
PA R L I D e b a t e

Chen, Hong (*23)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 405
Gov: 4 Jayasuriya - Schuiz
Opp: 5 Chen - Jones
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code

i - K O l

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

, . s ^ f

pts^S,Prop Speaker #2 f3Ch lA pts Opp Speaker #2 — pts
Please award each speaker points basea on the following sĉe:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28eiy Good ^
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qî ify for elimination rounds)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : O p p b

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 .

\ .. L Oto I

? e e o 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 :
I

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

*romor Opp)

' I ^ -



Chen, Hong ^23)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 405
Gov: 26 Arroyo - Stephens
Opp: 7 Su - Her
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code U:

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

o e

Prop Speaker#! Opp Speaker#!

^ Prop Speaker #2 PCTCQiA 0 pts 9.̂  Opp Speaker #2 / pts_^^
Please award each speaker points based on the folloM^g scale: ^

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstandiî  28 = Veiy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enougl̂ o quality for elimination rounds)

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

JudgW 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— ŵhich may include facts/nd references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly ancf 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 r̂ evant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Deliver}': How well the debates speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p ] - . % e O p p I : 0 r r m i r
/ v w # / - « > + & e f " a i n ^ t i x ( k i A i m e
( V u w H m d o fi S M k e S ' h s n i
P i A g a 0 n h ^ w M K j e

aM,L si'A\(UA.Iafe. e^cteAM-

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : ^ I S O
f k C O y h l i S i ^ , ^ o c t A K O f W n T ^ ' ^ < ^ ~ ^
'■Pem (AOi^ ' i r. P- r g€AAt-Oc^n^cr \ : / ik inA u loru ^

TEAM CODE #: ^ on the wins this debate.
(Prop 01

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

^ o o k N § A r & L 9 f e e 0 n



Ambrose, Mrs {*24)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 409
Gov: 14 Iran - Vainberg
Opp: 11 Sadana - Wagh
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Team Code H:

Prop Speaker U1

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P J
Team Code #: ^

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

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

pts/22

_pts^Q
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 fcyelimination rounds)

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debat̂  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 referer̂ es to authority as well as general knowledge

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

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak m an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

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

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

d p i

Prop 2:

^ usu\ bw ̂

V- A

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(P.V)P or Upp)

P Q n p & > / 6 \ ^ ^
^ O - A s f t u ^ v v ^ ( K . t v v c n \ ^ e > ~ - J



Ambrose, Mrs (*24)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 409
G o v ; 1 4 G u a n - S c h m i d t
Opp: 5 Firsov - Kwak
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 #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

Please award each speaker points based on the following sĉ t:30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding IŜ êiyGood
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qual̂  for elimination rounds)

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

Judging Critma• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d̂aters 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/oie debaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and refOTences 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 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

O A ^ C L ^

^ k ^ : e c ^ ( X A A .
T E A M C O D E # :

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

" P p p , d o

o n t h e I J l w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop A- Opp)



PA R L I D e b a t e

Sankaralingam, Avu (*2)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 406
G o v : 7 G a n - M a t h e w

Opp: 22 Baetkey - Blanchard
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name: -eJAfv

Judge's School Afriiiation:_

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

p ts Opp Speaker # 1

p t s O p p S p e a k e r # / _p»_sr7
Please award each speaker points based on the foll̂ ing scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstandî  28 = Veiy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enoum to quality for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <2y = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectiv̂y the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

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

• Argumentation: How directly ̂d 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/elevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivei-y: How well the delmers speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p l : ,

' TEAM CODE #: Tf- on the ifepP ' wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
^ r r o p o r u p p ; i / - » / i i r v T r /REASON FOR DECISION: f j i^ 1



Sankaralingam, Avu (*2)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 406
G o v : 5 Yu a n - S t a n k u s

Opp: 14 Eng - Morgenstein
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfTiliatioHl J>C70TL̂ y
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:>

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speakei/ff2

ts_2.®̂
pts

Please award each speaker points based on the fol̂ wing scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstan̂g 28 = Very Good

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

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

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

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

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

and easily understandably
• Courtesy: How courtemis and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p , : O p p . : ob

2 : -
^ . \ r I ^ ^ ^ p p .m p 2 : O p p 2 : ' C 7 o v « 7 ' r ^ ^

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)( P r o p o r O p p ) I

6 . I k f T c f o i - v o ■



PA R L I D e b a t e

\<j||.liUl|jlllill,lJlllL (*20)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 401
G o v : 11 P a n d i t - M a d d h u r i

