PARLI Debate
Dara, Ramesh (*11)

Round 1A 9:060am Rcom 220 s -
Gov: 14 Woo - Melman Judge’s Name: ‘Q‘H NESH O AkA
Opp: 5 Hinchcliff - McKinney
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: 7" \) A/ GT oS W1 G)4
PROP 0151/
Team Code #: \"\ Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_ ™ ¢_ [\aan . pts_2"1  Opp Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2__ \\ ) 52 pts_2 2 Opp Speaker #2

30 =Perfect 29= = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough 6 qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor eserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judgi
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include factg' and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly apd effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How/elevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable,
e Courtesy: How courteors and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Dara, Ramesh (*11)

Round 1

Gov: 26 Goody - Sherman

B 9:00am Room 220 Judge’s Name: IQP\M/’:QH DA RA

Opp: 27 Cohen - Lemenager

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: © @/\/;N aTon  HIG ¢ .
PROP oy/
Team Code #: Ay . Team Code #: 3\7
Prop Speaker #1 G:o oo Y pts_ 29  Opp Speaker #1 Co¥own pts_29

Prop Speaker#2_ SHE e mAN  pts 227  Opp Speaker #22/7 preo Nz pts_2_8

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

Criteria

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

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

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

o Points of Information: How relgvant and effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Fulop, Anna (*24)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 228 ’ . *\'J\Cp
Gov: 20 Le - Rather Judge’s Name:_fyNNOL

Opp: 7 Kaura - Gajula

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: Scan 2auveq\ wwg? |
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 20 Team Code #:___ 3
Prop Speaker #1 L‘Q/ pts Opp Speaker #1 LCUJ{ (— pts
Prop Speaker #2 D—O\‘Y h Q/r pts Opp Speaker #2 (ﬂﬂ\\’ vioe pts

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

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

ents with
as general knowledge
to the arguments made

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arg
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as w;

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respg
by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were

o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized,
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debat

questions and the answers
mmunicative style that is pleasant

were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complimenfs and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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PARLI Debate
Fulop, Anna (*24)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 228 , . .'.F

GOV: 23 Wei - Zheng Judge s Name: ;Hkn a, (@ lo p

Opp: 14 Rettenmaier - Pineda

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: Sann YLaomon \) q j

PROP OPP Q
Team Code #: 2 3 Team Code #:_ 1Y \SL W
Prop Speaker #1 Y) )0 pts Opp Speaker #1__ B e He el A
Prop Speaker #2_7.i{'i & Q pts Opp Speaker #2 Pineda pts
J

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Gdod
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for e}fnination rounds)

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

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

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfil the debaters were to opponents and judges
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Young, Wendy (*27)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 210
Gov: 23 Habib - Keshav
Opp: 11 Chippa - Cherukuri
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: ’/‘t 4 MUY

Yo
Stiatiom oA P

Judge’s Scho

PROP
Team Code #: 2 3

Prop Speaker #IM@U ptﬁ {p
Prop Speaker #2 :%b L b pts ﬂ,{g

orp
Team Code #:

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

<20 = Reserved

alify for elimination rounds)

or_rude or inappropriate-behavior

Judging Criteri;

offered during the debate

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

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

by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant 2
Delivery: How well the debaters spea

and easily understandable
°

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

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

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

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

each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Young, Wendy (*27)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 210
Gov: 14 Luk - Tserennamid
Opp: 20 Alam - Nguyen
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliati

Judge’s Name:

PROP OoPrPP

Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #IC% L,l,h_ pts d/ Z
Prop Speaker #ﬁwazmcl pts ']

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enoughnto qualify for elimination pounds)

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

Team Code #:

e behavior

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

topic and the arguments
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Lacombe, Victor (*25)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 225
Gov: 20 Valle - Pollard

Opp: 14 Lee - Fairchild
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

QS Should feayite 17 2ENS 79

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: L/\ combBlE
Judge’s School Affiliation: /A @

UsST2 1N SLETIOSPROP
Team Code #: 20

Prop Speaker #1 \//'\U- £
Prop Speaker #2 pQ“A LD .

P
Team Code #: /( 1

pts X 1 Opp Speaker #1 F»D/.P—QH\ LD pts 2B

pts 57 Opp Speaker # L— EE pts 23
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstandipg 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/he 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 aythority 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 releyant 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, pleage offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:
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Lacombe, Victor (*25) PARLI Debate
Round 1B 9:00am Room 225
Gov: 8 Zaheer - Chaudhri
Opp: 14 Ng - Huang
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge’s Name: LA “Ombl

USPb Shaacy %/\N"(kk ‘DLZA’('H Judge’s School Affiliation: 95
PENALT Y PROP OPP
Team Code #: 8 Team Code #: ' q.

Prop Speaker#1__ QA M EE @ pts_2S  Opp Speaker #1 /\/% pts_ 2R
.

