PARLI Debate

VanZutphen, Jane (*20)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 222 Judge’s Name: ‘J(}/)e YGOn /Z//{(’./‘
Gov: 14 Stroumza - Chen

Opp: 23 Wang - Zhu
Parllamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: QQ g Zz /éf/ A/ S

PROP . - o OPP
Team Code #: l Ll Team Code #: 23

Prop Speaker #1 (”//{eh ,éq/en pts Q 7 Opp Speaker #1 CZ{Q a ? az, éga pts__ 2?
Prop Speaker #2 6-7//06//))2‘? 4@&@”’ 7  Opp Speaker #2 Z é [ (4 ZQ Qzég pts &7

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimigation rounds)

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

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the depaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenceg’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 ¢ffective were the questions and the answers

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respegfful 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

VanZutphen, Jane (*20)

Round 2B 11:15am Room 222 Judge’s Name: e/
Gov: 14 Kwong - Tan .
Opp: 7 Mohiuddin - Sharma . d
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: /)Z,/) [o) é M)//ey /4/5
PROP oPP
Team Code #: iL I Team Code #: 7

Prop Speaker #1 7@4 5/%4[);20 /Cpts_Q Z Opp Speaker #1 _M_U_Mﬂypts 27,
Prop Speaker #2 éZg DQ? Z E (97 pts_Q.§ Opp Speaker #2 ﬁméim

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

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

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

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

o Courtesy: How courteous and 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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TEAM CODE #: [ /7 on the /P/‘OP wins thls debate.
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PARLI Debate

McCabe, Linda (*27)

¢ :
Round 2A 11:15am Room 205 , . L N 1
Gov: 22 Baxter - Nam Judge’s Name: ada M ﬂa,é)i

Opp: 2 Archibald - Hohmeyer C e |
Parliamentary Debate/Novice o Judge’s School Affiliation: (/d‘* V\o{S:){ “ "Sf‘ Sc (Qb [
PROP ) OPP

Team Code #:____~_ X~ ~ Team Code #: ;
Prop Speaker #l /&\L]{lf ptspz g Opp Speéker #1 L/ 0[/\ Mé \/47 'a pts Q 5
Prop S eaker #2 N v pts 2’) Opp Speaker #2 A (C j\ LA{ / pts ;é

Pleasls award each speaker points based on ‘the following scale
A .30 = Perfect “29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for ¢limination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for'rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debateyd 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 referepCes to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effective}y the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respéctful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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TEAM CODE #:___ T )— on (e. 1 o g :\zins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate
McCabe, Linda (*27)

Round 2B 11:15am Room 205 Judge’s Name: /, N V\.r[ o (\/( (‘(NQ,L-»(

Gov: 20 Alam - Nguyen

Opp: 23 Roth - Yue
Parliamentary Debate/Novice =~ . Judge’s School Afﬁlialion:(/\} Ac[s\;{ ‘ L qu’\ 3‘.
_PROP OPP
Team Code # ,f) 0 g Team Code #: 23
Prop S]%(el #1 N [, (ALI/.[ Y~ pts 017 Opp Speaker #1 ?0‘7%& pts,,? 4'0
Prop Speaker #2 avr pts 9\7 Opp Speaker #2 . pts:;? zq
Plea&c award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
e 30 = Perfeet” 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27= Good (but pOSSlbly 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 thg
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authgfity 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/vere the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgghized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the

topic and the arguments

debaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate
Lustig, Robert (*14)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 204 Judge’s Name: W 5/) “

Gov: 25 Owen - Coscarelli

Opp: 7 Bardalai - Rangwala 0(:,/(
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: AAA)
PROP z
Team Code #: &L/{w W\ Team Code #: Db )L-,, I/glz Q E
Prop Speaker #1 p W et pts 2/) Opp Speaker #1 IB&A(‘ ptsl%

Prop Speaker #2__ Cod e MeQQ pts 24 Opp Speaker #2_ /P as 13@ p

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

® 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 effectiy¥ely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant 4nd effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: 7 on the wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate

Lustig, Robert (*14 ;
Round ZgB 11:15am Roo(m 204) Judge’s Name: LUS T7g

Gov: 26 Clark - Flanagan

Opp: 22 Caramucci - Tarleton c,Q/Q
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: o)

— — o .
Team Code #: Lé ' ész G&Team Code #: 9'4 — ZZZEZ o ; A\ ZZ. .

- “hd
Prop Speaker #1 ggﬂ/"'—‘f{""‘ pts 2‘7 Opp Speaker #1 / M’I/ pts (B
Prop Speaker #2 m pts Z‘é Opp Speaker #2 Ca"lw-wff}{/ : pts 7'-(

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

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

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

each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Jia, Jack (*5) —_— <,
Roun,d 2A 11:15am Room 202 Judge’s Name: 5 ﬂ-m }1 A_
Gov: 1 Schioten - Condello

Pariamentary DebagiNovice Judge's School Affliation:_C dVjp 0
PROP - OPP
Team Code #: ' Team Code #:_ 22—
Prop Speaker #1 SL\"\O\ \'i'v’\ pts 18, gOpp Speaker #1 Bice pts Lﬁ
Prop Speaker #2 (0 nele ” v pts 7/:,}\ Opp Speaker #2 Gr \gqv y pts}O!

