PARLI Debate
Chen, Hong (*23)

Round 4A 3:45pm Room 405 s . M
Gov: 4 Jayasuriya - Schulz Judge’s Name: 991 12 F%L/

Opp: 5 Chen - Jones

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: AHZ%S{';EQ%&

PROP OPP
Team Code #: 4 Team Code #: S
t

Prop Speaker #I:Jﬂejw Suri \l/lJ&K pts?ﬁ Opp Speaker #1 0‘0/)% pts ;24

Prop Speaker #2 30"1 U "Z.- pts Q ‘7 Opp Speaker #2 %{é,/\/ pts ?\8
The USTe. Thonld_2ubFantiallo- 0o _eFuptor. sf_adwerti!

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scdle: 17!@'9#774/ 174

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 = Regérved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiegtly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts an¢/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 rele¥ant and effective were the questions and the answers

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

e Courtesy: How courteous apd respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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TEAM CODE #: 7 on the P@ Y.  wins this debate.
(Prop) or Opp)
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PARLI Debate
Chen, Hong (*23)

S22 R oo nagesrame Moo Yaul.
ggrfl)ié;i?\t;r@elgebateuv Judge’s School Affiliation: W’QW%
Team Code #: PROP& & Team Code #: 9PP %
Prop Speaker #1 9‘?{9’?/)9’7 6 pts Qé’ Opp Speaker #1 ,é A pts 1 ¥

Prop Speaker #2 A’W@f/\ O pts & 6 Opp Speaker #2 / Hf}& pts 29
The USPE 2 houid SHESarka i \norcize. Uppad—For_IUckArR
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enouglyto qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 # Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judgi
® Analysis: How reasonably and effective
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and effjciently 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 refevant 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

Criteria
the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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PARLI Debate
Ambrose, Mrs (*24)

Round 4A 3:45pm Room 409 , - . "‘P\,\,\&X‘D‘?
Gov: 14 Tran - Vainberg Judge’s Name: & ele N

Opp: 11 Sadana - Wagh

Pariiamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: E;gz_\/
Team Code #: \4‘\ Team Code #: \ \
Prop Speaker #1 ’—V% pts &_ Opp Speaker #1 %G.C.\ WF»Z ptsm
Prop Speaker #2 N pts ﬂ Opp Speaker #2 ptsi.l

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 fopelimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fOr rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently theebaters 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 an¢/effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Ambrose, Mrs (*24) )
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 409 , B M
Gov: 14 Guan - Schmidt Judge’s Namem—Nno: Lo S
Opp: 5 Firsov - Kwak
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: p\/
PROP OPP
Team Code #: \L{ Team Code #: ‘Q
Prop Speaker #1 (‘}M A - pts_;\Ql Opp Speaker #1 pts 6&

Prop Speaker #2 sl sl pts JL Opp Speaker #2 Fi/ o pts20)

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 = Resepved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Critefia

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

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

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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TEAM CODE #: 2 on the %\vins this debate.
(Prop.ar Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Sankaralingam, Avu (*2) -A»
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 406 B . N v
Gov- 7 Gan » Mathew Judge’s Name: -gd" EARACL W ) ¥
Opp: 22 Baetkey - Blanchard
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: gﬁ‘“’ LF]
PROP }{P
Team Code #: 1’- Team Code #: 2.2

Prop Speaker #1 MASR'\&VJ pts Opp Speaker #1 k}hg pts 2'7
Prop Speaker #2 g;\'h . pts Q\g Opp Speaker # &MCMJ . Ppts 2’7

Please award each speaker points based on the follgfving scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstandidg 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <2(f'= Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate
Sankaralingam, Avu (*2)

g%’\';‘:d 54 BYS:a“zp_mStRa":E‘u‘;OG Judge’s Name: 5 AN KARPLING ) » M
SglPli:a::eE?agr); l,\)n:l;gteer}jsm Judge s School Affiliatiop &‘E‘NTLE‘/
Team Code #: 5 Team Code #: { L'}'
Prop Speaker #1 S"‘r\‘hh w) pts 274 Opp Speaker #1 l}Aé‘l WTQA N - pts ?.q
Prop Speaker #2 \/n_/\f\ N ° pts 2% Opp Speaker/42 G“ﬁ/ pts Rq-
A

