
P A R L I D e b a t e

Stromberg, Robert (*26)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 406
G o v : 1 4 G u a n - S c h m i d t

Opp: 7 Gan - Mathew
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker# 1

Prop Speaker #2

p ts Opp Speake r # 1

D t S O p p S p e a k e r ^ 2 C " A

pts

_pts_^

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:

^ 0 ] > 6 ^ - r u i L & T

O v J C T L T H ^ / 5 ^ c / c

1 " ^ ^ \ _ X *
T E A M C O D E # : V n n t h e

O p p l : e u J

Opp 2: Or/Ci/J
~ ( j - ^ p T O ~
- d r y L o A C -

S F s ^ i C j e ^ , C J ^ y - ^ ( L - < ^ o o i D
p - t ^ q t a J A J A ( j i - f

(Prop or\)pp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I M O N :

^ C t - e ' i d / u r P - C i A ' ^ i T —

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . T , ^

o v ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Stromberg, Robert (*26)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 406
Gov: 5 Cuddihy - Goldblatt
Opp: 24 Crenshaw - Bulger
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

P R O P
Team Code #:

p t s Opp Speake r # 1

Opp Speaker #2

pts *̂ 7

n ts '2^

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support ̂uments with
evidence—̂ which may include facts and references to authority â 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 tlV̂ questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p l : -
— Coo^X:> <?4=:

0 !^ Sn2^N/ ( r - Afi P t tT

O p / l : —
/CooCLi-£?ou4i - 5'ruo'̂ G' ̂ /2.escS'A/C(Sr —

- A A ( i Q r O r v \ < ^ A i T -

, CU>o~C>

P r o p 2 : V ~ ^ J O p p 2 : i / J
C^CA/T' - TO I^ACI CUeCvc jOATl^S - ^

^ , / 0 - - ^t h a t C - A ^ e s j p A ( & I T A T / X M ^ _ A ^ .

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

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

/O CLerK^Cc. ST/OMCe - dc)P U(
TS^rmcTtT ItactS



Brown, Peter ("27)

P A R L I D e b a t e

Round 3A 1 ;30pm Room 405
G o v ; 2 0 R a h m a n - Z h o u

Opp: 7 Tripathi - Wong
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P
T P Team Code #:

pts ̂  ̂  Opp Speaker #]_

p t s Opp Speaker #2_

pts^-n

p t s

/ ^Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 2m = Very Good

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

Judging Crî ria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the ̂baters analyze the topic and the arguments
offe red dur ing the debate /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficientlVihe debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and rê rences 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 speayin an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respejctful 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 : /

Prop

fp-.Z-Z-

f Opp 1 :
4 J V V \ W U .awj '|vjt (sV o-ol

Prop 2: V O p p 2 : _ V ^ - l ^ ^
' r s A A j 4 , w . V < - v V o

T E A M C O D E # ; 7 0

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)



VJuuGw^ ^ ^ARLI Debate
Brown, Peter (*27) W, V '̂W '̂5-
D n i i n r l ' 3 D 1 - i n n m D n n m ^ r t C . . . . . ^ .

Judge's Name: f2cXr>vA..̂

Judge's School Affiliation: ^

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:
GPP ,

pts TXf Opp Speaker # 1

p t s _ ^ Opp Speaker #2_

p t s

p t s

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

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

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 arĝents
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 witj/
evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the ar̂ments 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 oxjA the answers

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

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

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

P r o p . O p p 1 : 4 W v j

Prop 2: f Opn^: 4*5f^V-3 wAl
f ^ o - i /

T E A M C O D E # : n on thê 5̂_̂ ^̂ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , . x x < •



P A R L I D e b a t e

Cuddihy, Odessa (*5)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 408
Gov: 14 Eng - Morgenstein
Opp: 13 Banas - Santos
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 )U 11

lorQitimktx Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the defemters 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 refwences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effecti/ely 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 md effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spê  in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p l : / . . . O p p 1 :
I > c b ^ 4 c r K ^ l I

V t r ^ I

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :

SVtxfvt'i of- fopt C

Cu- b & M.C\<?LC 5u_b̂  cF
MCiH4e^

t>cj

T E A M C O D E # :

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

on the pFThO _wins this debate.
(Prop or dpp)

■pwp was WAcll orjatvtcci 1 <>_1 , btrti-w
5 po C 0 iF"/' Ax



Cuddihy, Odessa (*5)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 408
Gov: 7 Su - Her
Opp: 24 Bodisco - Ransweiler
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge 's Name:

Judge's School Afliliation: (\y\
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2 Yy

Team Code #:

pts_£^ Opp Speaker # 1 0^1

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respbnd 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 t̂ questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, c/dmmunicative 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 debaterywere to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:
d ^ b o A - c / L ^

Vw,l( iltftn hTLtcl CLdiiCt/h
P l W L / O ^ i + K , /
( h A J u h x c s u X ^ .P r o p 2 : 0 ^ r \ d

tooVn (jibLe^ ̂ 3(7(51

K x r O - r U ' d h U ^
^ /T_JL̂L<->fc5t. %JUU Ofpoĥn-h tULt/C

Opp 2: 00 as pU&saM-hj^^
P'5^^ bdcK^J t&f hey ^' I p a y - t n j L r • i - U / ^

TEAM CODE # : 7 on t he w ins t h i s deba te .
( P r o p o r O p p ) . ^

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

: r : s : r i r
rtqbon did 'Tiorc^ { ^pc>bc Way -too PA9t-



Fulop, Anna (*24)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 424
Gov: 11 Sadana-Wagh
Opp: 22 Masters - Fehring
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #: \\

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

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

Opp Speaker #2 \ i

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and referenĉ  to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively me 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 ̂ ective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in in organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p l : /
., \'w m m cY\y(^

V ) o \ y ^ \

Opp 1: ̂ AaJ4-e^^

diiWvva. vxm ccAi^

Prop 2: (A A Vi '

dW Ca(\NU-C. J^VC01X412^

S b \ p o v V ,

Opp 2:

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

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

2̂  onthe.ODjp ̂ivins this debate.
(p™pV>,iopp)

'M. (300 cdM-dxldxi ay\)ĵ c\



P A R L I D e b a t e

Fulop, Anna (*24)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 424
Gov: 22 Baetkey - Blanchard
Opp: 14 Wu - Ying
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PJRDP
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

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 = Very Good y

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality for elimination rounds) /
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropri^fe 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 a^ 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 argu;nents with

evidence—̂ which may include facts and references to authority as ŵ f as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond/io 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 qû tions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, comnpnicative 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 wereyu) opponents and judges

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

. o p p i v

T o ( X

. \ N e v o i d /
civ\-H'V\T\'^S S'jp gcifl M

■■ / o p p 2 :
ĈX) Vv&d (X lr»iO2,\0C)K<xX / ̂0

4;\0V0

Opp2:(\5̂ Vĵ
d(M ^VUA\\OVo t v u i x - f c c m - A c ^

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)

YT -um %



P A R L I D e b a t e

DeWitt, Jane (*14) V Atl't
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 425 PU^li W-VaM kJaA^
Gov: 27 Manni - Brown I ^ M v "
Opp: 4 Jayasur iya - Schuiz ^ ^ W
Parliamentary Debate/JV

pU ̂  ̂ /of/(4X Judge's Name:UlflZ 1 P
Judge's School Affiliation: LoVjt)\ (,11

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2

P t s O p p S p e a k e r # 1 ^ ^ u V i

pts Z-̂  Opp Speaker #2_

p t s

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

Judging Criteri^• 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 t̂  debaters support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and referpces to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectiv̂y 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 arua effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak Ai an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respe/tflil the debaters were to opponents and judges ̂  , /
L A U j b n c r v i ' ^ M u i v v L ' i i r ^ i ' C e o < P -
Using the above criteria, please offw compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: 11 VI i \

vv i^ 'n i y ' / .a . lv t<L
( / Y \ 4 M t ( \ l

(A I

f ( f t / T L / A u d
m A h fi r s M k i

V ' C a t g

K tM b U t ( p ^K (V ) ,
T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e

Oppl: Ulid A-k>v.i>M iiihu&AiY). US^f-C^

r J - M u b - H t y i C ' - ' O f
YuJiU. M iMW tn ini h(tJ '}pcetA, k»-Hi
[■■c-'ou'dtd ! [bLu^f W/U om ce^u. ■
Opp 2: -t? j2c I n b \M<At C^'0\ I

cJUi^, fyJf-uXcA cc-nli^h'oiJ
pycf pAO-bvu|0-u;-Y\ poiix^-

t+h iaV fu . / o \Uc ' P l ^
^ Y M b ^ m b t f . V a A ' K j ,7 W i n s t h i s d e b a t e . ' '

(Prop or Opp) Vj \\REASON FOR DECISION: y Cyv^\)U~lly AT^m\uL

d . C ( j ^ U C ' V - M K H ) < 7 W v n .