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 £limination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fgr rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatep§ 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 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
e Points of Information: How relevant and £ffective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak iy an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous and respecgtul the debaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate

Jia, Jack (*5) A

Round 28 11:15am Room 202 Judge’s Namc-;—?d(;'(/b N A
Gov: 14 Bystrom - Gast
Opp: 23 Samra - Yim

Parllamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: L éwwy b
PROP OPP
Team Code #: i u Team Code #: > Z

Prop Speaker #1 W@WW pts 26‘ Opp Speaker #1 L] MY » ptslﬁ
: \
Prop Speaker #2 M M pts }&z Opp Speaker #2 {\‘ W . // 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 rounds)

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

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

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

e Points of Information: How relevant afd 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 resgectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Jacobs, Joel (*3) J 2
Round 2A 11:15am Room 227 Judee’s N :
Gov: 22 Harris - Marr udge's Name (_Ol):

Opp: 14 Kerr-Stein - Lee
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation:

PRO OPP
Team Code #: %'21 Team Code #: '/Ll

Prop Speaker #1 H""r{\ S pts 2‘.\ Opp Speaker #1 Ke[ (- S@’ N pts _Zj
Prop Speaker #2 {\/\‘b\r( pts 2‘-, Opp Speaker #2 Le/-e > pts ZB

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatepé analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thedebaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referepces to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters spealfin 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 ¢ffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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(Prop orlOpp)

REASON FOR DECISION: P? C)WSI\‘{, Wrb (M: clr Wa- &g

| C«'\ CO’\'“ d“ @
oo ‘EO CO!\Ce_Jt JO/\‘K Soma. Conf lifs ar wCy\ A Se,e,;\.; Q/)w JC‘«* Smﬂﬁ”& w@f&b‘gy

WA,



PARLI Debate

Jacobs, Joel (*3) A (’X
Round 2B 11:15am Room 227 Judge’s Name: o O
Gov: 24 Scott - Ambrose °

Opp: 14 Lawrence - Privalov - o
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation:

o o s s S . 8 ~/

PROP orpP .
Team Code #: -7,[’\ Team Code #: !Lt
tw \ y 5' ]
Prop Speaker #1 "\“‘/:;)) ‘ f 4y ‘gpct’s Zrl Opp Speaker #1 \ TNIASYE 2 pts Z(O

Prop Speaker #2

Z(O Opp Speaker #2 P( \Vh\,@( ptz‘]

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Yéry Good

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the dgbaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and rgferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effegtively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relev
® Delivery: How well the debaters
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and'respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Choy, Suzie (*4)
Round 2A 11:15am Room 201 Judge’s Name: 51/1376 F hm
Gov: 14 Ng - Huang

Opp: 1 Ochoa - Chand

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: %%
PROP OPP
Team Code #: lél/ Team Code #: l
Prop Speaker #1 N ﬁ\, pts Zg Opp Speaker #1 UC(A O pts Z q

Prop Speaker #2 H\/‘ﬂl V‘g _ pts Zé Opp Speaker #2 (/W pts z5

Please award each speaker points based on the following scales
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Yery Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualjfy for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resegrved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criferia

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficipitly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts 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 re}évant 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 courteouyand respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

lease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 1:
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TEAM CODE #: }4 on the E;’Ug wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: }M?I& %//'V(;/Y
BOD

OPPH /I

Choy, Suzie (*4)

Round 2B 11:15am Room 201

Gov: 27 Campanella - Petruska
Opp: 11 Arshad - Sankar
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge’s School Affiliation:

PROP
Team Code #: Z/’

Prop Speaker #1 _&/vn IWM"(/M pts 21 Opp Speaker #1 Sank a — pts Zg
Prop Speaker #2 Y)f/””\r% [(Jf\. pts W Opp Speaker #2 A'v<( LLL?&/ pts Y 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 foplimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Team Code #:

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 tie debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refefences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effecti¥ely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant/and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters spgak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and péspectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, plea
each debater:

offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: Opp 1:
% gwm —eruwm' o W \}Dli M_m\ cdo— 4
(s Wi ) ; O Lo i C oty
Ve B ou- vip enhne N Y, f “ 3 '

Opp 2:

oM~ Han ;em.;yj ptél ¢z, oz, hv
Alrewipl eoirle Whot e Lvlenhin—~ pao,
T sk +o Y IG\MUU) o frena

V»V/\‘/JOM Opy JS%J@«. o

TEAM CODE #: /]

REASON FOR DECISION:

ek Jolo g bivg i wf

mguwm

on the D @Q wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

”’MM’V“W ﬂ&}’ ofziowmn\/\;\, it 937 06 ool If(/w—c,///?ﬂ/? e o
S o A din e ek 4o yolops o~ gt addresad beng

Pry .
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PARLI Debate

Bardalai, Snigdho (*7)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 207 Judge’s Name: Em Lra ‘d Skgﬂ Y

Gov: 14 Lee - Fairchild

Opp: 5 Wu - Ayalon
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge’s School Affiliation: W HS

Team Code #: ?lx Team Code #: g
Prop Speaker #1 FU\“'ON\A pts l% Opp Speaker #1 H“\lﬂ\oh ptsLZ
Prop Speaker #2 Lee ptsﬂ Opp Speaker #2 Wy /. pts%

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

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

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatep$ analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thefebaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referegces 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 effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speakin an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Prop 1:- Nlox var Your - Opp 1: = Watech owr Ums .

