
PA R L I D e b a t e

Dara, Ramesh (*11)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 2 0

G o v : 1 4 W o o - M e l m a n

Opp: 5 Hinchcliff - McKinney
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliationrj

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 W\̂ lv<\a-Y\ ■ pts_2^ Opp Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2 Opp Speaker #2_ pts_^8

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enougĥ  qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 /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—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly â  effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

and easily imderstandabl/̂
• Courtesy: How courteojas and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criterist, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
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PA R L I D e b a t e

Dara, Ramesh (*11)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 2 0

Gov: 26 Goody - Sherman
Opp: 27 Cohen - Lemenager
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: T P'

OPP^
T e a m C o d e # : /

Prop Speaker#1 (s\o op V pts Opp SpeakerUl_j
P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 E p t s ' 2 . 7 O p p S p e a k e r # 2 y

p t s _ ^ 7

-P fa 2 -8

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 <20ŷ  Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judgiim Criteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectivel)/the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts ^d 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 reliant and effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Fulop, Anna (*24)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 2 8

Gov : 20 Le - Ra ther

Opp: 7 Kaura - Gajula
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #: ^

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_ P-CA-th

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: XZXX

O P P
Team Code #: 1-

Opp Speaker #1 ̂ ĈXUfĈ

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 rounds)
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 y
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and life arguments

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

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

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were thequestions 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 debat̂  were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complimeî  and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
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Fulop, Anna (*24)
R o u n d 1 B g ; 0 0 a m R o o m 2 2 8

Gov: 23 Wei - Zheng
Opp: 14 Rettenmaier - Pineda
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #: ^3

Prop Speaker#! LUf

Prop Speaker #2 i ^ I 'A

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_ to 10

Judge's School Afliliation: U CXVy|(/|f\
5 F F J

T o o r r . a - I UTeam Code #: (H

Opp Speaker #1 Va 'A

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

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effeetively the debaters/̂ alyze the topie 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 effieiently the d̂ aters support arguments with

evidenee—̂which may include faets and referenê  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 ̂ective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in̂  organized, communieative style that is pleasant

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

Using the above criteria, please offer/ompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / - ve a c h d e b a t e r : /
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P A R L I D e b a t e

Young, Wendy (*27)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 1 0

G o v : 2 3 H a b i b - K e s h a v

Opp: 11 Chippa - Cherukuri
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name

Judge's Scho

■.mm

ŝchopUtffiHatîp?

Team Code #:

)pp Speaker#!

)pp Speaker #2

)ts_^
pts_S7

Please award each speaker points based on th^ollowing scale: / J
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy Good /

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough totjû fŷ r elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserv^g'^ferjiode or inappropriate^bgtiavior

Judging Criterî• 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 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 respectful 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 : /

P r o p 1 : / j d ' i J u h O p p 1 : ^
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Young, Wendy (*27)
R o u n d 1 B 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 2 1 0
G o v ; 1 4 L u k - Ts e r e n n a m i d

Opp: 20 Alam - Nguyen
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1^

Prop Speaker #1

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliati

Team Code #:

jp Speaker#!

\Arl pts 3'! (opp Speaker#2
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: / /

30 = Perfect 29 = OutstWing 28 = Very Good /
27 = Good (but possibly not good enougtKo qualify for elimination̂unds)

2 6 - 2 5 = F a i r 2 4 - 2 0 = P o o r < 2 0 = R e s f e f v e d f o r r u d e o r i n a p p r o p H g t t e b e h a v i o r

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

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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effective ŵ  the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an 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 debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: d̂ -UjLp̂y <̂coL

Cio l/JJJLf OLO /LJU

Prop 2:"
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w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

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

CtAQuynu. 'yaho ( ju jza j l^
duauJijh ^JtA//) ciuiMLMTiAJ •

- A t f . ^ ^ > - -✓ ! / i ^ ^ ^ ^ . I n z ^ ^ A a A A * A . - / .