P A R L I D e b a t e

DeWitt, Jane (*14)
R o u n d 3 B 1 : 3 0 p m R o o m 4 2 5 i W u / / t
G o v : 1 3 S i n h a - A l m e i d a

Opp: 17 Desai - Khare +tv6 y7.̂ C'lu. 11 ̂ 'rl i
P a r l i a m e n t a r y D e b a t e / J V ^ | -

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:_^ \ i

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code M:

Prop Speaker #]_ V\A ptsj^

Prop Speake r #2 p t s 'Vb

)pp Speaker #1_ l̂ hiovz:
Opp Speaker #2__12ŷ 2AL_

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 round̂
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappr̂ riate 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 tonic 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 support̂ guments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters resĵ nd 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, ̂mmunicative style that is pleasant

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

V is> JusVi nWf
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 : D V y a u j ^ J q L i : ,
f c n t t f v h c v i < ^ 7 . ) r v u y i A k :

\ Y'f V (?1 u-h cY'vt^v I'fb vctC'Lc / \fl WYrwMq <'vT ^
i \ v \ V Y ) n \ ' \ h y - o u j t v i o j u i n o T C 0 ^ o J r

V v J > U ( h : /
Prop2: l/i/S «\')(!edjob Opp2: Pl'dna^ Yt\uM /^r<Us<ahrtU
0um COibl xnc\ Y^\iAXnno\ " \)\{/r -jfaiT- Vki[tlUd
l } ' 0 \ l V O { \ \ i u y ' v T Z - \ u A i U r \ C - ^ \ 5 ( p K i ^ v \

D i p n Y f o l
^ W

TEAM CODE #: ^ on the ^ )W wins this debate,

Prop2: I7i4 ]c?b
OU;̂  cô bl xy\A Ŷ {iAXnno\
/lo \'V Ua{\ h ov.^t? /.(iM *

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

(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECISION: O f̂ o\Uv-( I r\o m \-̂  Pt̂ 5 d^Ti-k^W oVl̂ ,
V\C)V- fui,lu ̂ " YplR'-FH C |AT\ ̂ 'c/Yl tiffUo CvK) iV p{ fcMCci ̂ /̂UjV-pUd

>VW(- (iid V\C+ XWUA (Tî  c\, V ̂ 1 IfiJLte-A ( fÛ U wtioAAkî  Iamj
i ; o U i * O V O l h j ^ V V C p a l C ^
-b tXA-̂ û v vvAcclk CX'V^ Ctuit c?v' v;c4cut<;



Baetkey, Kerri (*22)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 407
Gov: 13 Tang - Blais
Opp: 14 Iran - Vainberg
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 i
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code M:

pts It Opp Speaker #1_
pts2̂  Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

Judging Criteri/• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the deb̂ers 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 referees to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectiv̂y 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 oxA 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 ofmr compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

i f- 1 ^ . V i I . n ^ ( y / ?1 : t fcv t ^ ^
W V u ^

J
f t

/Tl y J4-Z/

I

o n t h e

h / ^ 1 ^

O p p 2 : U o « , W h a ^ ^

Vui£̂ ^ y\£>̂  \/̂ trvwr ̂ i<»̂  .
_wins this debate.

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : i I t u

T W ( J Z u T j ( M O S
pM, iAwM \oo fu^ ^ I^Jh£4^■ih£4^ yhffYi^ OyjtlL

(Prop or Opp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Baetkey, Kerri {*22)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 407
G o v ; 2 4 W o e r n e r - M i n e r

Opp: 5 Reyna - Yang
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfTfiliation: fbvnHs

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

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

pts Opp Speaker # I ̂
pts 5̂  Opp Speaker #2

ptsc^^

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authoripf as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaterŝspond 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 debars 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: Kilte erfCviiy^, J

. . P r o p 2 : , . . , . i K , / / / j W v, - t

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

O p p 1 : e x o ( h J ^
l/joK liUiereJ TK i\}lncU js

ijuK cÛ a rf^ nuM.A kPi^T

yUjc^ +Vie i/p i^6u fo
^ - fi i r y U i

Mw prZicMzd MM- OMJ

(Propyl* Opp)

'r VoMzz^ -aW -fhzM. rn. The. ^
J !%£■ €APh're <LeJcAM. ms ^ btWc^OMfl prih kn^ Th£~

•¥> dmfyvl 1+ Uy^nUL. ferftzrvy^ or- A



(XAa/J

Sutton, Jim (*14) (j
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 401 /
G o v : 4 J o h n s o n - P a s h m a n