% BL conSidunt AN our seoech] - Almost no tontact. )

t Cavear - Binish ydur g&ud\ kePore vﬁa\kﬂ‘a_mm&-'
x Crood  pacind/ and  rond. tUreat Floro  and organizarton.

Don W

PI(&;)LZ Sgé . Opp 2: -t ork on Ot‘ﬂaMz“m’\ ot SPW\
-No oye contact. . + Gwear TonL.

i s tnawdible.
- Mads one weak Point ond |- Fosr poeing mads some word

N ended our g peech-

TEAM CODE #: 6 on the 0 VP wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: ‘ -d
The OFP ook rhir Hime ourling why Heir side wos
cormeek. Ty wore wgmwiz-ed and confrdent in what

Y pragented.



PARLI Debate
Bardalai, Snigdho (*7)

Round 2B 11:15am Room 207 ) . )%/ AN
Gov: 14 Rettenmaier - Pineda Judge’s Name: €m H Cﬂd’
Opp: 2 Galvan-Carty - Lisy Hg
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: W
PRO]i orp
Team Code #: L’ Team Code #: 2- /

Prop Speaker #1 i “ HA !m pts Z% Opp Speaker #1 u%‘{' / pts 2 2

Prop Speaker #ZR“U\MQ i% pts 2.‘1 Opp Speaker #2 C?M\V/M Oa P\*1 ptszg

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

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resep¥ed for rude or inappropriate behavior

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the g€baters 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 réferences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

o Points of Information: How relev

e Delivery: How well the debaters
and easily understandable

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

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

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

Prop 1: 1’\)0(\1 contikant. Opp 1: ¢ Caveet ud.c, contaet.
thear fouus. -Wonch vhe Umg,

- Watth the mw's + Yury organizegl,

t+ Oirear ay mo«ry and

Prop 2: 4V 4 Orgam‘ud. Opp 2: anandm#

- Watth /ry, WM tlreat +one and paeing.
Y Caveon Job h‘/‘FU‘f'“V\ﬂ - Covwld have vsed Your e 10
co IS rdwe PROP  contentrons.
TEAM CODE #: lq on the m? wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

e PP was v orrjmfudf they had deowr  points
that &tgod H\ro\)q e round.



WA, CAN R

Cabasino, Mark (*13)
Round 2A 11:15am Room 224
Gov: 23 Cheng - Wei

Opp: 14 Luk - Tserennamid
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

VLN

PARLI Debate
ML

Judge’s School Affiliation: @

Judge’s Name:

Team Code #:

p— | ~
Team Code #: (‘ L/\ /

Prop Speaker #1 C H EN G pts Opp Speaker #1 pts
Prop Speaker #2 wE \ pts Opp Speaker #2 TSEREMVA % 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 élimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fgr rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatgfs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thg’debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referefices to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectivgly 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 regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Opp 1: ()099 cbe/e)o(pwlf O7L (m}e w?)‘\

{0')“ °'L wAveie @QW\‘-},&_}
(C"‘qf":) ww T \ g”\u“’l/\i laton ) (J’C)*

ore @& Sure. {M{ep" /({JZ“’ btﬁnd—im( N
P&'e:;k 0N S lase, . 2lw Pk and Stk Wby v o gk,
e PPLCD b adng @
) N e pa) e ] N > J 3 . WJ
GM/ F)M)@ ™ 1Y + St Yeor side ('Cﬂﬁ)

(@

_C‘D’\%\NM}’ I@“«\Ms o . Cﬁ""_‘s‘ cvba Misde Uiy, Tsrd / flee M:o[c\—o)
}/\CL(V,| L“\"’I>' U('*-'/ s Cws - T Vﬂ/\l& 10/ M?ﬁf\/« s'\,_;‘w VV\/‘L‘)

TQF;‘&L;\/I%(‘;;EV#;M o) raiu)\t%mof:‘t’:eé “H’ﬁ%gg 2wins this debate. %@é and @W?C
REASON FOR DE%M ¢ )

0Q0 OVkag /o &M&s Yo Sypper+ R b case -

@Q( a‘f» uﬁzé P e o(' s allo tte J e «-é)/ Case a,J\)
Lor Chows 00f had frpoue Puibs agpede ae%,éu@w,




VIoLENT Vio
PARLI Debate 8{;}/(74 /a’

Judge’s Name: /\/\ <

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: m

PROP (7:\ OPP 7
Team Code #: - ) Team Code #:

N—
Prop Speaker #1 HWEEL‘ N G pts ’L% Opp Speaker #1 HA% ‘ @ pts ,; o
Prop Speaker #2 ‘@AWT pts 7 Opp Speaker #2 KE SHA \/ Zé

