP
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Team Code #: 70 Team Code #: 7]

Prop Speaker #1 .%’ i\v\,% pts Z $ Opp Speaker #1 TY‘( L; pts O

Prop Speaker #2 Z )‘\o\) pts 21 Opp Speaker #2 Df\(i ptsZv
J

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

Judging Criferia
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the dgebaters 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 refg¢rences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectiyely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant apd 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
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Brown, Peter (*27) ‘e v, V
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 405
Gov: 11 Dara - Randeria
Opp: 14 Shin - Shevelev
Parliamentary Debate/JV
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Team Code #: \\ Team Code #: \L{
Prop Speaker #1 Radee pts ZL»_ Opp Speaker #1 gl-«_vdm pts g
Prop Speaker #2_ Do-a pts 2 Opp Speaker #2 gL; - pts L%

Please award each speaker points based on
30 = Perfect 29=0u

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively
offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriately and efficien

the following scale:
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tly the debaters support arguments wit

evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as generél knowledge
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Points of Information: How relevant and
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in
and easily understandable

Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the argments made

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

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

Cuddihy, Odessa (*5) | AL
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 408 Judge’s Name: Uaq,
Gov: 14 Eng - Morgenstein

Opp: 13 Banas - Santos ‘
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: DD ~

PRO OoPP
Team Code #: \“’r Team Code #: l 5/
Prop Speaker #1_\ 1 (LK Mo y@/ﬁﬁh 3 Opp Speaker #1 :/\/ab/’ ga M'/Qﬁ pts 2

Prop Speaker #2 U \ LahN4 &:}j pts 29 Opp Speaker #2 8 ‘ ‘ pts_'L_‘_p

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale/
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 Critepia

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

o KEvidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refgfences to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effecti¥ely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

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

® Delivery: How well the debaters spegk 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 compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Cuddihy, Odessa (*5)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 408

Gov: 7 Su - Her

Opp: 24 Bodisco - Ransweiler
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PARLI Debate
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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)
<20 = Reserved for rude or inappro

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topi¢ and the arguments

offered during the debate

iate behavior

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

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

by the other side

and easily understandable

Points of Information: How relevant and effective were t
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, cémmunicative style that is pleasant

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

questions and the answers

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: :
Y obin dibaters oo

thio deam were Ve

well informed oardl delie

U ope & with

%mj‘ Qrd Corfe dugeg, .
Prop 2: 1 dircet oan

St o facts: It‘é;{o

Wwere oot able, X n

yrapt

{

& (ecrntty 1D AL
7

b Debate, was 0-ble
e extiapmic W |
}\LI’ Mowud &—M ’ b(—L
Ho hapuke opporent LT

Cadcts
Opp2: e et wis PL«:GNSOJ’\’" ,’]{JO\%V)
Sre Pig9y backed off  hev
Pam‘:n,af ' Hey l&r\owudéa

was relevent .

TEAM CODE #: on the [49) wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp) o " Fhe.
HEASON :\OR; Z)]iON' ﬁs  ole oot On Preg s bec jr(, g of
¢ ) L
orop was very well prepared , streng LrotETRR I,
~ . Y Ce .
. i [O m'w/l/\l[w“' ! UP]A was «LX ’
e wﬁc did not @et, & pesfect” Score was becahse
reg son Yy atan 1 ran ' spoke way teo Fast



PARLI Debate

Fulop, Anna (*24
Round 3pA 1:30pm Igoom 224 Judge’s Name: A nﬁ& \ a\ &0 P

Gov: 11 Sadana - Wagh

Opp: 22 Masters - Fehring ~ ‘
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: SO\Y\ ELOY/W(CH \j ﬂ\l le
PROP OPP / M
Team Code #: \\ Team Code #: 22~

Prop Speaker #1 S O\dO\m pts 9"5 Opp Speaker #1 WG\S‘\“Q‘S / pts 20
Prop Speaker #2 N (X%\\ pts’abf Opp Speaker #2 ( Q,\{\Y \ 06_) 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 foyelimination rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved f6r rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterg analyze the tOpIC and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

o 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 respectfyl the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

————— .