Prop Speaker #2 C \\A\\QR\ pts 2R Opp Speaker #2 lr( \\A/\\% pts_=X

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 rougds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the togic and the arguments offered

during the debate

¢ Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppory/arguments with evidence—which
may include facts and references to authority as well as general owledge

® Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters regpond 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, €ommunicative style that is pleasant and
easily understandable

® Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaterg were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments/and/or suggestions for improvement to
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Sankaram, Nandakumar (*7) PARLI Debate

Round 1A 9:00am Room 204

Gov: 20 Jerez - Moran :
Og\;): 24 Scoé - Ambrose Judge's Name:__SAN K AR AN

Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge’s School Affiliation: DV HS
Z

PROP OPP
Team Code #: 20 Team Code #: 2/{/

Prop Speaker #1 dJerezZ pts Zé Opp Speaker#1__S <O T 7 pts 26
Prop Speaker #2 Mog AN pts 2:7' Opp Speaker #2 A/’D'/BKDSE' pts 2+

Please award each speaker points based on the following $cale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough {4 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 effici¢ntly the debaters support arguments with evidence—which
may include facts and references to aughority 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 relefant and effective were the questions and the answers

® Delivery: How well the debatery 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, pledse offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:
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Sankaram, Nandakumar (*7)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 204

Gov: 11 Arshad - Sankar

Opp: 14 Bystrom - Gast
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PARLI Debate

SANKARAN
DVHL

Judge’s Name:

Judge’s School Affiliation:

PROP
Team Code #: / l

Prop Speaker #1__ S AN KAR
Prop Speaker #2 ARS HA D

pts 25

Opp Speaker #1
pts 27 Opp Speaker #2 B VA TRoM

OPP
Team Code #: / ‘f"

GAST

pts 28/\
2
ts
7z

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 royrds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the fopic and the arguments

offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppgrt arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authorigy as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters rfespond to the arguments made

by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant and effective werg the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatefs were to opponents and judges

each debater:
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Whitmore, Gerald (*4)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 221
Gov: 14 Holwitz - Kay

Opp: 26 Clark - Flanagan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: /_-/~"3 /s Gf\ (f} \ {’J ""‘\ lt'/ e /C,

. 4
Judge’s School Affiliation: 6 \\3\/\ 0\? O NS, \,J(,[

PRO£
Team Code #:

I-‘O\ ny l*-L-

g
s 2

Prop Speaker #1

i/
Prop Speaker #2 ‘\5\ 3
i

0]
Team Code #: &(vf)
Opp Speaker #1 F((V\,Cn“/\‘\"\ pts;27
Opp Speaker #2 Clar \/\ pts 2 é

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

offered during the debate

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

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

by the other side

and easily understandable
°

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: ,Lr\IO/tis&\Vt Mang e~k | Opp L T~pove defratkion of
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TEAM CODE#:___ |4 on the iﬁop wins this debate.
orOpp)
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PARLI Debate

Whitmore, Gerald (*4 .
Round 18 9:00am Room 221( ) G)'*(/(\J UL\A,MO e

Gov: 14 Lawrence - Privalov Judge’s Name:

ggﬁi:&lglg)ei{arrr‘yef)gfa:teglaNovice Judge’s School Affiliation: fb(s \v I 0 iDt? U«‘/{
PROP orp
Team Code #: 14 Team Code #: Keks)
Prop Speaker #1 L(.L/ VN~  pts oy Opp Speaker #1 6 VTAARS pts Q 4
Prop Speaker #2 F VL \U v pts && Opp Speaker #2 NT \)‘Q pts Q év

v

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

d the arguments

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: 70 onthe O wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate

Firsov, Oleksandr (*5)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 222 Judge’s Name: OLEk .fﬁ//(\/ﬁﬁ /:/ ’(MV
Gov: 14 Chao - Wang

Opp: 25 Lacombe - Appel

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliatiof! A4 /< /P (%
PROP PP
Team Code #: ] 4 Team Code #: ng
Prop Speaker #1 W anf pts_2 ¢ Opp Speaker #1 % fﬁm'a / Wéts 4
Prop Speaker #2 L / &g pts Z¢ Opp Speaker / rel pts 25

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

the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: gzowd” POL Méé'my: Oppl: Foz Loey pleg et ccad”
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TEAM CODE#:__ 4 5~ onthe_DA/ _ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Firsov, Oleksandr (*5)

RG‘i;‘Cfi 1B 9:00am Room 222 x. 7 Pérd alm —-RaV\5NMO\ Judge’s Name: CLESHUD L /S/k Covwr

Opp: 14 Chan - Foley

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation; € A A< 20
PROP OPP
Team Code #: F Team Code #:__/ &
Prop Speaker #1 [( exoles 21 pts 2 0 Opp Speaker #1 4 A&h pts (P4

Prop Speaker #2 ﬂwﬂ/wﬂ? pts 2 F Opp Speaker #2 f/ o '% yz/ﬂ

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination/founds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or 4

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze/he topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters sipport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to autlority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debafers respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effectiv
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an org
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

ere the questions and the answers
ized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Brogan, John (*2) \T m
Round 1A 9:00am Room 206 s . Fa )
Gov: 14 Situ - Zhang Judge’s Name: 0 j an
Opp: 20 Afzal - Kelly
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Afffliation: FE—Q VLT l“e'ﬁ
7
PROP / ‘7/ 0)4 g
Team Code #: -5
e
Prop Speaker #1 %L\Q VL({ pts Z> Opp Speaker #1 % pts 27
Prop Speaker #2 sfj 2% pts 15 Opp Spgaker #2__ f l * Ce:_,.p pts Zg