Lacombe, Victor (*25)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 2 5
Gov : 20 Va l l e - Po l l a rd

Opp: 14 Lee - Fairchild
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Vj^T t- \ SLG:<i--ll«^N^pROP
Team Code Q O

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker#2 rol

Opp Speaker #1. pts 2-S

opp speaker #y

Please award each speaker points based on the foUoWmg scale:30 = Perfect 29 = Outstand̂  28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enoum to qualify for elimination roimds)

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

Judgiim Criteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectivelwe debaters analyze the topic and the arguments offered
d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e 7• Evidence: How ̂propriately and efht̂ntly the debaters support arguments with evidence—̂which
may include facts and references to aumority as well as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and ̂ectively the debaters respond to the arguments made by the
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 debater̂ speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant and

easily understandable /• Courtesy: How courteous an̂espectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, pleaw offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r n n l -

y -*
' T

Prop 2:
t r A ( X m J L j L - S )

£ J L 4

^ ^ ^ P ^ ( A i 7

T E A M C O D E # : on the Opp wins this debate.
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Lacombe, Victor (*25)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 2 5

G o v ; 8 Z a h e e r - C h a u d h r i

Opp: 14 Ng - Huang
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PROP^
T e a m C o d e # : n

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:: : <-CSA\ fi.t '

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#1 pts *2-^ Opp Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 0. \ pts_2=S Opp Speaker #2
p t s

_pts_3jt-

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 roupfds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inaptĤ 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 t̂c and the arguments offered
d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support4rguments with evidence—^which
may include facts and references to authority as well as general̂ owledge• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters r̂ond to the arguments made by the
o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effective werêe questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organizedywmmunicative style that is pleasant and
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 debatêwere to opponents and judges

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

C > l e c ^ r \ 3 , ^ ^
HI 0 S T S I) 4. j

i t y r ; /
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A / r f ^ °— 2 . U T o u ^ i n t r
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r O A
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^ - - r ^ ,

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
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H TEAM CODE #:
•i J -e -y

(Prop or Opp)
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Sankaram, Nandakumar (*7)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 0 4
Gov : 20 Je rez - Mo ran

Opp: 24 Scott - Ambrose
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's N a m e : ^ /VA/ K A /V

Judge's School Affiliation: ^ ^

Team Code #:
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#1 pts Opp Speaker#1 ^CoTjr pts
Prop Speaker #2 1^0^ pts ^ ^ Opp Speaker #2 ^ ^ nts
Please award each speaker points based on the followinŝale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding j5 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough tdqualify for elimination rounds)

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

Judginĝ riteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tKe debaters analyze the topic and the arguments offered
d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /• Evidence: How appropriately and efficî tly the debaters support arguments with evidence—̂ which
may include facts and references to aimority as well as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and ̂ lectively the debaters respond to the arguments made by the
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 debatêspeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant and

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

Using the above criteria, pl̂se offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
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O C t j X /
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- t o p o . ^ '
TEAM CODE #: 2. •4- on the OFF wins this debate.
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a ^ 2 , e d ^ c ^ o u ^ p y o ^
I 1 I . I * —■ C o » y r ^

\ P O L -

TEAM CODE #: ̂ __0_F_f___wins this debate.
' ( P r o p o r O p p )
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PA R L I D e b a t e

Sankaram, Nandakumar (*7)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 0 4

G o v : 11 A r s h a d - S a n k a r

Opp: 14 Bystrom - Gast
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: A

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂  ̂
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 A/C

Prop Speaker #2 ^ V>

pts Opp Speaker # 1 G} /\ ^T'

p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 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 romfds)
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/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 suppgnt arguments with

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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effective wer/the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organizê  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 debates were to opponents and judges

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

O o W + T 4 a / W " * " - e ^ o - ^ < r v A U I ^ , /
^ K e f -

y o ^ >Ji Z^l rwJl
IOUACU o ucf' Warn?-̂  ̂
oJ/lfU, yo(A/*^ • /

TEAM CODE #: 14 I nn ^lio Off ivinc f-liic #loVici4oon the Of? _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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Whitmore, Gerald (M)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : C 0 a m R o o m 2 2 1

Gov: 14 Hclwitz - Kay
Opp: 26 Clark - Flanagan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: ^

Judge's School Affiliation:

- \ f r ) /̂

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_ 0 i 'aj i
Prop Speaker #2 Ka M

Opp Speaker#]

>tŝ ^ 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 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 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

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

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

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

Prop 1:
0^ . \Ur^' u;-c| l
U/ ̂ uv\<̂ rCy Co

O p p l : - a l ' j - r a - v c f
C y ' \ ' U / k t - ' A C c ' n K c h

j o o W - t '
I J - ■ - ^ — w I I -

tf,crv 0^
ê yc.

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

\dx^ Vx^ Aij"
Opp 2: 7̂ )jc. hî c-

fo hu{- c^ulo('^<^hh kiS An/icJr̂
^Jp wins this debate.