V0o LENT Vieo GAMEE  LEAD To

Cabasino, Mark (*13)
Round 2B 11:15am Room 224
Gov: 2 Hemerling - Barnett
Opp: 23 Habib - Keshav

pts

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 elinyhation rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rde or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters gralyze 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 th¢ 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 g organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

Opp 1: ()wé (5(‘(7((,,,‘1,,144;,\ woth f’(’barwa(/\
@V/\c\l/\ft ( ]t‘(cnj/ CUWMMJ‘ DF VJ(;./L.;'LV.{/
ind e Cebuteals. Lon 5 Peede
alftuy ar e JM:hT (e (
ad $hou\s Conpete e . Good  vore—

§0 jpeen, Points (eg,

RETA

fc)% Cwvje AG

Prop 2
()O:)b Mok o{- S(n‘—ﬂ vS.
‘)o,\‘ y’wx. Cbo! PO‘:‘!' ;Jyd’ul’hw)

'\//@W (Qggmj “m,mmi‘,,"ok-
Tf‘( to vie B JFoyesr allopteS Hame .
TEAM CODE #: ~  onthe (O

REASON FOR DECIS T
Habib c.\ew-hI Carre b Mac

(e4. Gurelahon to- Cusanvn) en -
Opp 2: “ e e

6{)0) J)‘J S—W) d(‘u”‘() fvl‘/\('- abnOH—
W Comn mugiRes have AL2 9e¢€s{.¢.
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wins this debate. v g (lojee § e feveren

Jrming
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PARLI Debate
Zaheer, Affan (*8)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 208 Judge’s Name: ﬂf/&}n &4@%

Gov: 20 Mart - Andola

ggfﬁgﬁeﬁ;;yPéﬁt:;tgwice Judge’s School Affiliation: 2 Qg//)’ MS LL
Team Code #: 20 Team Code #: 23
Prop Speaker #1_ #ndolo, pts 2% Opp Speaker #1 Ho pt 27
/[:s 26

Prop Speaker #2 mﬁﬂy(/ pts 27 Opp Speaker #2 f’ #Shor -

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 rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rudg’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 debateys support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to guthority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the dgbaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effectife were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an opganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thé debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer co
each debater:

liments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Oppl: Gocd Preadeghi . /VQ-“C‘K— -

Focu;; o Flove 2 im p be mo Wudoed ov%%?—eoql\
b shon He godhr Good Gangls | Dood 5 on cost|price Vp Pemeglis
bt cloSwe wor wel K.

Prop 1:

Prop 2:

Grood ?fesdﬂa'diexol-cleﬁi coéo A S"rfeu,é

<\oSune w/ﬂ: Yebdlld o~ 9@@05}9@)%
pok wodd help.

OPP2: (od ekl o \oa"nﬂv_- Svgael”
o wode o & Qlow o <loswie -

TEAMCODE#: 2 onthe O P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:



Zaheer, Affan (*8)

Round 2B 11:15am Room 208
Gov: 2 Fickinger - Williams
Opp: 20 Le - Rather
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: Ma”" Z"é@?/(,
Judge’s School Affiliation: D“g/"‘ /748[\«

PROP orp
Team Code #: 2 Team Code #: 20
Prop Speaker #1 FreXe RS pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 Eﬂ%—- pts 28
Prop Speaker #2 Wi (\¢ i — pts Opp Speaker #2 Le // pts

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

<20 = Reserved for'rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterg’ 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 ang/effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak /n an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable

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

each debater:

~Prop 1:

év«-_.VQT s&mﬂ: aeﬂ?f‘% c—*:‘-&;\o\, q- dﬂﬁ’«l-’\]ti%

Prop 2:

ee;j@l' a be. /recise» 700 ™M
ffi& A Tmes 7

TEAM CODE #:

2

on the

Prop -

Opp |: @ud Frew;/-Fion, ot v AL v .
Topic ez ,f%4 & mﬁﬂe, c'cu.éof U/ Send.
betls, Exomple, L mte 4/&»4’ in JOR LMo

Opp 2: e ’4;%9\ wagd we 4,. Q’—ﬂj }’ey
Of(gw;zae{« ford wer. good el &
Corned Yelte, Vim W £ ,5’00"6,
ﬁot&. /DM“

wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:



PARLI Debate

Sankaralingam, Avu (*2)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 206 Judge’s Name: A’\{d §kl\] Kﬁ‘ﬁ%“\w

Gov: 5 Hinchcliff - McKinney
Opp: 20 Valle - Pollard

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: Per TLE?'
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 5 Team Code #: 2 ®

Pind~d;
Prop Speaker #1 Mcmvafd?# pts 2-3 Opp Speaker #1 PO HM ptsa, 26
Prop Speaker #2 M A hY\7 pts 2—6 Opp Speaker #2 \/A [ (‘i/ /pts 2 7’

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: Opp 1: |
Sood J"ob B’F o(a Line Tofom) W S'fi:tc_&mta MF\A*"‘D ol feom s
" w z«?w Shemselnes L”’";;
= . . m Am&b\\fh
Wdanmingy [Re e 2 ke fo make  Aexd C‘?ﬁ "\smw-\ﬁ b okt

. eﬁ.ﬂ/\'teﬂ\m‘/S ’w O\btﬁuﬂjob ol en A?:M? ﬂa.o_

a,) Jual olhen teamn  asforinn: \
CU/&‘"?‘V:VH ; ¥ a&n V\'O't SN &‘JW\}‘W - \,\;\W V\ﬂk—' ’»w onfuwm ' GT:A\ ]
TEAM CODE #: 5 onthe_FrolP  whis this debate. W;T.R la d;.umrfﬁ .