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

o Courtesy: How courteoys and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:
O 1: vl = M\/ VL L L m ¢
e | st ed wl SHTTE

Prop 2: | )b M Opp 2: _/(ti,—/' —
ol ‘WML( o < o 6

9.!41444 Clnn & ”& j%i”
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PARLI Debate

Brogan, John (*2) \7—0 L\ g
Round 1B 9:00am Room 206 s . ) v (12 (A
Gov: 26 Sheridan - Sappington Judge’s Name: 1 _[=2VD 2‘
Opp: 23 Deng - Luo ?_wf ( ‘
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: ]
PROP OPP
Team Code #: % Team Code #: z ; /

Prop Speaker #1 S{A«U\'l\ (J-Lh— pts 7'L Opp Speaker #1 Cuwo / pts ‘Zg
Prop Speaker #2 SQ‘?? WQS:"!?V‘ pts % Opp Speaker #2 ‘—.OQ/“'S . / pts A<’

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 fopelimination rounds)

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

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1:
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TEAM CODE #: on the E%Q wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Sutton, Emma (*12) - S
Round 1A 9:00am Room 205 Judge’s Name:  ° C\/"\\M& K-H‘O‘\

Gov: 2 Archibald - Hohmeyer

Opp: 4 Thomas - Ralston 5
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: —\Y 2 k\% SVLW

PROP OPP,
Team Code #: ) c_ksﬁ\ﬁ"}) Team Code #: ‘D % {) 0! % l(
Prop Speaker #1 E\L‘\ “' L\i ("uki\ pts 1(4 Opp Speaker #1 \" € ¢\\o\ Q'&\\\\'w\ ;ts/lq

Prop Speaker #2__\ w (4 3 pts lj' Opp Speaker #Zj' “\‘ \"K\\LM“\—; / pts ‘lg
(&aw\hb\tv ) /

Please award each speaker p\:)ints based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Gog
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimjfiation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anglyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatgrs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references tg/authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effecfive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an ofganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Sutton, Emma (*12) -
Round 1B ,9:00am Room 205 Judge’s Name: E.v.\ e S ;.'\_\O\
Gov: 14 Kerr-Stein - Lee
Opp: 2 Hemerling - Barnett
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: j")\"“— \Sw—t\ H S
Lo\ |
Team Code #: - \ Team Code #: e T\

C\\oe

Prop Speaker #1 L(J V- %\"Ctb\ pts 3'9\ Opp Speaker #1 ‘\\ll\&\xc\f“(“&v\zﬁ@:s 3—6
Prop Speaker #2 \,( ¢ pts )-8 Opp Speaker #2 b \\ % G\Ylt-tk— pts/gég

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze theAopic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters supp6rt arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authorjfy as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaterg’respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective wefe the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organiz¢d, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

G .
@w Prop 1: CNYLQ.SP S ,\\% s*\ ( Opp 1: \,e_,\_‘ \s& Seccc V‘<~ ft& ‘“&

Using the above criteria, please offer compli7nts and/or suggestions for improvement to
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PARLI Debate

Tunnell, Nanny (*17) U T t /
Round 1A 900am Room 227 ’ . n Uunne
Gov: 18 Ravea FischerG) Judge’s Name: VAN “{
Opp: 20 Mart ®Andola &)
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: ﬂ\ V /’%/
PROP_ CA-PRvr~nha ) OPP ;D/
Team Code #: '8 Team Code # 2

Prop Speaker #1 F"%’ pts a{ Opp Speaker #1 M{/ pts g 2 é
Prop Speaker #2 RO\«\’()« ~ pts ag Opp Speaker #2 W>¢4 *— pts &g

Please award each speaker points based on the following scdle:
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=

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

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

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

e Points of Information: How relevant

e Delivery: How well the debaters sp
and easily understandable

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

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

Using the above criteria, please
each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Tunnell, Nanny (*17)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 227 Judge’s Name: ’\)6( nay/ lunne l /
Gov: 1 Ochoa - Chand "

Opp: 23 Eizner - He l
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: MV H'-S
PROP (#4&Brmin, ) OPp Crigptan
Team Code #: | Team Code #: 23
Prop Speaker #1 OC‘\OG\ pts Opp Speaker #1 E \2er pts
Prop Speaker #2 C‘TAV\M pts Opp Speaker #2 HC— y/

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 =Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or iappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debage’/rs respond to the arguments made
by the other side /

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organ{zed, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable ,/

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

Using the above criteria, please offer complindents and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: I ( GWMXm the _MLwins this debate. - P, 7178 ot 5(!6’\( a0
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Roberson, Sam (*20) PARLI Debate
Round 1A 9:00am Room 203
Gov: 23 Ho - Prashanth , )
Opp: 14 Kwong - Tan Judge SName-ngm O\Ohl’ SO @
Parliamentary Debate/Novice
Judge’s School Affiliation: PU l ' S
PROP orp
Team Code #: 15 Team Code #: L
: /
Prop Speaker #1 Qm@/\ﬂ V\ﬂ\' pts % Opp Speaker #1 \q\po y‘\f\J ptsg
Prop Speaker #2___\D) pts fZ . } Opp Speaker #2 T(M/L/ P 3