'(Pfoppr Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : V

focy ^O'X ()\u<' 4"C/ ' ' (7/Vl <7"^o ' r <s. \c<J l -c 'd t~ t ' is . I lx -^
4 PC'X. C.\<^u^''^ /nA.n.it/'



P A R L I D e b a t e

Whitmore, Gerald (M)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 2 1
G o v : 1 4 L a w r e n c e - P r i v a l o v

Opp: 20 Byrne - Pareja
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: ^
J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f fi l i a t i o n : U O

P R O P
Team Code #:

O P P
Team Code #: ,3.0

Prop Speaker # 1 pts QSJ Opp Speaker # 1 ̂  V/
Prop Speaker #2 (v/ ̂  ̂  pts ̂  (f Opp Speaker #2 ' ̂  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 inappropnate 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/nd 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 amiments with

evidence— ŵhich 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 and effective were tĥ uestions 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 ̂re 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 : /

PropliVuy (̂ 11
• V C c / 0 ^

1 a / e - ^ - t

( 7 U p - f o

Pro5^^>^^f r A - - / Op
C r o o d 0 ^ ' ^ ( T r r O l A

d \ ^ ^ c M o r \ o \ ^ ^
L o o / e t A u / i f \
T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e O f

A v C A C c f - e 4 ^

OonW'pM»̂;(rc-r y. CLftsKnuliAj
O p p 2 : < T - f ~

Cc^ok'dp' ^

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : v ^ f / L f /

o p f ( ^ 0 ^ f W j { a J ^ I S ^ - h U
kCCl-cdt(O-^0 Oc/Ccc ^ J klly

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

(Prop of Opp)



PA R L I D e b a t e

Firsov, Oleksandr (*5)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 2 2
Gov: 14 Chao-Wang
Opp: 25 Lacombe - Appel
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: ' £ K S . / ' f

Judge's School Affiliatiogf ^^

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Team Code #:

pts_|_£_

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker #1 tA'̂  6^^^ 'ct ^ ^
Opp Speaker p t s

Please award each speaker points based on the foll̂ ing scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstancmg 28 = Very Good

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

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

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

• Argumentation: How directly anca 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 debat/rs speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous md 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 l : p o t J o O p p l : P O m ^ ^

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

^ ^ o / o u ^ / r ^
U u - c ^ i 5 / ^ c o c e . ,

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

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

c ^ c u / - > ^ s » « o
A / i e

O p p 2 : ,

( ^ e p A > j . s
P P ' i c e ^ o U y / 7



P A R L I D e b a t e

Firsov, Oleksandr (*5)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 2 2 _ . i i ♦ n i
G o v : — T x U k v a w M ^
O p p : 1 4 C h a n - F o l e y ^
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation: ^ Pt)

T e a m C o d e # : /

Prop Speaker # 1 pts ^ 0 Opp Speaker #1 ^
Prop Speaker #2 P^Ct'f2^ pts_2j2_ Opp Speaker #2 p t ^
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 eliminationrounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude ô appropriate behavior

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to autlfority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debars 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 effectivê ere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orĝzed, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p l : 0 7 ^ ' ^ / O p p l :
Q / l C j C ^ I .

Prop 2: Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or Opp)

G c n o A d U y o ^



Brogan, John (*2)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 0 6

Gov: 14 Situ - Zhang
Opp: 20 Afeal - Kelly
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

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 Afmiation: ^

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker/!

Opp Speaker #2_

d c j q

Please award each speaker points based on tĥ ollowing scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outŝding 28 = Very Good

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

Jimging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effecnvely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : / «

TEAM CODE #: 3~T\ ' ̂  op̂ e ̂  wins this debat̂ . ̂  [Ck/T E A M C O D E # : ' n n > d » Po i M u e

REASON FOR DECIŜ :̂

^ - 0



PA R L I D e b a t e

Brogan, John (*2)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 0 6

Gov: 26 Sheridan - Sappington
Opp: 23 Deng - Luc
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PROP y
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 O-

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 ( / ^ T

Judge's Name: ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂
Judge's School Affiliation:,

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify foĉ limination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved wr 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 thê baters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referents to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectivel̂ ê 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 and̂ fective were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak iryan 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 offer>compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

A -
OppP r o p l : /■ / / O P P I - ' n J l ) J

1 opp'T̂

T E A M C O D E # : on t he y j j w ins t h i s deba te .
(Prop or'dpp)V r r o p o r u p p j r v



PA R L I D e b a t e

Sutton, Emma (*12)
R o u n d 1 A 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 2 0 5
Gov: 2 Archibald - Hohmeyer
Opp: 4 Thomas - Ralston
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:,

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

Prop Speaker#! U p t s

Prop Speaker #2 XS"
Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2 . . .