Fulop, Anna (*24) A
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 424 , ,ﬁ’n /]LU [O

Gov: 22 Baetkey - Blanchard sudge’s Name{ |1 1) q J P
Opp: 14 Wu - Ying

g ey

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation:
PZRQ.P O&P q
Team Code #: Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 @\GY\Q\(\O\Y& ptsfa Q Opp Speaker #1 \/ ) V\m ptgg

J
Prop Speaker #2 @a{){m } % Opp Speaker #2 \M U-/ ptsg’ﬁ-

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 inapproprigte 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 arg

the arguments

by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the qugstions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, co nicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
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DeWitt, Jane (*14) VALVE w0
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 425 u - Al
Gov: 27 Manni - Brown push Fova |
Opp: 4 Jayasuriya - Schulz Y Supwvy W
Parliamentary Debate/JV O
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Team Code #: /Lq’
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PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name:\ld.M Db\f\l I' H/

Judge’s School Affiliation: oW (M)

OPP /
Team Code #: ”f

pts_ L0 .5 Opp Speaker #1 -\\ YA SN N A/ pts 24
¥

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
<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteriy’
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debafers analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently t

r elimination rounds)

debaters support arguments with

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

by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant a

and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respegtful the de/:f]aters were to opponents and judges
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Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

effective were the questions and the answers

Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
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PARLI Debate
DeWitt, Jane (*14) TALT

Round 38 1:30pm Room425 1y vy v 1 25 Judge’s Name: <_Jiid DN
Opp: 17 Desai - Khare the veseluion vs
Parliamentary Debate/JV vk A fuck Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP OPP
Team Code #: \% Team Code #: it
Prop Speaker #1 6 13 h [l pts 73 Opp Speaker #1 Kh(&,’vé pts 2,
Prop Speaker #2 /5( ‘ A LN pts /y/@ Opp Speaker #2 D/( AN pts %

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 round
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapprofriate 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 resp/ond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were tife questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, gommunicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
¢ Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatery'were to opponents and judges 0.
Yohum qovernments fal b calevi laws, viqlanbism s (Ush hed
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments/and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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PARLI Debate
Baetkey, Kerri (*22)

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 407 Judge’s Name: RQW
“ N i

Gov: 13 Tang - Blais
Opp: 14 Tran - Vainberg
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: %VY\ H 6

PROi’ - w‘(SPP
Team Code #: | 3 Team Code #: \ L{"

——
Prop Speaker #1 \ M\IJ\ pts 2—6 Opp Speaker #1 /r[_aﬁ/\-,/ pts }g
Prop Speaker #2 B WA(; pts 2@ Opp Speaker #2 VWW—\QJ pts m

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 inappropriate behavior

® 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 refergnces 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 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
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TEAM CODE #: l on the @ﬁﬁ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:




PARLI Debate
Baetkey, Kerri (*22)

Round 3B 1:30pm Room 407 Judge’s Name: Ba;@("k:e/q
[y

Gov: 24 Woerner - Miner
Opp: 5 Reyna - Yang
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: SN H S

PROP OPP
Team Code #: R L{; Team Code #: 5

Prop Speaker #IWO‘MW pts /Zg/ Opp Speaker #1 Q'e{/‘. na- pts c)@/
Prop Speaker #2 Mm( pts a@/ Opp Speaker #2 HJO/V\ﬂ

30 = Perfect 29 =OQutstanding 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 inappyOpriate 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 suppost arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters yespond to the arguments made
by the other side
e 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 debagers were to opponents and judges

ic and the arguments

each debater:
Prop 1: I\le:e, W i \Se/ /Opp 1: 6?‘06/ W‘W},#rm, exa‘)‘&/, PD‘M)&"A‘.Q
cheoar, A,O’H/WLJ(M-J«M?,, %mg | Zm layered ™ Gueshous wiuch (s

. Ve. didl ‘agmd b by VP
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s [/lb’btr‘e i +hen 704 Hustered a "bit with fhe semanihcs.
reference PUT U2 owr next e vp o were able fo regait
Zﬁjémb putt! which epici 241. m’ﬁww) O&ap{%-ﬁmf
Prop 2: s ot Opp 2: i p&a,r+frww~
ond/:ﬁ a qgreat jpob WV | Yok devve o lome ! you were '
intent. ¥ l(ﬂ‘fj"ﬂw [l"m pl;-ﬂ ~£MJ nell and rzﬁﬁed%w
and how qow beowabt Treck 1R mow yon old e o o

fz)ir[(\/ﬁmm/! and ";0 l?ﬂs'eﬂ'meﬂw ‘D«.a,&‘-}?+ W‘]’?