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 =OQutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatigf rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ihappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze thé 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 gengfal knowledge

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

Points of Information: How relevant and effective wefe the questions and the answers

Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organizéd, 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 complimefits and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:

Prof

it Offrezomsses |
It vt comampon,

. 2, P
Te T %Eg < W5 0, Q%%
(% %%TEAM CODE #: [\ ( %‘n the (& ¢ € d&fﬁsﬁebﬁi%jf{d;f £ B,

REASON FOR DECISION: |

(Prop or Opp) %f/ K o

Vo i contentiom untl Hre ved end and dames

DD mit-vse t-ontrl fhe crd Bog Iruwng
M ALO s ferproted | ProfPEd 2ud comteytin o3 oy



Roberson, Sam (*20) PARLI Debate

Round 1B 9:00am Room 203

Gov: 23 Samra - Yim , ) E
Opp: 2 Greenwall - DuPuy Judge’s Name: %a,m RD& oM
Parliamentary Debate/Novice
i Judge’s School Affiliation: PV ”‘g
P%OP OPP
Team Code #:____7) &, Team Code #: 2
Prop Speaker #1_SOWM T\ pts ‘Z?‘ Opp Speaker #1_Q rCAMVWIN - pes 28
J \\/ : /-
Prop Speaker #2 \:\)\\(V\-/ pts Opp Speaker #2 pts

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

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

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

propriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

¢ Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppdrt arguments with evidence—which
may include facts and references to authority as well as gene knowledge

® Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters/fespond 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

o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debafers were to opponents and judges

/

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

Pop & 00d, JOUO g not-
to 70 QW Mh@;\ﬁ»m
30t Y\CGP S°‘m¢,5(dc

and WMahe Soreto vy qf(

Dpp 1: Very good 93(: CUYWWO‘/

tone and donty B>

oo Qsl Y00 can arriy Fe Whnc.
Yvne Jor| a1 AN B - 40 s fo

Prop 2: wCUMWé‘an}S Opp ;)Yn $ _Lqmé" ()S‘—co')a'ﬁ’lyh&' Ow
Fo0d SO0 Y (O iy, '

LM mort Qleartf o0 4

USe all :5001r
TEAM CODE #: /Z, , on the @ 6)2 (g wins this debate.
' \ (Prop &r Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

Yollide GOPRA ertnrk Lo e Prof 1 Wonsa|
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PARLI Debate

Kapoor, Ram (*16)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 207 Judge’s Name: R A M KALOR
Gov: 7 Mohiuddin - Sharma v
Opp: 23 Zhai - Khan o ~NTE
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: MLRA Mo /C/‘
PROP OPP /
Team Code #: 7 Team Code #: 2—3
Prop Speaker #1 Mo UWop) pts 2 g Opp Speaker #1__2-H M1 pts 27

Prop Speaker #2__ S V\ANE M pts 2—% Opp Speaker #2 K\/\W'J - pts ¥

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rdde or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters apalyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references t6 authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an/rganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

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

Prop 1: L—J/Z"i’ fry\i,é_l_& Oppl: C L M. oA e T
P2 Cn P TS

Prop2: God¢» Opp2: V&Y QGooe PE LIV Y
LG Furaond NMICE USE 0F Cwaonor
TEAM CODE #: 7 on the PR P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

CUPRANTY  O0F PREUM G~ A0 ReTer A2 CFummaMu~.



PARLI Debate

Kapoor, Ram (*16)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 207

KIXM K A€ 0o R

Gov: 14 Lyons - Wyszynski Judge’s Name:
Opp: 3 Berck - Adams
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: ML ADNTE
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: / $" Team Code #: 3
Prop Speaker #1 W YSZVN§W|pm 20‘ Opp Speaker #1 A’DM’\—S pts 27
Prop Speaker#2__ LY O N s pts A4 Opp Speaker #2 A< p5552 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 elimination pounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ipappropriate behavior

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

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

Prop I: &XcetLénT, Opp 1: Goor PECA\VESY L ACK
[MPASSIONGD 0F LlowwTa~T
o\ TR Y
Prop 2: 4009 R LU Opp 2: SomMme wr At M EANID &= (A S
A2 GLLu A G ATS
TEAM CODE #: / 9‘4 on the ‘9 KO P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

|3 Esver.  PRr.QPACO A0 STRoNGZ R EFUT\vnIS 3



PARLI Debate

Stromberg, Robert (*26)

Round 1A 9:00z2m Roo_m 223 Judee’s Name: STY?-OW\ =r G _/
Gov: 22 Caramucci - Tarleton 8 ==

Opp: 11 Wang - Lin

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: S/
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 77 Team Code #: /
Prop Speaker #1_~ ] K @LG\(‘ON pts_2-1  Opp Speaker #1 L pts 29
Prop Speaker #2 CA N ym()CC [ pts_2Le  Opp Speaker #2 ; Ab G pts ZQ