Please ai^vard each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Gô

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an̂yze 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 t̂uthority 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 effeĉ ve were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Propl: V-'-'-

S > [ ' I I /
Prop2:"^
A o A ^

TEAM CODE #: (TO(hĵ  on the C.
(Pro]

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

Q. A . -î gjl c c-VVtc/-

I \
O p p 2 : '

•€>40-

^ wins th is debate.

(Prop or Opp)
^DECISION: ^

^ c V l ^ O v o w < .

V C v K a J ^ ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Sutton, Emma (*12)
R o u n d 1 B 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 2 0 5
Gov : 14 Ke r r -S te in - Lee

Opp: 2 Hemerling - Barnett
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

» R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

O - V o c .
yV-̂ Vc

Team Code #

Opp Speaker #I

Opp Speaker #2_

. 'ki-AWj

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

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 support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authô  as well as general knowledge

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

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organi:̂ , 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 deb̂ers were to opponents and judges

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

Joppl:

P r o p 2 : \
i V T L - ? V A - - - S

P 6 > \ > Y « ■ ^ ' " 3 r t ) i <
\ o ^ - V - V W Y
TEAM CODE #: c5'XjJ „„ d,. v xfcP wins this debate.

Opp l :

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

0^-

REASON FOR DECISION: Off i: J i. -iW
C ^ X V

t ' V ^ V c V a j r x T ' ^ P V / " T C _



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: rAJ (un«ve.//
v ^ u v . l u r v a v c i j - r i o ^ i i c i ^ i r ^

Opp: 20 Mart*Andola fir')
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:
P R O P

i S Team Code #:
O P P

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

Prop Speaker #2 K, pts_3̂  Opp Speaker #;Opp Speaker #2_

Please award each speaker points based on the following ŝ e:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28yvery Good

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

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

o f fe red dur ing the deba te /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficientlVthe debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and rererences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effeĉely 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 relevant̂ id effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters sp̂  in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily xmderstandable /
• 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 O p p 2 : )
I ' s f / V i r V i , f t y j u C t h ' H / )

ou3\Aelief
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 .

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

-t" Ouoĉ





Tunnell, Nanny (*17)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 2 7

Gov: 1 Ochoa - Chand
Opp: 23 Eizner - He
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliationi a l i o n :

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

PROP (
I Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

Q p p

H e ,
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 eliminatioîunds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or irfappropriate 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 autl̂ ority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant and effective Were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organised, 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 complii
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1:

^

- H O t T "
Prop 2;

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

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

— JLzA\^»^y-

ênts and/or suggestions for improvement to

f c f e f T ^ f

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





Roberson, Sam (*20)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 0 3
G o v : 2 3 H o - P r a s h a n t h

Opp: 14 Kwong - Tan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

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 pts ̂2̂  Opp Speaker # 1_
Prop Speaker #2 Pte l/\ Opp Speaker #2_
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = VeiyGood /
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatîrounds)

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

Judg ing Cr i te r ia /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze die topic and the arguments offered
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 gen̂l knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatei/respond to the arguments made by the
o t h e r s i d e /

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

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

^ % / p w

Opp2;

.<P
.TEAM CODE#: h the ̂  r wins this^bateSr

/ - n r \ \

REASON FOR DECISION:
(Prop or Opp) % ^

\famve4a-jiroyi OTnti'l OiV\<^ dfiiyh^
^ 'Wi i''Tl III' I ffe^ Ttrt^ atic io^s^ ,yif^fpaif^/py0^2tt4 '



Roberson, Sam (*20)
R o u n d 1 B 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 2 0 3

G o v : 2 3 S a m r a - Yi m

Opp: 2 Greenwall - DuPuy
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #;

Prop Speaker #1_

Prop Speaker #2_

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfBliation:,

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

.pts a Opp Speaker #2_
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = VeiyGood
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rotmds)26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ir̂ ôpriate 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/ropic and the arguments offered
d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters supp<̂  arguments with evidence—which
may include facts and references to authority as well as geuMm knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debateiyrespond to the arguments made by the
other side

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

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 complimpts and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : J O V D

SI [imc \Xmda.,Aj.
tivvip

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

'ppi: yOd-^c COY]hic^

O v T l f o f o o l
O p p 2 : I

" / ^

REASON FOR DECISION:

o n t h e

(Prop or Opp)
_wins this debate.