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: \\? (9'5{{

@ppon fon naven wam'au( WA bers 5t of wan on
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PARLI Debate

Sankaralingam, Avu (*2
Round2811:15ag1 Room206( ) Judge’s Name: ﬁ,\(\? &NWL(NMV

Gov: 7 Kaura - Gajula

Opp: 12 Murdock - Santana —
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: % e \/
PROP oPP

Team Code #: 77 Team Code #: 12,
Prop Speaker #1 QA:)M‘O\ . pts 22%  Opp Speaker #1 Mwafac,h X pts 23

Prop Speaker #2 ‘bw\-r [aN pts 2$0  Opp Speaker #2 cgaw\']"‘yﬁ')/ » _ pts 26

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatpfs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thgdebaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referghces to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant
e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Opp 1: Koo -
Lieh Stachow A} oo S gl 3 o o)) Cefuh
~ Tows propenf bt uttended e P
fo B | i, Gyt
Prop 2: Opp 2:
Drd) )uu&\"\ 'bol'br@ S @
Oppeyi e ¢ N e i T antnied T -

TEAM CODE #: 7 on the Bg of *_wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

b undinent opprE e i s B )
W Nolr gl violante nedato e tand b vide %A’Y\Qn”

REASON FOR DECISION: te . Wan avb(—L



PARLI Debate
Owen, Jeff (*25)

Round 2A 11:15am Rocom 225 Judge’s Name: &S& : Q!
Gov: 20 Byrne - Pareja
Opp: 2 Lanzone - Hubinger

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Afﬁliationmg@,}%l

PROP OoPP
Team Code #: 9\0 Team Code #: a

i\, \ g8~ t
Prop Speaker #1 v&q‘m\_e pts Opp Speaker #1 : . P27

Prop Speaker #2 ?eggig pts e Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker points based on the following scalg’
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = ¥ery Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualiff for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resepfed for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Critéria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficienfly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and eff¢ctively 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/Apeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

Prop 1: N Opp I: E%tae, \(9&:-‘\" Q,%},\ﬁ
. OaNng azged i Re ddate Riqiyg
o e Al s SR e,

LU:\Q“\(SWW

TEAM CODE #: a’LO on the %ﬁg wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: —t+\~e_ ‘ <2
Sueo~!Y Pl - M%&Zﬁg%&km&
¢ a. Mo a@u,\‘»g s & Stdag N e ux,.j.u().;,_u.\j 4%

¢ N e Ve ats Azl N
bole—st L\ 3 - ‘ b (b o



PARLI Debate

Owen, Jeff (*25)

Round 2B 11:15am Room 225 s . 5
Gov: 23 Zhai - Khan sudge's Name:__ S0

Opp: 14 Fong - Geller

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: S Pec u“g"s‘ﬁa\
PROP OP,
Team Code #: 9\3 Team Code #: lP 4
Prop Speaker #1 =2 ke ptsZ% Opp Speaker #1 é’(g,( \g,f pts2S
Prop Speaker #2 F-:a\g pt% Opp Speaker #2 ‘F\'th\) /, pt%

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

Judging Criteri .

® 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 reférences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

e Points of Information: How relevaut 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

Prop 2: ot Lote g A SO-URN Opp 2: G’KZ«L—?WX«,—\&&. < \ao
Qgé%bﬁ o the &/\[l\k},\ AN Yocws om guadily fol
q,\up)-:\\‘ R A cqueanbe

TEAM CODE #: % on the ~ m wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp) Aég{\ R X{o
REASON FOR DECISION: P50 &by o e ox Sllday We 3ol
o aseo My e dal { Conoltom) 22 W\ 25 T3 i\ P &b o
Aozal-\On el ettt 2Sdoy Plysied bud nol e oo spede
K Re LSS Nop



Wav Cam be oM. PARLI Debate

Sundararamen, Siva (*22)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 228 Judege’s N . )1 A ,LA——(/{/] {';9414
Gov: 11 Chippa - Cherukuri udge’s Name:_—Jn/.0 % 7

Opp: 14 Woo - Melman

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: S V' M dR.\ ) Wft t
e e . ’ thros
PROP OPP
Team Code #: l l Team Code #: ‘l',
Prop Speaker #1 C ((f ra pts b Opp Speaker #1 pts 26
Prop Speaker #2._ C_N€ ¥ u o ' pts_ 25 Opp Speaker #2 Wew pts 2

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: :
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very (z0od
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for gfimination 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
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/effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak A an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respegtful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: S+t~ candd Opp 1: frood Stothe . melMorol Abeths hee
waen e bCen. ol ined  ah gudS i it wrh o pelited ot Pt
Coide Wit Stoudd e/ fo— (oo, | {3cmud Qs gt (et
Molf Y (glec 4 A Nre Opfoncut « no- el Not- meth €0 wwéw\nw