Please award each speaker points based on the following s¢ale:
30 =Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 # Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quafify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resefved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Critgria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d¢baters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently/the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refg¢rences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:
TArceToN — WeENHIC
Mo Lenar PoinTS o2 =AcTs -
- STRuvccanG - LD WD

Opp 1:
" N

Very StRotNG — Go00D beuua—;u,/ —
NiCe 609{46«{ ~ (fooD Facrs

Co vereoos wett Ding
Prop 2: Opp 2:
Carldmycci — T1mid —~ Long WANG— —

AUSES — STRU NTS .| Ve StmonG- AND CoNFDENT —
ﬁo A 6cle Foe por GRenat crene FAcTS AND FeuresS -
L0 mersr AT /dl/(f ~ GOOD MeFeEsSE —
NeEeD ReTree e Resenncls —
TEAM CODE #: L( onthe OPFP  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
THE 0pp (Lenrty (yers WMolE PREPONED — JTRONG
RATAUL AND LooD DeFensSE —



PARLI Debate

Stromberg, Robert (*26)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 223

Gov: 23 Wang - Zhu

Opp: 18 Nash - Thrasher

Judge’s Name: ST’YLOM BRerg—

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: S A
PROP oPP
Team Code #: 2-% Team Code #: / 2
Prop Speaker #1 WA ~C pts ?/7 Opp Speaker #1___\JASH pts 27
Prop Speaker #2__"Z W pts 2 7  OppSpeaker #2 _ JUQASHER. pts zj/

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 roun

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: WA~ ¢ pp1: ACH - A BT 1M (D — Begrime
[ W CountEous — Stone SPERKELL 1 0 o 0o N EAT OVEL TIME —
- Kd AND GooD FATS — VUery 3 ARD
- Conm(dERE — fooD AT san [/ |” nEEdS To Slew Dows A /
G e ATKL. Rrenry - SomMeE Go00d ﬁo(:\ﬁ_f
weAic ArtowmenT OV ol
Prop 2: Z("(L) Opp 2: THAASEH. — @a@ﬁr‘ PWSON*‘I&«(TV
Reeot St yoee — Covnreoos — Stron G ~ Cood Hand

TaTS - Compe VL _ WereNed | Cpgrunes , CONFIDENT
0T Time - SVTELED W CooD AoGumenTs — GooD

Sreveeted T (et WoedS/ 0 uT A TRCE
TEAM CODE #: /8 onthe _® PP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

\leny Close = Owe smon— TEBM MemseR. op ErxcH
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Eng, Jeff (*14)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 202
Gov: 23 Roth - Yue

Opp: 22 Baxter - Nam
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: {)é)&& Z\/Lg-/

Judge’s School Affiliation:

o

Team Code #: Pl})?{"’ Team Code #: OPPaa/
Prop Speaker #1 QO% pts 2% Opp Speaker #1 Box 'OZF pts 2%
Prop Speaker #2 \/u & pts a—l Opp Speaker #2 am ptsZ%
Please award each speaker points based on the following scile:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 5'Very Good

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

Judging Critefia
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the depaters 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 refefences 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
Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

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

Prop 1: . Opp1:  + arett presence & o(eh@
+ qend proyeckin deluey Gv ) (; . téx
o% Pdld\{'s * Goo ran?S Snsh on pdrn
- (an slow dowd B e(nph.s(b-e N SGOCL $’\"mc‘(’dn& on Pdm.(:
Dowts '{{ J
moveseat didfatein - <\wad
Prop 2: T mave 7'“’\39%;:):2 = Opp 2: + ek(e((m’{- 3(7-“0(
" cun o betler bodg posfioiy + gud strocdore © Yoo &tdﬂgq
0SS W\ Quci et v

W \c:.'
- Meﬁgﬂ 2 Jow)
N
TEAM CODE #: on the @m P wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

ﬁ‘&'dﬁ% PO}(I*S wete ma,dz_e on the béaegp(—g
S the coo [dham ( Taduiig the wlole pupdatin o bufler palicies)

Jdd have @ aoil e “godvnad B ohe
b Verd :ﬁp ,ﬁoﬁﬁw«g a the O.Q.%u

REASON FOR DECISION:

There. are



PARLI Debate

Eng, Jeff (*14)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 202 » .
Gov: 20 Ahmadi - Phan Judge’s Name: j&% E/L%/
Opp: 22 Burrous - Blackenburg A )
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: J A& {l L 6]1/1
L Vi
PROP orpP
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 At\ MQA ( pts Z(p Opp Speaker #1 %d COUS pts 25@
Prop Speaker #2 rPl'\C'v N\ pts 25/ Opp Speaker #2 Bl cu(j\M\ b}ra)\)( l? Z 1

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: .

Py N\ic€ Ca\m rlemoano C

- (ou\& expcwi on
atduvnmfs moré.