- ( W n f r u f
j<35«/- TVl(S



P A R L I D e b a t e

Kapoor, Ram (*16)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 0 7
G o v : 7 M o h i u d d i n - S h a r m a

Opp: 23 Zhai - Khan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

j ' s N a m e :

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code #: 2 . 3

Prop Speaker # 1 UvJC>i)|rj pts_2̂  Opp Speaker # 1 "Z- (ri A1
Prop Speaker #2 pts 2-^ Opp Speaker #2 ^VaA^

^ts 2-^7
p t s

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

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ̂ lyze 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 deb̂ ers support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referenceŝ  authority as well as general knowledge

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

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in aiyorganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful ms 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 l ; Opp l :

Prop 2: ^0^ <> Opp2; V(5^ / 4 OOP
/ V / l C G 0 ^ ( £ ^ o T ^ a r -

TEAM CODE #; / 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 :



PA R L I D e b a t e

Kapoor, Ram p16)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 0 7

Gov: 14 Lyons - Wyszynski
Opp: 3 Berck - Adams
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

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

Prop Speaker# ! W p ts Opp Speaker #1 ( \ f ^S p t j_9 /7

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 ^ p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 ^ p t s / ^ 6

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination̂ unds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or 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 ̂  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 authcmty 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 w^e the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organîd, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Propl:
I y - T / o

O p p l : l O G u v v A f v e /

Prop 2: (^0 op 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 :

f ^ 6 P A < 2 - 6 o e v z -



Stromberg, Robert f^26)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 2 3
Gov; 22 Caramucci - Tarleton
Opp: 11 Wang - Lin
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:
P R O P

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: ^ P>g72^

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

P r o p S p e a k e r # 1 ^ p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 1

2-Cg Opp Speaker #2 A->

pts_2^

p t s

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

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

Judging Crî ia• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d̂ aters analyze the topic and the arguments
o f fe red du r ing the deba te /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficientl̂ ê debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and rêences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

• Points of Information: How 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 reŝctful 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 l : /

A / d 0 ! ^ P y i c r s -

O t u e j n r i 9 t > : S /

Opp 1:

Sr(loc06-'
M i C i s r

- G ^ C D

Prop 2:
C^/U<JrviiJcd - T-lMib -
f A u s ^ - p o i ^ r S

[ \ j e : e V / l o L f —
T E A M C O D E # : U o n t h e

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

Opp 2:

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

(Prop or Opp)

o p p ( A j e n ^ f fi ^ p / o p - e p
/) TTi^C^iC A/2> f-coT) ATS 6' -

'̂ Ty20KJ6-



PA R L I D e b a t e

Stromberg, Robert (*26)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 2 3
Gov: 23 Wang - Zhu
Opp: 18 Nash - Thrasher
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

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

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2

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

pts "2^ 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 roun̂
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 tome 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 supporj/̂ guments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authoritŷ  well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters r̂ ond 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 die 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 debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop l :
^ - S " T f t / V v l G -

,

, C o M - P t - S - o o 1 > /

P r o p 2 : /
\roxcĝ  — G-poT>

TEAM CODE#: ^ S on the

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

^ W \ b ( L e '
T o

ferurrj-nf - "^omr C 'WT"-5~ "
A(UU:> \y \ .e^T

Opp 2:

^ i X T ^ C t -

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

(Prop or Opp)

O^re -TerRnv i iMevvvr fSfcn2_ o>0



P A R L I D e b a t e

Eng, Jeff (*14)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 0 2
Gov : 23 Ro th - Yue

Opp: 22 Baxter - Nam
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:
PROP^

Judge's Name: x. 1

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

2as

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_ )ts2S

Please award each speaker points based on the following ŝ e:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 jVtxy Good

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

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and refînces 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 am effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speamn an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1:

- C<^ slowJ docOA -fa

+ skcoYLt̂  ̂ lovsli dA
ĉDocl S-Vroc-fjrt. OA

Prop 2: widjt (j;4^ Opp 2: ^ -e^ce-ii^

I / W a

d̂deL

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 T CD ̂  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

r v - fi v . i \ I

^oJie OA OMe^ts

6 ? ^ > c c d d e ^ l o c e m d c a . ^ . f
W w - > u # - ^ W . 0 « S > .