Opp: 27 Lavell - Hall
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker # 1 ̂  ̂
Prop Speaker #2 (WIa ̂  (M-^ Prop Speaker #2

. / u n

/ .Please award
> : r :
K'̂ VrAf#5 = Fair
iC>-/

(A A Analysis:

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2

H c J I

\y Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
(fJ^ 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very^ood

if jjr 27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality fi^eliminaticn rounds)= Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

< y r ^ J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /(A 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 /

yJUr • Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
tfZ/ ̂  evidence— ŵhich may include facts and referenĉ  to authority as well as general knowledge
J • Argumentation: How directly and effectively me debaters respond to the arguments madeA b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

ĵL/ • 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

^ 0 ^ X and easi ly understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectM the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p 1 g J O p p l :
m O u n t ^ r . h . I a M / I r . / 1 fl  t i l l I

\ A J , - ( - 9 ^

^ o O v i A

T E A M C O D E # :

J ( A C A a o 6 ^ -
(/.CAr<- l/fAJLÂ  KslĴ/A

OOniA/ Opp2:(^,vM^

Q \ A o J 0 ^
^f) iJ iAof

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

(Prop-dfGpp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ d b J l

-T ch/i pr^ -h IKM^^ n^iff fU^K/u/-
Je4^ Ij^h- l<M^ kyjAAt^oyS /oJlo< -fir^ey. eA^-
lAAav«- 1 <Sjdr\/^^'h ^A&A!- ^t^jL <fxy\CAeSjljl^ <fy/yJL 'A"/- Oi^



Sutton, Jim (*14)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 401
Gov : 17 Chou - K im

Opp: 11 Pandit - Maddhuri
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#! A 7
n P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 O p p S p e a k e r # 2 _

^ Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
I^aJ 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy Good

= F a i r

A n a l y s i s :

27 - Good (but possib!y not good enough to qualify for elimination rouî )
24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

^ J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the mpic 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 supp̂  arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to authorify 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 wer̂he questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organize<̂ 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 debat̂  were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:

sh/o- l/<^v (Aoyo -/u Wk

Prop2:|̂ <3Aŷ /l/ L/9v̂ .

L "■ / ^ n ^ . / 1 ~ ^ y K / V . i / o ,

i M o r ^

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

ca.̂ , î l̂ SJicyUj

C^h-A. Mestl AfMJLe/U- -jcî  1 /̂ iM- "AQ ^ d ( a A 0 ^ ^ " T / f "
&X<rv̂U(

om wins th is debate. u j^< J ' ^ T E A M C o 9 ) E o n t h e f O y f / ] w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . V
(Pr̂ frofT̂ pp)REASON FOR DECISION:^^ ^ ^

l/l/jf (cĴ/yUA- [J jV</A/v'ci?. OvPf <4AajlX

l ^ e y f 5 - e ^ i a \ ) r J



Erdeiyi, Eszter (*14) P*Round3A 1:30pm Room426 i(J y*
Gov: 3 Burgmann - McCann-Phillips
Opp: 26 Arroyo - Stephens ^ (j
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Afriliation:_

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 ^ ^ ^ liUjts

Prop Speaker #22l>VA.K i U / t p t s

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker

Opp Speaker #2 ir̂ V^Q

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tĥ ebaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

• Delivery: How well the debaters spealym 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 ô r compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Propl: \ (j7Wiv\/J2wC(̂
y\A (M d̂y ccbj CcttVTO <JMr(KCo5«i

U c ^ ( p c ^ i ^ ^ j o p p i : O M . r t oloyuiS fciO'uW

S c v y v c J i U U o j y ^ o
(cw i£Lt\ j O - b e S i j A -

. . . O p p 2 - , , 0 • _ ,

(KChLot IoamS
c c s < h M - e

C J L H / O G k y j r t ^

[jyoo^ TEAM CODE #: 2 o" the i wins this debate, C^oo-C .REASON FOR DECISION: Th Ii iOO-i (I ̂\l{\(jU,Vc (îbckAC 4y:> 4̂
. - ^ , d ^ ' n . 0 i i _ fi  / ^ " i r r i >

\kj\wS by Kc-^cK- ^ \xsiAt^of(^aA^^Qc



L - O U a j ^ d A j e v ^ u v c ' ^ - * ^ ) ^ t A > ' i X i ^ ' ^
P A R L I D e b a t e