Oppl: + ¥ elcd(wt'fmfmw G(e l:/fQ
1 }Jlte Séenaro SQHMG Y (/¢S((/Vl.
- i liakages
Scom M‘aunu/d' A and e mf
Wovu ure M&\:tt‘l cants be s*r?maa,r

Prop 2: + e <he. resoad Opp 2: 1 (Jaod VoL se
explanatn < - Movemnt wns &Iﬁr«eG—Q &% sq 'rLIa.
- leaop Pmd:“':ts on e(utl\\l g leesp et cdum
wotk on remodiyy ['om Yoo Moy Seel thet Yoo wege sto t(‘eh«a
TEAM CODE #: & on the wins this debate &“e 9’: J\- 6:
(Prop or Opp) (D;Q Pg{‘&‘ Caekorm "]
REASON FOR DECISION:

ot Syctem )

ma.rﬂt Sk('unaav rase/o'. uwwﬂ" .Qov (cup‘
?«\a danth W“H' i} Coc)rg have (aveste ﬁ
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Li, Caroline (*23) PARLI Debate

Round 1A 9:00am Room 201

Gov: 2 Lanzone - Hubinger , _ - "
Opp: 4 O'Rafferty - Figueroa Judge’s Name: F Aoline

Parliamentary Debate/Novice
Judge’s School Affiliation:

PROP OPP
Team Code #: R Team Code #: LIL /
Prop Speaker #1 ! { l - a E( pts aq Opp Speaker #1 d pts_;X
Prop Speaker #2 ~aA 2 ong pts__& Opp Speaker #2_1"= pts _2,_8

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 fi
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved

elimination rounds)
r 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 wéll 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 gh organized, communicative style that is pleasant and
easily understandable

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

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

each debater: ’
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. erevewr delvery) jim, pap |~ efeciu delig
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Li, Caroline (*23) ~ PARLI Debate

Round 1B 9:00am Room 201

Covsinee oo, v (0T

Parliamentary Debate/Novice \[
Judge’s School Affiliation:

PROP orp

Team Code #:__ . %2 Team Code #: { L/

Prop Speaker #1__E1 19 9_'7 pts 7//0 Opp Speaker #1 CA én pts %
N ‘ Q

Prop Speaker #2 Rl 2 pts_- Opp Speaker #2 +r pts_)@

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

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anal
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 géneral knowledge

¢ Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaiers respond to the arguments made by the
other side

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

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

¢ Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the gébaters were to opponents and judges

the topic and the arguments offered

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

Prop 1?/«}3{, oo “‘”'fﬁ"f'.'e‘/ Oppl:'ﬂ‘“'(" ‘og,;m_l A{gu,w\ﬂzlﬂ'ks
Haiemeqt o ﬁw( M,g,,,} "f L ;ba.\n-rs
*0popes Vol Paf

Opp 2:
*fluen tu/ &om convhet Lf asfuments

e qour inaterff

A \wins this debate.

TEAM CODE #: l

REASON FOR DECISION:
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®
PARLI Debate

Condello, Dave (*1)

g?:f' 11 2 I?cgr?gn’-‘ g:?l:f 00 Judge’s Name: DA\I D C‘E)«) D30

Opp: 27 Campanella - Petruska A/
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation; A ~ H ~
PROP OPBL7(
Team Code #: ‘Lt Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 FDQ G pts L Opp Speaker #1 Cﬁfv\ PAAS CUA  pts 27
Prop Speaker #2 G CLLSVe pts Lo Opp Speaker #2 P‘fb; SR pts (2.}

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

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

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

Prop1: =~ Eye Czpyrac . Opp1:+6000 Juog  of R§-funmidc M\JN%‘T
+ ESTAGusnsn fora s (RE AW - Torc r)c\,JA/a,\soucé 40 GestyrdS.
+ Do NeT AISA % + B8 CopnmcT
- GoT TETIRPD THEN - Sies Dound A L T Ape CiAry
dope ORCE 00 JRAGK TG + AoORESSED  (rop  Fornrs  WSvn
+ SHowE> Aol Byt P Teo Mvca —

Prop 2: + Aop/zss.sws’ off Fonas Opp2: + Govn T1ON§/virvdm3

WSV 10 GROER - Evd CopTheT POy Tv ERSGKIDO6 NOTES
- S

LienTyy SHawsY  STAR * Aoordssed  feoP \Ssues W
+ E\,‘;‘a CQF)’AC‘T -+ ST{LWG Z—J“IW T2 QPP PQ/:J’?S
= RNETES SSEMEn To Oisrmac
TEAM CODE #: {ig) on the_©Of€ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Off Téam Was Smoeomar + Do N Bermse

JoB o2 LAY (o6 oo AdD 7w SNFPoRTIIG

™o e Pau,q—cs . So’m TS$awms Shod fZomhsd a Lo IMPRO S



PARLI Debate

Condello, Dave (*1)

Round 18 9:00am Room 200 : : Dﬁ (o N
Gov: 2 Colbert - Clark Judge’s Name: A1 ~OnDE

Opp: 14 Krishnaswamy - Goldstein
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: AHR LYy

PROP orpP
Team Code #: Z Team Code #: \ L\' /

Prop Speaker #1 CO LRELT  pts 18 Opp Speaker #1 G‘O DS TR }{17
|

1
Prop Speaker #2 CLAL'\A pts ] Opp Speaker #2 KR\SUS84 S \J} ¥ pts (3

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Go
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eli
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rde or inappropriate behavior

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

yze the topic and the arguments

debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer com

each debater:
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~ EYE CotcT
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Mppd G