PA R L I D e b a t e

Eng, Jeff(*14)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 0 2

G o v : 2 0 A h m a d i - P h a n
Opp: 22 Burrous - Blackenburg
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

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

pts 2̂  Opp Speaker #2 6>l cucÂ
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 unds)

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 analyzê e 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 ŝ port arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to autl̂ ty 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 organ̂ed, 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 deraters 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 : /

P r o p l : ^ 1" *■ c a \ « t \ c l e t n ^ d n c r

- fdoicJ -^OAci OA /
mc/r£. /

feŝ afciy fe
- k«ap 0A.Le[\.Mr^

O A r c ? 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

Opp 1:

<Sroi(»\ <ir̂0rtu/Ct «ôc( -tlvL fyOtA
o r e . c o i u t t J o e ^

<^PP 2: t 6ood
- A l c J U e r V f r y v t 4 ^ ^ 5 c )

^ C O u J ^ r € .
• ^ < / r - ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . • - L j -

(Prop crVDpp) pdilat tZT
eAc{



Li, Caroline (*23)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 0 1
Gov: 2 Lanzone - Hubinger
Opp: 4 O'Rafferty - Figueroa
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Judge's School Affiliation:.

Team Code #:

\}uU<j
Opp speaker#!.

s—si) Opp Speaker #2.
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = VeiyGood
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 debater̂alyze the topic and the arguments offered
d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the d̂aters support arguments with evidence—which
may include facts and references to authority as \p\\ as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and effectively me debaters respond to the arguments made by the
o t h e r s i d e /

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

e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /• Courtesy: How courteous and respectm 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 : /

P r o p 1 : /
. Q f . . e x ^

P r o p 2 : I

' s f u u ^
fSo

TEAM CODE#: ✓/ 7 on the

, y ,

oppo^en-hi'

Opp 2:

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

( P r o p ( f O p p ) ) r
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : . , / . ^ '

a f A i ^ s t - - r ^ e ^ \ / r o l ^ L C ^
fk-fert^tefo -fpLcf-J,



i^i",

^ "V ^ -• 1 • -■

^*iy!s.Ac> .

' ^ t - 1 a J W

. . . . > ' A .
; \ \ . V 4 r ^ ^ S V * l \ ^

■V-V,V%r. . :#{Vi - • " •■ • ^ -TT
■ ' - i ^ ' " ' '

, . . • I < - w
" • * ' i *

^ jv'i \v> ̂ v./,\o2, S''oî  .'̂ ••̂ îNA .-̂ iv̂ ji: t̂ «*v v̂ .v'..f/̂



Li, Caroline (*23)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 0 1
Gov; 22 Rice - Griggy
Opp: 14 Stroumza - Chen
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #;

Judge's Name:_ r/iraTwe U
Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 f J (jg_
s i .h Opp Speaker #1 C

Opp Speaker #2_ p t s

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

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analŷthe topic and the arguments offered
d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaterŝ upport 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 by the
other side

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

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 ̂haters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer comp̂ents and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop If/ijie,

Prop 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

REASON FOR DECISION:

Opp 2:

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

(Prop ot Opp)



■- * ' » / I J :

•0 "» V?\

<: *N' W.?jVI • ^,) /OoJ fc -5iV' 'P >Js5V»Yi .Vv>

•.«5r;\.s!v;
\ » k

hV^ V'V^^-.K^Vji 7-'

V " - h V s ^ ^ •

\ 4 » ' - •

■ > * •■> \



PA R L I D e b a t e

Condello, Dave (*^)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 0 0
Gov: 14 Feng - Geller
Opp: 27 Campanella - Petruska
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂  kJ ,

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2_

ptsZ^ Opp Speaker # 1 <v\

Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker points based on the following ̂ le:30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 2̂  Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qî ify for elimination rounds)

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

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and r̂erences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effêvely 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 relevaî and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters sp̂ ^ in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Propl:

4- DIP wcsT
V- GoT

P r o p 2 : - V O p p 2 : 4 - 6 o ^

- ^ - T / W I T +

+ G = p - . A c - r +
• f ^ t T S S T o O t S ^ M c ^

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 :

O p p l : 4 ^ ^ ^ o
^ OosJkS//L^SPytc^ C>^srj fi^S .

— A C i ^ A t y y
•V AO0{ l6SS6O PoiA i - rS
4 T o o A A V ^ C A

O p p 2 : 4 - 6 o - o o / \ i < 3
— C o p " T A C T P O \ f T % »

4 6 T < J P O y ^ T S

C > f f 4 O i o t O

I — A ' V C C 5 U - 7 * > ^ 0 P p c > ^ T / A J c s
, S o T v l > S ^ ^ C ? v J 5 - V



P A R L I D e b a t e

Condello, Dave (*1)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 0 0
Gov ; 2 Co lbe r t - C la rk

Opp: 14 Krishnaswamy - Goldstein
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