Opp: 4 Johnson - Pashman
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name;_ V w W v S4-1.
Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

AAn pts^
Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

Judging Crit̂ ia• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the ̂haters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered dur ing the debate /

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

• Argumentation: How directly and eff̂ tively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t l i e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relev̂ t and effective were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters ̂ eak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

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

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

Prop 1: -2^^VJ\ ^\ Opp 1: PO i«A^j
j . v ^ ( ^ . i

Prop 2: y V)
cVov ,̂. Wo- wl C.V\tW>v.Ce WW

- S ^ < 5 . ,

X S 3 v v e ^ 1

Opp 2: G-OoV Co.CVS
VC -W c--f XtiOf

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 .

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
(Prop or (Jpp) ... \ U ^ -Or \ \REASON FOR DECISION: ̂ Ct. V.oJ. 0.\V=>—\47 ̂

A . . C v , ' - W. I , \ A . . - V i f - X A A a . . . - V i t . ,

\owc\

^ C A J J y V / J I I I I I I

CVfcecV. t k-W ^ ^ At-SccvwV. £A^
fc f fV '-T ^0 k W. U5 y- af



P A R L I D e b a t e

VanZutphen, Jane (*20)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 401
Gov: 14 Liu - Fu

Opp: 27 Ramirez - Castenada
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name: ̂  oAAoK.
Judge's School Affiliation: Sv»yg-i\

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

U . DtŜV
pts^

T e a m C o d e # : )

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

Opp Speaker #2 — pts^^
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = VenjXjood
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fofelimination rounds)

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

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and r̂rences 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 relevani and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters ̂ak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Propl! SWu Aoo/ 1~, Wr Oppli

A j \ ̂  c}̂ p,
Prop 2:

C iUs rcV O^P-s r -

f\ >V <̂CC.wSrL oAW

T E A M C O D E # ; ] o n t h e V w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .^ ( P r o p o r O p p ) . [ \ i
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : C O ^ ^ v ^

CoV-c O A x«. P^-L • .



PA R L I D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #;

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation;

Team Code #:

t i on :

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

pts Zr7

p t s ^

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

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

Judging Gloria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tĥ ebaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

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

• Argumentation: How directly and ê ctively 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 relwant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debatê  speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop jgrRcj i;[ . Opp 1: ut/j f Ay
^ ^ c l U i U h ■

A ^ T X U . I , A

TEAM CODE #:̂  on the f' wins this debate, OIl̂ hj
( P r o p o r ^ p p ) / / ' > 1 ^ ^

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :■

/ fnAC-eft 7K) J 1

T E A M C O D E # : 1 ^ ' ' / o n to n t h e

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Lustig, Robert (*14)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 404
G o v : 1 3 B a n a s - S a n t o s

Opp: 7 Zhang - Yang
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:
PROP /

PtsẐ  Opp Speaker # 1
Opp Speaker #2

V(i

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 rudepx inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

• Deliveiy: How well the debaters speak in aiyorganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and eas i l y unders tandab le /

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

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

U A V i a . L j t u t ^

' 7 ^ f ^

' ; V e , M

- T o l w t > ^
T E A M C O D E # : / • o n t h e C 4

lin 77%- Ir ?1 e M T U J r h

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

(Prcfp tx Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ ^ . - p u K

[Tf fhtJU^ <2. X?fUs^ p 9U<.'ip



P A R L I D e b a t e

Firsov, Oleksandr (*5)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 425
Gov: 22 Masters - Fehring
Opp: 20 Rahman - Zhou
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #: 2 ^

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2

J u d g e ' s N a m e : P ^

Judge's School Affiliation:_ C 4 - A < / ^

G P P
Team Code #: ̂  O

p ts Opp Speaker # 1 ^ p ts ^ ^

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

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enougj/to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <1^A Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judgiiig Criteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectiv̂y the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

• Evidence: How appropriately and ̂ iciently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include fâ  and references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

and easily understandably
• Courtesy: How coulters and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p 1 : ^ Oppl :

Of ^y.

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : / ^ ^ c / J ^
A c / s ^ y

^e. £1^ oA
TEAM CODE #: 2 0^ on the P wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

I

/ C ^ S ! C P / ^ 3
,

TEAM CODE #: 2 2. w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .



PA R L I D e b a t e

Firsov, Oleksandr (*5)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 425
Gov: 24 Crenshaw - Bulger
Opp: 17 Ghou - Kim
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:
P R O P
CL ^ Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # I ̂  c/ Z.i pts ̂  O Opp Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2 ^S/l pts 0- i Opp Speaker HI/ (

pts ZJ'

_ pts

Please award each speaker points based on the following 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 <20yF 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 ê iently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include fact̂nd references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly ari/a effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the o ther s ide /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the deb^ers speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteou/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:

f / / '

Prop 2:
c cT j l ^

ws Q, e>-^A^ *^S't- i/i ^

O p p l : A - e a ^ e /

^ ^ o c c / ,
O p p 2 : ^ „

a : c ^ 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)



Maddhuri, Babu fH)
Round 4A 3:45pnn Room 408
G o v : 1 4 S h i n - S h e v e l e v

Opp: 24 Corbett - Somerday
Parliamentary Debate/JV

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

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1_̂ V̂

Prop Speaker #2_

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

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

pts

pts ■2-?-

Please award each speaker points based on the following ŝ le:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding IsXveryGood

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

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

offered dur ing the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficien̂  the debaters support arguments with

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer comp
e a c h d e b a t e r :

liments ai(Q/or suggestions for improvement to a ,,
Cku. Q Maa-

p - p B c c S i J r O p p ' •

P'-'>P2: MICCL.GooJI Opp2:

l l i J - ^ f e U l k s '
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 :

lpesy<ĵ/L

^ on the • _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

(JLA/VLccxâ  XjtLvA.'k

0
aji Vi'



Maddhuri, Babu f11)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 408
Gov: 7 Tripathi - Wong
Opp: 13 Tang - Blais
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Aff i l iation: J-R.ViKl ^TO^ —

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

pts_2;3_ Opp Speaker # 1 \/

Opp Speaker U2_

pts

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referOTces 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 arm effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak/n an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and resp̂ tful the debaters were to opponents and judges . 1

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

Propl: (5vce<̂
-̂̂ (LejXsLiuJr

Prop 2: O p p 2 : ^ . / a I " H T f
4 ^ ^ S C a a a ^

<vvj r Ck:^(Z ju^J lsL 2.

U d W - W .

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)REASON FOR DECISION: JU AcLbo^

^woV \/^<2XA> C\ ^tjv5vx<2j -



P A R L I D e b a t e

Rajani, Seema (*7)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 423
Gov: 14 Wu - Ying
Opp: 13 Sinha - Almeida
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:_

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School AfTiliation:

Team Code #:

pts HI Opp Speaker #1 T ̂  pts
pts_2j_ Opp Speaker #2_ pts.

Please award each speaker points based on the followinĝ ale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding Veiy Good

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

Judging Cmeria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tĥebaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiency the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and eff̂tively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

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

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

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

Prop 1:

• J -

Oppi: bC>̂ (CA.I(y cyx̂ 0 'Lje.o\
-h h "/u (^LeAMJcpme^
O L - l o C e , ^ /

Prop 2: I

- fi c c f z f z :/ S - r h ) p r ^ ' C U - 5
TEAM CODE on the Ph)p

(Prop/oi<Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

T T U c d f v h n h u y i i > ' h - ' ^ S p ' ^

Opp 2:

vi (y-yxhciiCHPiCccC
^ p \ j e



Rajani, Seema (*7)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 423
Gov: 5 Reyna - Yang
Opp: 27 Manni - Brown
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #: ^ /

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

pts Opp Speaker #2 /E'̂ TAAjyv .pts^
Please award each speaker points based on the folIoWng scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enoughao qualify for elimination rounds)

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

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

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

evidence— ŵhich may include factyand 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 î levant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Deliveiy: How well the debars speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p 1 : / o p p i :
pr~€f>&iyLi- bch t̂ o-h /Ô -jco-LĈ

. " . J i T ) h r s .
^ ^

qA~C\
P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : ^

0 r ' f O ' j - i c ^ j
1/2 ̂ wins this debate. ̂  I'fT̂T 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 . ^ I ' T ^

( P r o p o i ^ O p p ) C d
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e

(Prop orOpp)