* Ronesssod  off  fuinTs

iments and/or suggestions for improvement to
¥ L& AreD
4/ cpp Cuawcd T Asic GussTioD e S7MT
Oppl: ¥ Cofindpce T APPRSSES FRof Pousts
W e oROIR ¢f RIS CHoosiw6
- 898 cCco.sceT
- Tz O GZ P oPSinb STRATSMAENT
& Mo

W + RSswren ofFf f’m,.ns WL

Prop2: = CWEW6 Gum/! opp2: T¥ Gremt  Teoe + Nwwumd
+ Guoo EYS SSmer Y Zpapurae (Assies \.S/Gw.)mep
+ OLpesALY LEfv AT 0 of off - TeAvHITi 0 0 Res CouwD By
4+ Gosp RSN of fFlEaf [orns St o7 SR
- Vslty 8RS (3 M) + EYE Sosmert ( )

= S’y (Brief 3 MiJd
TEAM CODE #: Z' on the ﬂ_@a P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
L&) vy MATCAwD L BAMS PW Precon R

SOPPo 700 SRS G AR Gumaw7s, AGG/OFF TEAM
MADY  Som@ SR G Ro=s Buor Pt Porsusd TAcGM ,



Kovitz, Bo (*3)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 226
Gov: 12 Murdock - Santana
Opp: 14 Duan - Kim
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PARLI Debate

B0 KoviTe

Judge’s Name:
Judge’s School Affiliation: BWK‘EL‘B{ s /

PROP
Team Code #: o)’ Team Code #: \‘l’ / pES »
Prop Speaker #1 MM RVOW pts b Opp Speaker #1 k‘ m p&/‘; The l/LS

Shoutd
Prop Speaker #2 J\ ANTH’NQ pts % ' Opp Speaker #2 'VM-AN //pts Z’?_ VML “M
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: Q“h‘w >
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Goo. vote m .
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimjation rounds) elechons

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rud¢ or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyZe the topic and the arguments offered
during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatersSupport arguments with evndence—whxch
may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

¢ Points of Information: How relevant and effectivewere the questions and the answers
¢ Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgaglized, communicative style that is pleasant and
easily understandable %
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the dgbaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer complipients and/or suggestions for improvement to §_
each debater: Dot prrt Yty Aesk Hor’ casn syoe Oh- Hsdishashys g
Prop 1: Exowmsfulu Shyte,, st Dpp 1: P d . Need 7o werk m
he a (i \MM o Atd e Fn&m‘/a/f)—&h Covderdhons Vieod o wam(ep(
Wm W ﬂ d'uw"' mq, Ys Third conlenthonyvade no Senge
/m , Mfzamed it. frlse... walwamke
wcan B0 mms éﬁ
on 3‘”"3 examples evtvsm—mow
with 'EV (PEN y\z A (f,/b Futations —
Brop 2: Vem, Opp 2: 9 Yo, n@ wﬁ'h
Wﬂ:kea( mmw %
e Lonfept

ﬂwﬂmew A:Huckw? ety M"\

?"7” il ﬁmmy% Llechve
‘ o wz.8 e
on the DJ l‘w‘dnns tis debate %

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION

K OPP st aberter Job Wi7n refntahons and ba[wkg %&WS[&L
But bot sizles Weeod 70 Work on v Gases T
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TEAM CODE #: N s

edrod,
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Kovitz, Bo (*3) : PARLI Debate

Round 1B 9:00am FI\’oom 226

Gov: 5 Wu - Ayalon

Opp: 22 Harris - Marr Judge’s Namei_@ £oviTe

Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge’s School Affiliation: H S.
1]

PRO BCNUE WM B 'f‘bllﬁ"‘b? RFAT O
Team Code #: ¥ ﬁ T 5]“"%»0%&; Y v /
Prop Speaker #1 A V‘A LO n pts zgpp Speaker #1 HAKK[& pts Z

Prop Speaker #2 wn pts Z9~ Opp Speaker#2____ NARI }'/ZS-

- CB’W’&WW
Sht Purtng-

Y,

shouwld nace
beem a

/oa/ﬂ"df

Sonse

¢

what ¢

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 eliminatioh rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ihappropriate behavior

e

rve

e /d ehewence. Twesner

S 'éaﬁﬁam

Judging Criteria

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze
ddring the debate ‘

o ‘Evidenve} How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with evidence——which-g
may-iacfude facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation; How‘ directly and effectively the debaters/respond to the arguments made by the ,

% other side ﬂb gﬁ\$ o
o Pajrts of Ipformation: How relevant and effective werg the questions and the answers
% .