%nl;‘e,@o( WCA’. b v W, NeH Moty WcM R ﬁ‘PF-rf MNM
A e te Mg fronded tetne fack.
Prop 2: fice < ’ZM":&A A ot Opp 2: SHank AF Soad, (AHile tkfe ( S+

M e (ood cantel v W S | Seoid, Crord < COMMMA gy, cMled
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Violent Wdeo Samel lead

Sundararamen, Siva (*22)
Round 2B 11:15am Room 228

Gov: 4 O'Rafferty - Figueroa
Opp: 14 Chao - Wang
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

2 W (@Mp b Aguunton—
PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: SUND AR RHwm W\Wb;/

Judge’s School Affiliation; LV WAHA W A Y Lo tlont

PROP
Team Code #:

H

Prop Speaker #1 O ‘P\ d,é/fﬂe M& pts 7 Opp Speaker #1 L\}M‘ 7

=
Prop Speaker #2_ | { Juw YO  pts L1

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 eliny

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters

offered during the debate

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the de

OPP
K|

Team Code #:

a0

Opp Speaker #2

<20 = Reserved for ryfle or inappropriate behavior

alyze the topic and the arguments

ters support arguments with

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

by the other side

and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous and respectfl

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 Zn organized, communicative style that is pleasant

the debaters were to opponents and judges
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NIk L-MEHTATED) PARLI Debate

GChenrHeonmg-(:23) ‘
Round 2;\ 11:15am Room 210 Judge’s Name: M \ \L\'i (] ME \'\ TA
Gov: 14 Duan - Kim

gg&:ai?e‘:‘?::yz bgﬂg;?Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: HHg (D ablma thﬁ‘« )
Team Code #: ‘ Team Code #: 20
Prop Speaker #1 Dyom pts 2%  Opp Speaker #1 Jere pts 2 ‘Q
Prop Speaker #2 k WW\ pts 29 Opp Speaker #2 U‘ i pts 2?

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

Judging Criteria

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

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the dgbaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referencgs 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 £ffective were the questions and the answers

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: Opp 1: \
Gooat Amla»g-\5 b by fropue, P seseXest ‘A,.g@d) Avawm\-l S
b SY2019 Speately bed” S\»\.\s‘\od’ﬂg\“ 5‘3’ E‘*a“"fi“
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: .
prop2: 02 Good Awalyeh o Can wprmn
op & PP S500d ’ ]
o MoXe A o #W‘
o .
il Yo e & A M ., ’c‘“‘g |
g Segpotet ey €l
il e
TEAM CODE #: 20 onthe () PP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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as-a\M wilth Budunio .



N1 MEH TR(%) PARLI Debate

Round 2B 11:15am Room 210 Judge’s Name: N KHIL Mpﬁﬂ
Gov: 18 Nash - Thrasher

Opp: 14 Lyons - Wyszynski . .
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: Dupina H“KJ"\ (pHe)
PROP oPP
Team Code #: ' 8 Team Code #: 'AI
Prop Speaker #1 ’5 !Q ch pts. 2% Opp Speaker #1 L\_a,oV\ﬂ / pts 29
Prop Speaker #Z—T‘\W\_Q\Q)( pts_30 Opp Speaker #2 wt,i.S?_‘}{ } { pts 28

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20= or rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteri
® 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 refgfences to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effecti¥ely 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 sp€ak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

Rrop 1 Opp 1: Wﬁ’ Cpeodee , ¢ ood
ood bk > P V:Ejli(
6000,0 A ' Q"\NX‘?{QQ‘ &T ewu{,wuc

Prop 2: £ el end D{IW‘f Opp 2: E"p“f‘)wov@d. S?g&,\l.&x‘, OK‘S%-M .
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Cwucdeerie - .
TEAMCODE#: | & onthe P wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: _ o
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PARLI Debate

Maddhuri, Babu (*11)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 200 Judge’s Name: SARIA  MADDHOLRY
Gov: 14 Chan - Foley |

Opp: 18 Raven - Fischer

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: :\_RU\ NN VR Y-S
Team Code #: | L Team Code #: \ g
Prop Speaker #1_ C W\ ann pts 2X  Opp Speaker #1 za\ltw\‘ pts 2.
Prop Speaker #2 ?le, \\4) . pts_29 Opp Speaker #2 ?\\f”(( an pts 2.7

Please award each speaker points based on the following seéle:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 284~ Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to gualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = RgServed for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively jhe debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and effiglently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts ahd references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

e Points of Information: How pélevant 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 courteo

lopic ¢ Wan Com e

and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

i ot Go wit ttw allilich )
* Mou Aot Weunse G\M?{YW Lﬁ%‘
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Prop 2: QG&A Mk‘:b , Opp 2: C:W@é 7‘!-‘2\&,(‘ C . onn imﬁb“)m An
\?,u‘ L Lol %M&w%mw Cann \oe
TEAM CODE #__| ¥ on the ¥ ROY  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: Veam~ 4 Aud o \uelfin %Q§> o afv»*l'zy“é) exielins
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PARLI Debate
Maddhuri, Babu (*11)