Fogarty, Matthew (*16)Round 3A 1:30pm Room ̂ 3.
Gov: 5 Chen - Jones(5
Opp: 24 Campagna - MortensenQ)
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:, M t ( M ^ r ' r

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

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

pts '7^7 Opp Speaker Ul/ (J\7HPA() pts

Please award each speaker points based on the follô ng scale:30 = Perfect 29 = Outstandî  28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enougl/to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

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

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

evidence—̂which may include fact̂nd references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly an/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 rmevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debatyls speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p 1 : / / • / - N
U ^ ctii (Mu-r toive ( ■^)

p O \ J A J b ) » /
(jVCcik OZTliJi, T

Opp 1:

^ r i / V K / r

B e ^ Z b r u U i A ^

O p p 2 : _

: V iT E A M C O D E #

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

on the OP? _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

F A H M > 1 0 I ^ I ^ T S



Fogarty, Matthew (*16)
Round 3B 1 ;30pm Room 423
Gov: 7 Zhang - Yang ®
Opp: 14 L -̂ Fu
Parliamemary Debate/JV

lA ( foeAdJ u d g e ' s N a m e : / V / U T \ < Ly u r \ f < ^ \

Judge's School Affiliation: HWÔ  PC

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P
7 Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

pts *7̂ 7 Opp speaker #2_

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination roîs)
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 thylopic 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 sumr)rt arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to autĥ ty as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debat̂  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 ̂ re the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgaîed, 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 complnnents and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

OovA p(r<ĵ
I

top 2: Opp 2: /l/|̂

f (JUUAAJtjk
o n t h e

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

poi*^r$ OF pM

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Sadana, Sumit (*11)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 404
Gov: 24 Corbett - Somerday
Opp: 5 Visht - Koshkin
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

P R O P

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affil iat ion: Wv

O P P /
T e a m C o d e # : /

Prop Speaker #2 o c9vW. i

p ts Opp Speaker # 1_

pts 2?- Opp Speaker #2 ̂ OJ /> '
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Verŷ od
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for/elimination rounds)

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tĥ ebaters 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 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 resmctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Propl: -V

- f * / • — - ^ o v w e '

Opp 1: -r fin JIXa. ^— I
■Wr -P Csi^xMrA- y -f ^

7 7 1 ^ p i -
P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : ^ q ,Opp 2. ^ ^ejoJLt-r

- K a a k ,

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or Opp)
' I 1 v y i x L > l V . y i > • . A

# s ' f r ^ A j — ^ ^ < s h p
C S o r y i - < ~ J e ^ .



PA R L I D e b a t e

Sadana, Sumit (*11)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 404
G o v : 2 2 K a t e w a - C o l e n b r a n d e r

Opp: 7 Giang - Shen
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #: 2- "2-

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation: |VV'

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker U1 pts ^ Opp Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 pts IS 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 eliminatioî ounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or^nappropriate behavior

/

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: ^ / O p p l :

-4-

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

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

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

M l ■ " " " 3 ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Siegel, Kevin (*14)
Round 3A 1 ;30pm Room 409
G o v : 2 4 B a r t o n - M a d s e n

Opp: 5 Yuan - Stankus
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker U1

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

pts_^

_ptsj2if'

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

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

Judging Criterî
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debâ rs 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 th/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 aim effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak/n an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily imderstandable /
• 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 : /

Prop 1: -Sr <>f^ A ^ /h cA^r ^

v ; A b W b i A b ^ ' p P
J 2 S " ^ .

h-iT

Oppl: &cro^ cUjr/y'-nj I

' V / " ^ T l l h p A : / ' - ( L j i .O p ? 2 ^ ^ ^ .

TEAMCODE#:Vi>'QA

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

on the ̂  n p wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 T ̂
pts LAo Opp Speaker # 1 _

pts '̂ Xo Opp Speaker #2 2 1

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 anal)̂  the topic and the arguments

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to â hority 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 effectiv/were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speeik in an orĝ ized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Propl: AJic^ J Opp
^ - h P P a r i l o s f c 2d o n P d ' P P M u p i Q ^ . a r s l o ^ fh P r d ./ « - H i d d d i s k d f f t f d d d ' t ' d
r p - , L , , I , - d A / db o p j a ^ Y ^

TEAM CODE ^xVPAMA

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

' cX̂ ap ri(̂ ivl~)nA
l ^ i U ^ P h P l / { b K C p ^

f±±fon the_ opp _wins this debate.
(Prop 8r bpp)

yrĉ chtuA, cAjh-ilp