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

e Argumentation: How directly ghd effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the qther side

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteods and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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TEAMCODE#_ B onthe__ProP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate ~
N2 TIpRoE=Rare (*20) | g j[j[
S Stoom R ggesName__ - Wav e ST ok
gglfl)i;r‘rfe?\rt];‘rsyogébzatzzn\;an Judge’s School Affiliation: jOLt\ SUC—‘Hs \_\"S -
Team Code #: \\ Team Code #: '_\’

Prop Speaker #1 k\t‘\ L\ X\'\VJ \\ ptsc)} Opp Speaker #1 tXU\\\'\S ‘“%/ pts %
Prop Speaker #2 Q C\\&,\AS( pts ﬁ Opp Speaker #2 Q M\)&“‘\ pts )'}S

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

Judging Critéria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the dg€baters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficient}y the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and réferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effeftively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relev
e Delivery: How well the debaters
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and fespectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: L“ on the O wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate

VanZutphen, Jane (*20) - \_3’
Round 48 3:45pm Room 401 Judee’s Name: EW%'L S w i JoWn
Gov: 14 Liu - Fu ® ) S
Opp: 27 Ramirez - Castenada
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: ’3 o\\k S WL& “ -
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: \ o Team Code #: l ,

Prop Speaker #1 \—‘\\'\ ptsg} Opp Speaker #1 CG-«)\(_V\GA—/\ pts l}
ptsg'z Opp Speaker #2 Q‘&“‘\ ved pts 3;)/

Prop Speaker #2 F\,\
\

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 = Reservegor rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteri
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debdters 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 reférences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevapt and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters sgeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and fespectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate

Lustig, Robert (*14) , LUST)

Gov: 27 Lavell - Hall Judge’s Name:
Opp: 24 Barton - Madsen (7/@
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: W

PROP ‘ OPP _
Team Code #: 7 Ww{%ﬁw Team Code #: . (7L "jﬂa_ / ?O,«g
Prop Speaker #1 W pts Z ? Opp Speaker #1 ﬂ; oLy 7‘/944 pts Z—:—]
Prop Speaker #2 [M(M pts Z7 Opp Speaker #2 M aaad o - pts Z;D)

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

Judging Crijferia
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively theAlebaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficieptly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts ang/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 relefant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debatep$ speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous ghd respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria,
each debater:

ease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

flo~ o} - Oppl:a-érl,uiﬂu(fwh ‘w,?t&—{m'oguq:,@h

opprrecto ol ol Frgedel A/,X]‘ T el
vovg crctrel cfed 150 hoad.
Malsey g for T ] M&”T'WL M WDQ%WH‘?

Prop 2: tc\ao—QoM? N(W#"Llo (#A/‘ g
/&= s Z‘MM Az;“::#f: N/ Wu L7u4 FoedD) | 97— Lhear» o YM»QeaD

2 ) 0594/4/9«/&
NDT WC‘Q’&N’Q Bl% 647 X (} 5@4&@0»‘0/‘%&& [m,"?o /L(,g/m((,(ﬂ .

TEAM CODE #: on the t:ﬁ 6 wins this debate. Lm o _7 1’07 W &g’?\?v .
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PARLI Debate
Lustig, Robert (*14)

Round 4B 3:45pm Room 404 Judge’s Name: Mj’ﬁ l/’ -

Gov: 13 Banas - Santos

Opp: 7 Zhang - Yang C/@
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: LQM
PROP oPP
Team Code #: / 3 - LVV%WE;{D Team Code #: /7 —’he(j_?lAb\ 1L'1 V% .
Prop Speaker #1 @AMM ptszﬂél Opp Speaker #1 ('/ 4R pts L‘&

|
< -
Prop Speaker #2 Jfblj' L pts u Opp Speaker #2 ZL"“’“‘? . pts < ?J
L .