; ~
Round 2B 11:15am Room 200 Judee’s Name: AR A MADD HuRY
Gov: 22 Burrous - Blackenburg Hcge s Name B
Opp: 26 Goody - Sherman -
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: L BNV NATON TG -
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: 22— Team Code #: 26 -

Prop Speaker #1 &55 PNV pts_ —€ 2% Opp Speaker #1 eoo (}Qu pts ZOK

Prop Speaker ”&l&r_ﬁ&%* 4% Opp Speaker #2_ I oA cnacann. pts_ 2%

Please award each speaker points based on the fo]lowmg 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

rounds)
inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ana}fze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the deb
evidence—which may include facts and references
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively
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 indn organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

Courtesy: How courteous and respe

rs support arguments with
authority as well as general knowledge
debaters respond to the arguments made

I the debatmvhe to opponents and judges

) 0P C ¢ V‘\b\m At © Vo NOd
Using the above critZ¥ia, please offér compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:

Opp 1: e 3 \oou(c; h‘ﬂ'
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TEAM CODE #: 2 b on the O‘?? wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: T oo i ln " (Aa
&AAA CQLU\«\US'Q\ 7 amal Y @Ul(ﬁw O\/\%oxwt

Prop 1:




Villa, Paul (*6)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 221
Gov: 3 Berck - Adams

Opp: 23 Wei - Zheng
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: Pau\ \ \“4\

Judge’s School Affiliation: ("“‘J‘ f"u‘

PROP.

gPP

Team Code #: 2 Team Code #: 3

Prop Speaker #1 A)MS pts 34 Opp Speaker #1 .Zl“l"/‘] pts 34
Prop Speaker #2 &f e pts 3"7 Opp Speaker #2 W e ptsg7

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for ryfe or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ahalyze 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 refereng€s 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 ang/effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

Using the above criteria, please
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: g

fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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on the %m% wins this debate.

(Pop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Villa, Paul (*6)
Round 2B 11:15am Room 221
Gov: 23 Deng - Luo

PARLI Debate
Pastviln

Judge’s Name:

Opp: 20 Fong - Ligutan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: C‘NJQ’ PNQ
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 23 Team Code #: 2.0
Prop Speaker #1 Lvo pts & Opp Speaker #1 Fo(\j pts A&
Prop Speaker #2 0 U‘;) pts o3 Opp Speaker #2 L\‘jw\‘m /l;tsl-aé
/

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

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

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters #halyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the dgbaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referengés to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively/Ahe debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant ang/effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak i an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respgctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please
each debater:

fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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Prop 2: Nov/ need b do more Opp 2: uo‘j ta Sav what
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TEAM CODE #: @ 20 on the QH) wins this debate.
" (Prop orlOpp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Ambrose, Mrs (*24)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 223

Gov: 2 Greenwall - DuPuy

Opp: 22 Sundararaman - Elmhirst
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name:&M&o&bg

Judge s School Affiliation; <> \/

~  prOP B " OPP

Team Code #: ; Team Code #: Z;)-
Prop Speaker #1 Qm [77a 100 A\ pts &g Opp Speaker #1 (’! N - XZ X pts_;g'
Prop Speaker #2 pts 28 Opp Speaker #ZEADM_&/]

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

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatery/analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate -

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the gebaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenées 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 respéctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop-1: .

OPP 1 Canm ¢ Pne- ; LROL Oetie e Qosteal
C— A , | A= \*Q‘Wf—m

) Ol ot e p—2 002
N aAaSen e - LV‘(/O\/\@QQ&)JB: .
OPP 2 vy areet. C&iﬁd‘\m e

o =\ o DQLML

TEAM CODE #: (Q on the wins this debate. Sb,\.})&%‘*\é—*t

REASON FOR DECISION: (Prp or Op) @(
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PARLI Debate
Ambrose, Mrs (*24)

Round 2B 11:15am Room 223 > L \jag } ﬁc - §m:§:_ e
Gov: 23 Eizner - He Judge’s Name
Opp: 8 Zaheer - Chaudhri

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

PROP o h OPP

Team Code #: ,33 Team Code #: §Z‘
Prop Speaker #1 é‘z Na ptsa” Opp Speaker #1_"2_¢, el ptsm

Prop Speaker #2 \é\ﬂl pts 3 Opp Speaker #2 gﬁ =\ T pts _&g

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 elimingtfon rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rudg/or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debafers support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references 10 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

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

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

GDPOQ.@vs o@ Mgﬁ@—‘—m_q
N
g~ |

Opp 2: C—awgéb\,@ e (oale a

TEAM CODE #: % on the f % wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
0pp Shoused) vk e QeI IO Prinfe, Viple-STaelanst
Lo o Teaut T Bam vitle S REed Aoy g
et . Lot Brg2a0 resap~=,, e L -Odo 0 \&%Cp@c




PARLI Debate
Nash, Jennifer (*18)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 226 Judge’s Name: \BW‘_{U‘ msp’]