S u n d a r a r a m e n , S i v a { ' ' 2 2 ) ^
R o u n d 4 A 3 : 4 5 p m R o o m 4 0 7 / n . / i ^ O y £ L ^ A A ^ c ^ .
Gov; 5 Visht - Koshkin
Opp: 11 Dara - Randeria
Parliamentat7 Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! X/\ Q pts L-h Opp Speaker#1

Prop Speaker #2 M ̂  C K \>i h pts ̂  Opp Speaker #2_

P t s O r r

ptsO-jT

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

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and 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 ̂ d effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spê  in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p l : / ) e ^ " K ^ O p p \ : ^ c X r

He, fi V tcAfP i <d l a jA , , K . , , J , ^
M e . w W r fi W a ^ c U - ^ t A J M ^^ W 5 : ^ I < ( e J i i - . r , ^

Prop2:p.^ctAVC< ^ tin ^7 Opp 2:

^ ^ < e u J U ! C f ' i t i y
V v A . ( « A ^ J ^ a a J L ^ A A

TEAM CODE #: shl<>\\ ^ on the wins this ^bate.
Opp)

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

r S ^ ' f ^ t V f F - f - o ^ / X c ^ y ' i ^
i T e ^ ^ C c A i / ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Sundararamen, Siva (*22)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 407
Gov: 7 Giang - Shen
Opp: 24 Woerner - Miner
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

h'e(M

Judge's Name: J> Ua jpAJl— '̂SĴUAA.y
J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f fi l i a t i o n : a } t f - C ^

O P P
Team Code #:

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

p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 4 ^ 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 behavipr

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

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/vith

evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to dae 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 questicms and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

^ ^ /

k ^ ( J j d i - A i c u J - ^ 0 ( £ x i £ l
O u t A J " X X i X - t /

, 6 c v c ( ^ < ^ / O p p 2 : / t - A M ^ < i O A « , l / i f t t /I f y t ' * — ' \ \ ^ ^ J f r - > I j n

a { ^ U - / C ( , ^ ' L f r u C d i r t c d

T E A M C O D E # ; t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e ,

( P r o p o | f ; b p g ) l € C A ^R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : /

O f f u w a U V f ' d M c u u ^ c A c u ' ^ ^ - e ^ -
X x u x a j . - U f r f f u ^ c L U X c
X C ' ^ o L X )

t h e ^

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



Choy, Suzie (*4)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 424
Gov: 24 Campagna - Mortensen
Opp: 3 Burgmann - McCann-Phillips
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Afniiation:_

GPP 2 /
Team Code #: J$/

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

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

Please award each speaker points based on the following sĉ :30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28̂ êryGood
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality for elimination rounds)

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

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

• 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 effeeiively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

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

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

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

Prop 1:

OjyOrA-
Opp 1:

Prop 2:

C/^<3A^ •

Opp 2:

W ,

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 tff _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

U f f A
W i t / d b " 6



P A R L I D e b a t e

Choy, Suzie (M)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 424
G o v : 2 4 B o d i s c o - R a n s w e i l e r

Opp: 5 Cuddihy - Goldblatt
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_ 60
O P P ^

Te a m C o d e # : ^

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality for elimination rmnds)
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 tĥopic 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 -t arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authoriw 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 wermhe questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organizecVcommunicative 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: Flow 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:

f cAjxnv̂

Prop 2:

y>\A^ '
■vh^v^S

O p b l :
H o

Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

on the VYyjP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

- f d i k A - f o p i M U ^ ^ I



PA R L I D e b a t e

Young, Wendy (*27) (-
R o u n d 4 A 3 : 4 5 p m R o o m 4 2 6 ^
Gov: 24 Fulop - Bennett
Opp: 22 Katewa - Colenbrancjer «
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

P R O P
9 ^ Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2 ' ^

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

Col

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 eliminanon rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rmie or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters atialyze 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 referen̂  to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelwihe debaters respond to the arguments made

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

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

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

Prop 1

Prop 2: ^
— ( o ^ , <

3r i Oppl :

0 . r y
Opp 2:

•ftsljovO
C O i S

ft/v "FiaoJi ask
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 :

— v / R

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

j O ' - i ' l V \ o ^ o y
Voiu)rvv®,v l/OlCA pi b

. ' ' I c « . \ l ( f f ^ b e .

cle^v- Urx kcT rvvv-dt