T e a m C o d e # : » ^

Prop Speaker #1 pts^^ Opp Speaker # 1
n . 1

Prop Speaker #2 ̂t>AjL> O p p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s _ _ ^

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debars support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references t(/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 effeĉ ve were the 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 tl̂  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 I : !
- ^ t C f r y i c r J

■V-

O p p 1 ; ^ f x T i A T l S

— E V 0
■ " ^ T / j T > 5 A ^ i 5 d T

Ot (^yS)
o f f i - i i > s s " r a T 6 o ^ r r

P r o p 2 : G ^ n fi  O p p 2 ; ' ^ ^ G f t 0 f n - t -+ ^ ^ T A c - T / - V f A S S i o / ^ v i /
4 o i 2 . c > - 6 " / t . v - y ^ o f f * — O / i C o v i - ^ O

— 4 - B V y S r G b ^ - i - m C T

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 E Y i J C b ^ - 7 / ) C T

on the 1 fir, P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

Z21v/^t_y r^-rcA\f^ T(5/V*\S . )^v
-Ssi/^o/e-Too ST/Zc^dj-fi- A^d>on&:i-rs, /^■^C./q?P
A \ f y ( 0 ^ - S v } " 7 D i J C I / G ' T P o , e < f j v B " T t ^ < 5 V > ^ .



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: ̂0 ICQVl'V̂
Judge's School Affiliation: HvT

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

pts. M Opp Speaker #2_

TUx. US^ ^ 5l^ovUj^
cdU

CitfTCJUt^ yt)
yT>(^ A/t

Please award each speaker points based on the fol lowing scale: / ro
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = VeryGooy AA

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

Judg ing Cr i t e r i a /
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anal™ the topic and the arguments offered
d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debater̂upport arguments with evidence—̂which
may include facts and references to authority as well as ̂ner̂  knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debars respond to the arguments made by the
o t h e r s i d e /
Points of Information: How relevant and effectiv̂ere the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgâed, communicative style that is pleasant and
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 dwaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to Ieach debater: /p<M- "jWAT AtSli £afiU
Prop 1: , jyy Opp 1: . tJced Yf> u>ffrh; tr>t k

V i e f t j i t + U V M A / C . y d i d t d O y t M n H c u f t e - ) - ) . v

/ r y i p c t ^ , t / p u - H . f fl s t . . . V J a W O A ^

eeLeU.6^ Vu i i r ev , h /cee< h> d j ' a . yr < i ) A - & r i e f f u i r e n v y i e o c t ^ p » i « r , o r
o f p d r ^ y t u r -

, yMMdmu- (Xc im{>k /aMA l»^ cww l / tMT E A M C O D E # : H o n t h e W i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

tU cLmuoix t̂p a
i e t a t h r e M i ^

. TyulhUpOviC olcultu f yeiACAd .fi'l/fVu? m/y«i
lA-Snwk eXMMles-

T E A M C O D E # :

REASON FOR DECISION:

o n t h e

(Prop or Opp)
i x u r t . O V . / i ' N r ^ J X N . l ^ C V i O l W l N ; / s a • j | O v ) i

ÔPPcb'oLcuh<rft& jĉ hû '̂  rcPiA/cL̂ t>ns a,\f\A
P u C { M v m ^ t n v r C f c S r C ^ ( M i k

/^XPvIAAPCC^j Or^cLtti-kf^/La Si(Uec^e3 ^ <3y\
<S'K«|l5 •



Kovitz, Bo (*3)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 2 6
Gov: 5 Wu - Ayalon
Opp: 22 Harris - Marr
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Oxle #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

- r i f e
PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂
h K i c e ' n ^ ( i c

bpp Speaker #1

^ Opp Speaker #2WW-

^ t

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminati
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 - Reserved for rude orii

/ / ( V W ® ' J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /

n rounds)
appropriate behavior

Anhlŷ: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze t̂  topic and the arguments offered ̂d i M g t h e d e b a t e /
v̂idên How appropriately and efficiently the debaters supwrt arguments with evidence—̂whichtmQLiadmde facts and references to authority as well as gen̂l knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debater̂espond to the arguments made by the
o t h e r ^ i 4 ^ /ofmformaaon: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
DeuVeiyrllow well the debaters speak in an organizes communicative style that is pleasant and
e a s i l y j m d e r s t a n d a b l e /^ ̂  • (Jjourt̂ y: How courteous and respectful the debates were to opponents and judges ̂

A ( ^ ^ e s r 0 f x p « r K i e i / v K - b i j M §
I Using the above criteria, please offer comphmen̂ /and/or suggestions for improvement to ̂