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anal
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references toAuthority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effegtive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an/6rganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful/the debaters were to opponents and judges

e the topic and the arguments

Using the above criteria, please offer

each debater:
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TEAM CODE#: /. on the 0@2 . wins this debate.
(Prdp pr Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Firsov, Oleksandr (*5)

Round 4A 3:45pm Room 425 ) .2 Y
Gov: 22 Masters - Fehring Judge’s Name: £ (KLY, D[ EAIHPR

Opp: 20 Rahman - Zhou

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: ¢ #£. AP0
Team Code #: 2 A Team Code #: 20
Prop Speaker #1 re A ec '/(t79/ pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 z A-&// pts 2%
Prop Speaker #2 Magtor S pts 27 Opp Speaker #2/ 24 fcoers pts 28

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteglis and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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TEAMCODE#: 2 2 onthe /2 "L wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Firsov, Oleksandr (*5)

Round 4B 3:45pm Room 425 , Ny ¢ ( &K
Gov: 24 Crenshaw - Bulger Judge’s Name:_/~ (KR SOV, O SH %

Opp: 17 Chou - Kim

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation;  CEAL 2O
Team Code #: 2 6 Team Code #: {ar.4
Prop Speaker #1 By %T pts. 3 ©  OppSpeaker#l A [V pts 2.5
Prop Speaker #2 CenShar pts 2 & Opp Speaker #2 / Y, pts L&

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

Judging Criteria

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efffciently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facty/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 1€levant and effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Prop 1: Gl ﬁéac/{i L/@ft/zﬂo/ Opp 1: Hiee ’87‘7‘040/ o {g,

rocce o . . OFC Y C ety ot precre Lore >
/"ﬁeMe/&.fzfeW of Slece. poccet ¢ % (7‘9"' (807

Y. s @ ? .

ff-/gf on & L polties ./ %Goa/m tioas

ol-to af secceteny 0 0¢L- a it Lovess Seemern oleel o

Seer- potoproot o #A SOOI IY, P T T " AT oA

Prop 2: Opp 2: A o (A Ol

rwroxe L Efrcclrecy of ol g2 Of oy pot
% gL . @ & tecrre ‘(Q’;Zg
3 colarnx rSind
TEAMCODE#:___ 2 4 onthe_#~e%% wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

S ttonpex s/.eac%, poc i €8 , @t lope tictre {D Op 20 e XS

@ glee et 8 pccte PR OP olefcncte wi'nnee,



PARLI Debate
Maddhuri, Babu (*11)

Round 4A 3:45pm Room 408 s .
Gov: 14 Shin - Shevelev Judge's Name: BARG MADD HORY
Opp: 24 Corbett - Somerday C_
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation:_ XLy Np\"‘o/\\ H’i §H SCHo?
PROP OPP
Team Code #: \L\\/ Team Code #: Q/—Lk/
Prop Speaker #1 g\/\e\jel e\ pts 2  Opp Speaker#1__ C 0On pts 2%

Prop Speaker #2 L\t pts 2R Opp Speaker #2

O\a»\c)'* pts Z ¥

Please award each speaker points based on the following sgéle:
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 = Resérved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Crijferia
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficienfly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and yéferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effe€tively 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
o Courtesy: How courteous and yespectful the debaters were to opponents and judges t‘
o~ AN ac*( ver ;lhy

the WS 4. Mesf bl rabe At s
he Using the a%ove crlterias,%fekfs offer corlrolp |ments ala]/or suggestions for improvement to E ( (

each debater: \mxjﬁﬁ

Sl LT [ S e bt e
Voyg Ared TOT o/ Gocd mpdl ooy el shbo Tt based.

e o Yex frrone et
2 tha )

7 Prop2: 2 ... % N&tﬁb\ Q‘LOC\C& Opp2: VOYs C‘Z‘U‘\g\ \'\MW\
2%&&1,-«& %MWL&L(U\N ‘@ Q\ODA\ \V’“%‘*’C"EW %b-«u\é'

TEAM CODE #: @ l L\‘- on the ?RO? wins this debate.