Gov: 20 Afzal - Kelly

Opp: 7 Maitra - Aggarwal .
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: MUHQOVY\GVU\ H‘%D)
i ~
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 20 Team Code #: 7
Prop Speaker #1 M ‘\! ptsZ’) Opp Speaker #1 AC\]SW @M , pts ¢g

Prop Speaker #2 A ‘F Z_O..,Q pts (LLO Opp Speaker #2 M Qa % pts ﬁa

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

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the depaters 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 effecively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

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

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

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

each debater:

 Crnd no facis.
Prop 1: (-j,@d CPQ: \)Ob U%nﬂ

us, ag

Opp 2: W
eSS TodoNee~

Cppon Carn y Cred \ob of LUIN cares
Nneed rMNaS V{Jo%HOJ) w«t} S I presesydofon
PoNts | sppot-

TEAM CODE #: —7 on the wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp) < 'S u
REASON FOR DECISION: ("} s¢.N) o Fi)(@%m)rofﬂo’lt U
of 4ot



PARLI Debate
Nash, Jennifer (*18)

Round 28 11-15am Room 226 Judge’s Name: do./\{i.-)[f/' L\G%P")

Gov: 11 Wang - Lin

ggfu;xe:{gx%égtémovice Judge’s School Affiliation: Vbﬂ*ﬁwmag F\Ug% Scheo)
o — H o - \L’ —_
>,
Prop Speaker #1 \)AC;IB pts 71 opp speaker#1. A0luntz pts 21
Prop Speaker #2_L3 N pts/L/] Opp Speaker #2 V'\?!x'{ pts7:)

Please award each speaker points based on the following scz
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 7 Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quafify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resérved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the/debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficieptly 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 releyant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaterg speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

each debater:

Prop 1: émé ' 7
@sn:é cod present?

TEAM CODE #: ) l on the Pll;@ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON ;%1 DECISION: iﬂ%) ctmcsﬁ_c{) .Ciir\ D{\gej‘\ff;a&%bm9 o Hhough
PN “excerrent o guments,




PARLI Debate

" Friciats)
Round 2A 11:15am Room 203 Judge’s Name: C/I 1\@]’\ :Fﬁ,m g
Y

Gov: 14 Krishnaswamy - Goldstein
Opp: 20 Ahmadi - Phan

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: MEIQZZQ ][;‘52 a

PROP

OPP
Team Code #: l L[L Team Code #: 2 O
4 : .
Prop Speaker #1 Qo(d'g Z OlAA_Pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 P/‘I AN_ pts_< 7
PR . .
Prop Speaker #2 SR, ts 2 & Opp Speaker #2 a/)_ m 0\(% / pts 2 7
/ R

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 = Reservgfl for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Critepia

® 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 rgferences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters gpeak 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, plegse offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Round 2B 11:15am Room 203 Judge’s Name: @A I-\P. A FM@/
Jd

Gov: 27 Cohen - Lemenager
Opp: 2 Colbert - Clark

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: &2@]22 l[ !‘g‘za

PROP OPP
Team Code #: 2- 7 Team Code #: /Z

Prop Speaker #1 COhQ/'VL pts ')'7 Opp Speaker #1 p ) , b@ r t pts 7~g
Prop Speaker #2 LQM CANK dqp [_pts 28' Opp Speaker #2 Cld r k // ptszg

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatefs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refergnces to authority as well as general knowledge
o Argumentation: How directly and effectiyély 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
e Courtesy: How courteous and rg§pectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

d effective were the questions and the answers
in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
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Res War can be won.
ez

Banisadr, Allison (*16)
Round 2A 11:15am Room 220

Gov: 25 Lacombe - Appel
Opp: 26 Sheridan - Sappington
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: 64‘/“' sad(

Judge’s School Affiliation: \ b

PROP B

orp
Team Code #: /7:7 Team Code #: £
Prel Gappingten
Prop Speaker #1 L%B*M-ht pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 9’%&11“3@4‘ pts 27
Lacomb ¢

Prop Speaker #2 A‘!ﬂ?ﬁ pts 20

: 9VILV1‘ﬁaV)
Opp Speaker #2 ! : _pts 27
/.

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 elimi

<20 = Reserved for ru

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria

or inappropriate behavior

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ap4lyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the depaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and referenc
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively

by the other side

to authority as well as general knowledge
e debaters respond to the arguments made

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak i
and easily understandable

an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

e Courtesy: How courteous and respéctful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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Banisadr, Allison (*16)

Round 2B 11:15am, Room 220 5
Gov: 4 ThOES - Rals or@
Opp: 14 Sit Zhan@

Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PROP
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 Thomus pts 23

Ratston

Prop Speaker #2 pts 28

pelhavior .
Vi ok“i’ARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: E’CM { 76\()‘/'
Judge’s School Affiliation; 1o
Team Code #:___14
Opp Speaker #1___ 77tV pts 2o
Opp Speaker #2 ZW{Wq / pts Rp

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

offered during the debate

Evidence: How appropriately and efficientl

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

he debaters support arguments with

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

Argumentation: How directly and effe
by the other side

Delivery: How well the debaters
and easily understandable

ively the debaters respond to the arguments made

Points of Information: How relevanit and effective were the questions and the answers
eak 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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