Propl: ^d.^Tryyn ^Cfynynet*^ tff Oi^ 1: Lofi fthtcf-cLlefofdrtfiTU
\ T l ^ / [ i t u ^ h c f f - e l s y & e ( a r y r / e 4 ^ h c y t j i > M . i t f e % i l t U r S H f -n ) » u i t e * M w r e u N u f M r n e a f - o f i y i t— J I i 1 1 m y / X T r r ' I w W •

/ V i n v f < ! % v i

^ iynPciL
^NAS'VIu wM We4 kvujyr y pty trUs. f2 : * 7 * * ^ d y ^ c U f t J' f>in"wH chf't>rKir(t^cc^Llt^yij^

\/\AA^du -</y<2-6^iV^ sHt^.
\̂nhrr\ t̂ naJh^^M-iO^ /ir&itrrwfM

O c i e l t ^ S o o i u A - h W l ( ' r

comphment^and/or suggestions for improvement to ^77 m«u^SVa«^ frAsC^Sfaeifi/^c^ ^ iC
I I•c^c^ Di^l: U^'h htCfr evlisfof43^7)^

k.dVi c tnr i^e^nUin^ htc f c ff f tdoUS^i-
vdycj/ rcuHu cuA tyu jy\Mf-e>ftyt4
»>Sdvz/ /inPcL£^) db /Y- coaJ^hcrei Afrii> tjtnJtATcci^. ma uo^uU

Tivto cm4 mul^^f^rceut hc\ArLltcifYcLjU(i^
^ rvi^h*4\Sy\S UHSr-e ifk, CerujUJ /!e

yo^L CBMJ<X V)U^ Ctt̂ ixAjcJhejDf Th-C^
J Opp 2 : Thcunk . ^ t tu . c<Sfn^ / '' ] ) f i D f X A j f " - S a x 4 ^

Uŷ oPp cUdUvî  yyictk̂ The.
?>?STP wins this debate.
®P"OLQbe)

d P h C A / z U L c i C o t \ h e s a c r U e h >
. A-Wou:/riw 1 (^Avt^-fhAJ
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PA R L I D e b a t e

Herman, Roy (*13)
R o u n d 1 A g i O O a m R o o m 2 0 8
Gov: 20 Fong - Ligutan
Opp: 1 Schloten - Condello
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Ui\

Prop Speaker #2 L\ -w V

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

pts n.( Opp Speaker #2 Co ry
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 M elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved/ror 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 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 an̂ ffective 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 respewful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: > O p p l :

/ I

^ Prop 2:
^ ^ I v A . ^

TEAM CODE #: ( 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 :

Opp 2: ^
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Opp; 23 Cheng - Wei
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation;

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 ^ pts Opp Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 i\ pts 1/1 Opp Speaker #2 U-W
pts ^7

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 elimination̂unds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ipiappropriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyzê e 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 ŝ port arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to authdnty as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debars 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 yrere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgaî 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 d̂aters were to opponents and judges

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

Propl : ^6^

I A . U . a I * - ■

Opp l :

P r o p 2 : ^
o f " f o i

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

(
Opp2:
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f T l y U t
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R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : . "

P r C o o o ( l u ^ r ^ r / s v T z x j r r

/ r f - f 3 u i T > V ^ ^ V / V N O | ^ ' 3 ^
J ) J r } S ^ o T f r 5 i 2 L U . n o / M J U S J f U A / 6 , ^ , 5 / r / < N f C ^

ihA/C»CPA>K /3 rwir^rgrp"



PA R L I D e b a t e

Baetkey, Kerri (*22)
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Team Code #:
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Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

pts '2̂ o p p S p e a k e r # 1 p t s

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

Judging Criterî
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaprs 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 debaters support arguments with

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please off̂  compliments ̂ nd/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : ^
L e v f c J . g i r t s .
P r o p l : V W V j
v m M 4 ^ " ^ ^ O J ^ ^ w e r e
^ ^ t W \ N t ^
Vĵ  ̂-YUlX

An4- A / \AAAi^^ *
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/ I
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on the wins this debate. VvRA/€^
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Team Code #:
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Team Code #:
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Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2
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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 rotmds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or in^propriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze tl̂ 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 sûort arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to authorfty as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debate^ 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 w^e the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organîd, 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 deb̂ers were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer coniplim t̂s and/or suggestions for improvement to. 4^r(

. > P r o p 1 : W 1 . t z i C M , '

P r o p 2 : O P P ^ i ^ ^ ^ ^

|,l team CODE#; ^ ontheUfP wins this debate.
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