(Prop or Opez {J
REASON FOR DECISION: gb\ma Con B lioms 2. Wh. o orp ey

unar Ijruw ot ée_wlfff amd  had w(w_a oo CQW(};L rw(& Ve
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PARLI Debate

Maddhuri, Babu (*11)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 408 s .
Gov: 7 Tripathi - Wong Judge's Name: BAR.01 MADD WLBY
Opp: 13 Tang - Blais
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation:_ LRVIN A TONV  HiaH geHOO L~
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 7 Team Code #: \<Z

Prop Speaker #1 ‘ A ‘azﬁe A )&Og pts 29 Opp Speaker #1 TOW\Q—. pts 28
O
Prop Speaker #2_ LA)aA 8 pts 2%  Opp Speaker #2 ’g'aﬁ,s/ pts 2L

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 Criteri

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debafers 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 referghces to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

The WS F6 shodd 3 GAIE@L(Q ton O, 2l k‘ MudLuM

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/er suggestions for imprdvement %‘w\ﬁ 4:) .
each debater:

Prop 1: é\ﬁaﬁ Ald«W a~ Opp 1 No (j“ C@'wvxt,\ Lonn
2weathont Bulillons/ Cocd | g Good f{j . m\w\:;twj “Yta

%m ?Xa/fiw \n&& gﬁa,h.
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TEAM CODE #: ?‘ on the f Qj ) __ wins this debate.
' (Prop or Opp)

REASON FORDECISION: T Jih  apd (QNA@\@QM -k,q d&o(,\‘ h‘b\,\ v
@M\Im*&w} Aes did. ma Wen e e obb




PARLI Debate

Rajani, Seema (*7)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 423
Gov: 14 Wu - Ying

Opp: 13 Sinha - Almeida :
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: D V

Judge’s Name:

PMP Og
Team Code #: Team Code #: ’

Prop Speaker #1 W U ﬁ pts 9/ ﬁ Opp Speaker #1 ggl' N 'l/|‘ A pts 9‘3
Prop Speaker #2 \j“/ iN f) % pts 2‘7 Opp Speaker #2 Q/%‘& (M pts l?

[T TR —

Please award cach speaker points based on the following s€ale:
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 = Regerved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the/debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficienfly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and yeferences 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 relevayit 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
o Courtesy: How courteous and réspectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: . oppl: LO ically ov G el
pi gically ovg
r\aw m;:’; Citvacted reof b, olepTre
m%m@( /ly + e £ to &degpw
~ oveley L ”i effechve ioteas
Prop 2: 0pp2:%"‘5’f’ﬂ&+ﬁ\-/% neadsers
%?/5 ' A i) Lk atanced AnL e 7O arpu >
QAN N e, | Serrefucts Silie,, 1z
Phisentanen |s Sahsfrcteny SURpat INasiies o prgpians

arsuwmend—z
TEAM CODE #: 1(3 on the ( E uﬂ wins this deﬁ‘ste. .

(Proptor' Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Rajani, Seema (*7)

Round 4B 3:45pm Room 423 s ; &;’ {
Gov: 5 Reyna - Yang Judge’s Name: g eLa l o
Opp_: 27 Manni - Brown
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: DU M
PR% orPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: 2 7

Prop Speaker #1 ‘Z“Q“’! VLA ptsO"1 g Opp Speaker #1 M ﬂ,l/u/,l,ol pts z 7
Prop Speaker #2 \{ O/I/l g pts 3‘ 0] Opp Speaker #}/ BW pts 9" ﬁ

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 <20 # Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judgi
® Analysis: How reasonably and effective
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts/and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How r¢levant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debagers 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

Criteria
the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

Using the above criteria,

lease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: ' .