hetter Abnarivg_pon i zed) calm
vl o V% b The faets. Your ov , Cak
TEAM CODE #: on the QE? \mhis debate. “s ZW
(Prop 'or Opp)

e Opp Tooke Gl oF The debate Tiom Tre defmitins, T winarty

menct about Bt or Value and theuw M The £0.0. n The fhal
%% ewt're debnte t:/tts an aAwesome WWM bt The

opp Wa/“/v control 1+ dverll. Eveyove perforwed at 4 high /eue,{/



PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: 7; b (_([“”76"v

Judge’s School Affiliation: (,o V\/e/(

OPP
Team Code #: ?/:’L/

pts 7/(0 Opp Speaker #1

Sutton, Jim (*14) M ] V[,sw""
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 401 H/(VC [
Gov: 4 Johnson - Pashman W

Opp: 27 Lavell - Hall
PROP L{

Parliamentary Debate/JV

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 7:9 h W/ M

u)( Prop Speaker #2 ‘{AJ l/l U oy pts Lo Opp Speaker #2

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

M

<20

Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify foy’elimination rounds)
W <25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor = i i

offered during the debate

by the other side

Delivery: How well the debaters speak in
and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous and respect

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

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the
evidence—which may include facts and referencgs to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

baters support arguments with

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

organized, communicative style that is pleasant

the debaters were to opponents and judges

sing the above criteria, please offer cgmpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

OQ}'/(«@/ /(-//71’ .j\!-u/(A
For Vg M«@f ot

’]/ayv_ was Mave

TEAM CODE #: @
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WA/W‘ /] G
/J!Jw}wo o mw‘b Ao /:"
b koAl Rave o m} ,L Arosse.

¢ ~ — — fum
&cﬂ o LS M’Zj’w sy
howv owﬂ

Opp 2: WM f fm W ek

ﬁw Vb
/]’Wwv/” tb—w/’gweéh (7 m% W“J{M For

éwﬂ

VCJ (/bvu
on the wins this debate.
r Opp)

(Pro

REASON FOR DECISION: ﬁo /L (e o dod o
f w/f'e (4‘

//MaJMMW/ /ooéo‘ 7[7\66/ 6/35 &ﬁv

Wc@ f)/u-aAc

W offJ
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Y 5‘ (W 7(\:/1/1'\/ PARLI Debate

Sutton, Jim (*14)
Round 38 1:30pm Room 401 Judge’s Name: OTM @%@ L
Gov: 17 Chou - Kim
Opp: 11 Pandit - Maddhuri
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: (/0 \/‘/d/
PROP OPP
Team Code #: / q/ Team Code #: / /

u()/ Prop Speaker #1 Ot\ oV pts }‘3 Opp Speaker #1 /7 (%! ﬂ'\'/ pts 7/6 /
GQL V Prop Speaker #2 lé\ VVL ptsq/g Opp Speaker #2 M “-6( & c\(»'/l pts Z";

a/("'/ Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale
lﬂ/ J} Aun \,/(A“L 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
W h 27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
WZ@% = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappfopriate behavior
]

M Judging Criteria

h" Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the tépic 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
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters réspond 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

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

%%g%

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

Prop 1: Tihe (ohed o f fie sleere pl-gc//}’/r&ot—w/ ,ggg ya I’M"ZW
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(Plo or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: /%(cp [ @e//k/ oA y V“?( s o
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Erdelyi, Eszter (*14)

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 426

p?x\‘%w

Gov: 3 Burgmann - McCann-Phillips D{\
Opp: 26 Arroyo - Stephens

Parliamentary Debate/JV

PROP
Team Code #: X

Prop Speaker #1 M ¢ CM\/V\;R\’;“@\S)H ZX

Prop Speaker #2‘5 WV\O}\WL AMAN  pts ZX

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: E-_gm EKDE/J(/L//

Judge’s School Affiliation: [/0 w

. A
orpP
Team Code #: 26 /
Opp Speaker #1 Sé—%ﬂr%‘"—@nﬁ/ pts 22

Opp Speaker #2 g vo \\/\/ ptszg

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Ve

Good

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

® 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 referepces to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effective

by the other side

the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

and easily understandable

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

each debater:

Prop 1: \ (yvv\mﬁ,v\(ﬂ/ O&\J-ez Opp 1: H&&LSV‘CCJC 69011\,\5&—5 o,m‘/‘ "‘r\,O
oMk S undl adi Gt et wd I ot lomsS were fy;" M-,g
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gttt S Sad fog S SH L M vt il
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. (Prop or .
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LWW/’WMWW dar

Fogarty, Matthew (*16)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 423 .
Gov: 5 Chen - Jonesé A EE

Opp: 24 Campagna - Mortensen(D
Parliamentary Debate/JV

yraligot
PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: MA’T /’%M/Z rY

Judge’s School Afﬁliation:/sz UN Tb—

PROP
Team Code #: ‘—;

OPl/’
Team Code #: ZLf'

Prop Speaker #1 EUES pts 77 Opp Speaker #1 Wi TENCG N pts. 17
Prop Speaker #2 (,HE A pts 17 Opp Speaker 1?/ W Pﬁf 0 N4 pts 27

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judgi
® Analysis: How reasonably and effective
offered during the debate

Criteria

<20~ Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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 effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debatgrs speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous gnd 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:

U e dﬂ«ﬂour

%%Wow nder ¥

TEAM CODE #: ZL{» on the O p P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

PROP  FAILED T MALE STOMD

POI TS



ARLI Debate

Fogarty, Matthew (*16 — —_
Roungd SEty1:30pm Room 42g ) Judge’s Name: MA ( @Mﬂ (

Gov: 7 Zhang - Yang (D

Opp: 14 Ly - Fu A -
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: /M //2%0’(/ [
PROP 0PP~~~"~ o
Team Code #: 7 Team Code #: /lf
Prop Speaker #1 L‘/U,Maé__ pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 L pts 2,7
Prop Speaker #2 Z&W% pts 17 Opp Speaker#2__ FTA . pts 8

Prop 1: .
UWWW - b
, Good 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 elimination roupnds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate 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 support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debateys respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organyzed, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the dgbaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:

ents and/or suggestions for improvement to

bovd 4 pony buserd

\/Wumu + preveemes

TEAM CODE #: [ 4 on the )P/ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

WK powis OF  PRop

hoord PO Lhing uunder (;tioffﬂ%"

Opp 1: B tprew whanm You owe Tofullng

Seemoh g/ueedv\. M tanGid  ['90 #mn
Opp 2: Marase tung Gellow ( + 40 seerety)
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PARLI Debate

Sadana, Sumit (*11)

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 404 Judge’s Name: 5um l‘t &_&awa
Gov: 24 Corbett - Somerday

Opp: 5 Visht - Koshkin _ . /
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: ‘vazﬁ}’l‘ov\ "("\/}’(//v J*-N&

PROP OPP /
Team Code #: Q‘F Team Code #:_§
bl s .
Prop Speaker #1 CO%@,% pts P Opp Speaker #1 Visht /pts 29
Prop Speaker #2 Some pts 27 Opp Speaker #2 KOd l\ IU\V; 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£limination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fér rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatgfs 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 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 respéctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

- Prop1:  + Pleasa~d”, {n

L TR S g - ke
Prop 2: +1(v\w}"'“j ‘TM"a

~ =
+ érbo:l '—'{V‘k“\kw . R - C’O\v\- "\AN'L Iasve bJL WUL\.; (b/-) d’j
% - Conr npvove fUfe ame + el “yefrw}-;,_é b clel.,,.h_,
PRSPPSO + Guod poive
TEAM CODE #: 5/ on the DE%Q wins this debate.
(Prop 61 Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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%FJS?,WE oo Clpe bty - és;;j&ﬂ(a,) ol wie) .