.
-

topic and the arguments offered

1l{ecd — USE

rm,ochoa {rrecnyt

hart keen &
Jreston

fud 1mpridonment-Ric

<eded 17 il

Dels “How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant and

o
*‘;:t‘e'is% ‘o SPu

M

=3

easityunderstandable - ‘
° (® y: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judgeg‘ -
Co'9evt oddress oppsnents by saying Yo Tk JUDGT | Sy ™ sy sppovents

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments'and/or suggestions zor improvement to
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PARLI Debate

Herman, Roy (*13)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 208 s .
Gov: 20 Fong - Ligutan Judge’s Name: L“‘.’ H“e'ﬂ"‘ﬁ‘f‘

Opp: 1 Schioten - Condello

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: LJMM/ 2
PROP OPP /
Team Code #: 20 Team Code #: I
Prop Speaker #1 Rw-o\’ pts 7/5/ Opp Speaker #1 gc,‘f\ \D ‘LM / pts 7
Prop Speaker #2 L§ o:) wtan pts '1( Opp Speaker #2 C,q, n &:7 Q pts 48

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: Opp I:

...... Shanposhan weos ~ g0+l
e R A il OTL)MEMH ool Gon
L~ &f‘)vw,ﬂ\s dd wo NEN
Hime b“’—(}‘%ﬂio—x' |
) Prop2: ‘;m\)é\ re/u.y,wuy{ Opp 2: Al ¢ houldh whe Lrentat

oty mends wlen had andl s mowe hand dnfs
+wr r TS can be .%)oﬁ& aup
et S re
[iurpy U aundh Erpmols wal
TEAM CODE #: ( onthe NE&  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

ShonNGE e Morunens BY AEL, KFF DRoePed THs “no voTE Stwe
psseut” wiieh 1S @HRps noT TRUE  pur wnCHguew oD, NEG

PUWIHED IMPOVEZ- IS Dg  AMERIC  ARD  MORS IWACAT o eeeseIVELY



PARLI Debate

Herman, Roy (*13)

Round 18 9:00am Room 208 ) : @ o A
Gov: 22 Sundararaman - Elmhirst Judge’s Name: Y Herma

Opp: 23 Cheng - Wei

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation:__ Ly <
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 1. Team Code #: 73
Prop Speaker #1 Elmhirs + pts._ 28  Opp Speaker #1 C/(’\f—vx ) pts 27
Prop Speaker #2 Sundaara faman pts 27 Opp Speaker #2 Wen pts A1

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ipappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze thie topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: GOOA 5;%&&1111”‘2 s Opp 1: UW‘J] C\W ok 1.\-0(\4!7‘4‘;\“’\

N, f b
o o por b R e
Use a i '

- !
Prop2: Uum wice J0h¢ Poware | 0pp2:  coenr Jpé&  overa Ll

oF pomnding fodiwm ¢ Paronts NEDED  ZETVIL ByAmeu on DP
[o\.—b wﬁws{uw\ L;u[“ d’ (%N Reduuni b CRIME
iXJ}- o\,IJVchﬁ'v‘«‘S’
TEAM CODE #: 11 onthe  P¥€  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: i . /0
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PARLI Debate

Baetkey, Kerri (*22)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 224 Judge’s Name:

Baetkey

Gov: 7 Maitra - Aggarwal
Opp: 2 Fickinger - Wllhams
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Bouctlup rafayphto

Judge’s School Affiliation:

PROP
T

Team Code #: Team Code #:

/
P2/

Prop Speaker #1 Aﬂﬂmﬂzﬁp Zg Opp Speaker #1 {;\(/M V\M

pts g\g

it ngds b How wud

W%X” naal d

\2‘%3 pts T g

Prop Speaker #2 me pts M V\[\

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Vepy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fgr elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor or rude or inappropriate behavior

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offi

compllments and/or suggestions for improvement to )
each debater: Botl 5 e re op Yohie paicieons oy 2 M) ;

Loved wearg) ¢ 1 el
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. b‘t VJW ﬁ] : - %0 )‘7{
TEAM CODE #___' | ’@e":{ Y

SWave w
on the Mwms this debate. \'\W
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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|
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PARLI Debate

Baetkey, Kerri (*22)

Round 18 9:00am Room 224 Tud N -‘Bﬂ '-g”é@{//h
Gov: 2 Galvan-Carty - Lisy udge’s Name:

Opp: 25 Owen - Coscarelli
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: 6\/)/\ H S
PROP orpP
Team Code #: 9\ Team Code #: 5\ g

Prop Speaker #1 L‘ 6’1/\ 2@ Opp Speaker #1 @ \U@(A-/ pts 2?
Prop Speaker #2 &ALM' { m pts Opp Speaker #2 C,O SCM d/{/(/ pt%?

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, glegse ffer compliments imd/or suggestions for wvw é M.,ed

W\, each debater: W%Dw T eyl Towll! ed & M oxed .
‘5@0 Prop 1: X]UWV\‘EW& + Vlgvt,
$ MA N . A MY. ,em%..
Q\i W 07,1)\‘0\ WMW et m‘_\%
§ iy : m e S
; +
% -\W‘X e vuoral follow © ¥ ol
v _kw 5 Wow 49 Soraer
N Prop 2: Yo, Ve 4 b basking oA
£ paswig o putwre sl TO muwwvm
5% e pher o
o explove ¢! o ve- 1.
e Tl K22 boon MQ"‘M"” ,mlé iy
._%" AA\V""TEAM CODE #: a{ on the wins th sdebate

(Prop or Opp)

REASONFORDECISION addressed each point a,l/te/ “7‘1/%4\’ #

o, m “ Wfﬂ :LWWK‘ 101 ades % Ygaed use ot

éwym + SWMWM%f%M

Was p/ﬁo% ” bveat wovke!!