Prop 1: oppl: Speclcervs puvpPose IS
B ptirce [rgurmends presewt bot riot [Ofically
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(Prop or*Opp)
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Sundararamen, Siva (*22)

Round 4A 3:45pm Room 407 s Q
Gov: 5 Visht - Koshkin Judge's Name SO R [RIAMA-Sqony
Opp: 11 Dara - Randeria
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Afﬁliation:jﬁ)—/\/‘ M d-r) (T ufrt
PROP orpP
Team Code #: Team Code #: /

Prop Speaker #1 VAU, £ pts 2k Opp Speaker #1 Kd(,m p((i%’}/pts 21 Y
Prop Speaker #2__ K. & Cheda pts_ 24 Opp Speaker #2 D aNns/ pts2 S 8~
SO wy - e rie- / aivan

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

26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = ReservedAor 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 refepénces to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectiy€ly 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

e 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:

Prop 1: Defned CleAaFy, Protf 4gf Opp I: Pornieed ooihs s Wesotiue fupadr
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TEAM CODE #: VISWT @ [ 36T the ATE wins this

(groplor Opp)
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PARLI Debate
Sundararamen, Siva (*22)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 407 , .
Gov: 7 Giang - Shen udge’s Name: Sua/PA N Ay L a4
Opp: 24 Woerner - Miner
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: S mMApeu it Klc
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: Team Code #:
\ ‘

Prop Speaker #1 67‘ 6[,017 pts Yo Opp Speaker #1 WDC"‘"\ QL pts 21

Prop Speaker #2 3 W pts_ 24  Opp Speaker #2 M’{V\é AN pts >

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavi
Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, comm?{féative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/
each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Choy, Suzie (*4)

Round 4A 3:45pm Room 424 , . .

Gov: 24 Campagna - Mortensen sudge’s Name:__Sangie. [ va)
Opp_: 3 Burgmann - McCann-Phillips

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation: %DD

Team Code #: }4’ Team Code #: 3/
Prop Speaker #1 Cam fﬁgyu\— pts % Opp Speaker #1 WCA',#I n ’m h 73 pts Zo)

Prop Speaker #2 MJ\A'{/V\SM/\' pts 4/8 Opp Speaker #2 ﬁ Hi Véln(/\ pts 7/8
ped

Please award each speaker points based on the following scyle:
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 Critéria

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: Opp 1:

W jok Mug GRS Dantt clishse. subost .

e

ovse A A b/e-/-/w/j\blg MMJJ@—T ///D)/J /(VIMB

byt doliveny & hosii—

Prop 2: Opp 2:
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TEAM CODE #: 3 onthe 0 30 Ia _ 007~ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Choy, Suzie (*4)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 424

Gov: 24 Bodisco - Ransweiler Judge’s Name: %/(YLL [W

Opp: 5 Cuddihy - Goldblatt . !
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: 60 D
rop oop e et
Team Code #: 9 4 Team Code #: 5

Prop Speaker #1 EOJ}S@ pts ?/Dl Opp Speaker #1 CTO ’ A M pts Z /,
Prop Speaker #2 K—UAS l/\rU(ﬁ/V pts s Opp Speaker #2 C{A AdAL '/1,1/ pts, 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 rgdnds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ingppropriate behavior

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

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

l: ‘
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TEAM CODE #: } 4’ on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Young, Wendy (*27)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 426
Gov: 24 Fulop - Bennett
Opp: 22 Katewa - Colenbrander
Parliamentary Debate/JV

- C\ ‘peuixw\-&ﬂa

- More
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PARLI Debate

Team Code #: [
Prop Speaker #1 &vad\'\'

Prop Speaker #2 FV‘ 6.?

PROP
rY

Judge’s Name: A\M)FW %0(&\3(,0

Judge’s School Affiliation: S&N HS

Team Code #:

oPP__ |
ok

pts 9") Opp Speaker #1 CO\ cm‘orfwoﬂf pts 3%

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

26-25 = Fair <20 = Reserved for ru

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

24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria

~
ps Aq. Opp Speaker #2 ‘(CC\'QN oo

or inappropriate behavior

alyze the topic and the arguments

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effectivel

by

the other side

he 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/in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable

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

Using

each debater:

the above criteria, please

fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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