PARLI Debate
Sadana, Sumit (*11)

Gov: 22 Katewa - Colenbrander sudge's Name._SUMIf” Sofarer
ggr!l)i'a;i;;at;rgy-DSerl])ea?e/JV Judge s School Affiliation:_J¥vi "\A fov. Ha ‘\‘\ Scod
; - R - OPP
Team Code #: 22 Team Code #: +F
Prop Speaker #1 K"“‘—Wo" pts '23 Opp Speaker #1 GDM'&/

Prop Speaker #2 ColmLWiU pts_Z8 Opp Speaker #2 e

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

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters sypport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authdrity as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatefs 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 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

e topic and the arguments

Using the above criteria, please offer complim
each debater:

ts and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 1: + Goed waoU]s‘wJ'
+ Good ‘whmh-&.

. @e,’od»'h‘v— (ef owdd | hes) et b S;,:)Lc o be mev:’Q%
- Seme agundT ok dens [eryp o W
- Tome Wapw«f’
Prop 2 Opp2
£ SeGd ol bl e commmmmichon s *\6(,,_

+ Criop 4 dear W "‘""‘l" NT"'ONJ
o~ ot P ‘
St shled o e T
TEAM CODE #: 2 on the / wins this debate. o

.

(Prop or Opp)

+ Good apoad i» efub 7}}’0&%

REASON FOR DECISION: - .
Woll rssoncd argrach, onoply delineed by vorey fenn
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PARLI Debate

Siegel, Kevin (*14)

1 ) /
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 409 : LD o  Dalce €
Gov: 24 Barton - Madsen Judge’s Name ‘AL \ L2 ‘ éﬁ( /
Opp: 5 Yuan - Stankus
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: L ot L/
PROP orp /
Team Code #: Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 z d. ”0/\ pts A Opp Speaker #1 \!\/‘ Qn / pts 2/(
Prop Speaker #2 de VN pts 24 Opp Speaker #2 Sl'zr\t /u‘ pts_ 1y

@

@

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatérs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thg' debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and 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 effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak An an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

fin ~ Lo Aebnbons, @F
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Ve onbosal. BA gud o A Wonten (i G
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[ et
TEAM CODE #: Yyan, %“W\va onthe 0 wins this debate.

‘ (Prop oé agpp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

Move deds), gpeafcs



PARLI Debate

Siegel, Kevin (*14 - . .
RoungSB 1:30pm Ro(om 40)9 Judge’s Name: %4L,0l ‘/\:\') y-pc(<€ gt j(}’l&/

Gov: 5 Firsov - Kwak

ggﬁi;ﬁleif;? 62;;2%{, Judge’s School Affiliation: La"'/‘ u
Team Code #: Team Code #: ,
Prop Speaker #1 F\ 9 ak‘ pts ?/(p Opp Speaker #1 (Bﬂ v(t/\bbk ptj ‘ ~D/%
Prop Speaker #2 ? \ (%\} pts _’_ng_ Opp Speaker #2 jF\/ \ D‘/) i / y/pts 2 /]
/
Please award each speaker points based on the follow;;;; scale: B ,/

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 A

® 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 de? ters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the

baters were to opponents and judges

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

Opp 1 @((_&.;é)db ”‘//\A’ ! (;74[?
C&Mfﬁ//kﬁ/{/l/ffj 7./ ﬂu?L P b/f’l{'( 7)0)061‘)1‘0 //145 “(A(»rl/‘ ufl‘(\’l‘/

W afyt/l)' /VlULZI Qn%(wrj ﬂl/(dr([ [ng 07/ f/M
@v?/; l((’i//@/\u? Sy /A/ff; ﬁr L&«J/ ,AJ,V,,[,// Pgrcjﬂbo/’ff b
Mpl»//tf{ﬁ A W A S/VU‘/ < Uame Ui [Nar'e 7.

/ ¢ ttogl’ p iy | L4, ekl Wl yor i
bord b o s ows oo VG i LA oo
/“t/(;ffbw)/ ST Ty Al lear rifhtion o Hsip puik
7 S, bt g wiry [i#le >

s tebin Frepm Drg V¢ P Abw
gﬂ”/kj" / 43 c,b €"} etl (7 /V‘//LIMI ﬁ O/l&%jl//d/ //{/f 2

TEAM CODE #(l%ﬂt/l m{’/ P?"/%n the 0é 2‘;? wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

Prop 1: AJree fﬁe/f/ and

REASON FOR DECISION:

More Pfﬂd‘)w// p(éz‘zu/// c/acvﬂ/M



