
VanZutphen, Jane (*20)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 2 2

G o v : 1 4 S t r o u m z a - C h e n

Opp: 23 Wang - Zhu
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's NameijxziZi^^

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

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 quality for elimhration rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for x\x̂  or inappropriate behavior

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the de)?aters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referenĉo authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:

CUMy^ /UxUbLrL
u c x M i a

CxhitsJYiX
Prop 2\ ^
QjdjMyyft

t ' o

J

/Tfhouola.C t C L / r r t x x x M
jthsL /̂ ruAjfbJ^
_ . r j j i 7 -

T E A M C O D E # ;
f

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

/TyzoM. 2

o n t h e

Opp 1: dlvJlmx.
jUYi jlyurnjuĥ  ĵ cyurxCy ajyiĉ

- CiSUMucdxiXlO'rL / OUjLHXUO^

Opp 2: Iq/ricJiJuu ch IdiJk. /njLfwy-ci
JhM ijfs- jho<jifnQsi- JbacA oM

u wins th i s deba te .

(Prc/|/c^t5^

oojL (XjUULP^

J jy



VanZutphen, Jane (*20)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 2 2

Gov; 14 Kwong - Tan
Opp: 7 Mohiuddin - Sharma
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: )^/00 ^ 5
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

Q ̂  Opp Speaker

'/) pts rQ.5^ Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to âority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the defers respond to the arguments made

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

and eas i ly unders tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tĥ ebaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop': ̂ iuJlaynuL inLd / Oppi: QJ l̂otz. 1>WXL jdisLciw^ J/n
'(jiyznM(̂ iXur̂iWb CLt Jla/Yld.

/72^ Mtocuj Jkcrm
i-rs r\ i n rJ nrr?cr?n puJ^ -

O M .

ĉ UnrittriOJ:̂  oMjuci/hy ̂  /Tionô iL̂
j}iApU><jQ .̂ MzsLOZrntî  a/ncl

)̂Acu!/rncx xytitc/jubc. yzjuxvixAnrin
JinnRjL Jsji/iiocC Jo/rr>ijtLJ /ojimjiXLOaj j n Q.OOO ' Q/yvo62/hOy(rfl .C/ouQJi

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : / • ' ' / / _

CUtthoOj^ OOOLO MTWOW^M. JZa jotiM /rrlo^ ol u OyiAjd^^ 'jihsL cj h
jcxxyn/o^ /TTIolAL

QLCAjOQCI

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

(TPr̂ or Opp)



PA R L I D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop SpeaKer # 1

Prop Sp^eaker #2_

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

*Sc I

Opp Spedker#! jJjA
Opp Speaker #2

pts.£̂5'
_Pts^

Pleaŝ ^ 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 for̂ imination rounds)

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please oner compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / ^ i , » , , p .

P - - O P 1 - \ L ^
J . . J - . . . . . - r i / r . i . / i . Y . ^ A 3 a / y

i t d k y o - ^ r U d' * S - f t j p k t / ^ o w r
T » r f \ \ l / l , ^

^ y o u r O p p 2 :
• s l ^ j c s c u f ]

k o M ^ f t
,Ui-4^IP rac,-(!

T E A M C O D E # : , X > - o n i h

^ * t t ^

JoMxŷ
ktM^ A I'lfk LiU\^

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

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

fl-ff 7̂ a TÛ i ue/ /)Ku<Xn:\Â ^
y d t j a / P U x i / ^ y ,



P A R L I D e b a t e

McCabe, Linda ^27)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 0 5
Gov: 20 Alam - Nguyen
Opp: 23 Roth - Yue
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #.•

/ ■

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

: L \ J Q \

Prop Spraker # I

Prop Speaker #2

pts Opp Speaker # 1 _

pts rXJ Opp Speaker #2
PtStf?

_ ptŝ ^
Pleâ ^ award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
2T— Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ina^ropriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze tl̂ opic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters sûort arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to authpnty as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : . / / / ' - y

P r o p I : O p p 1

P r o p 2 : ^ 0 0 0 2 :

bû f-
V o u f

rtPp2-brĉ Kf
' S r ^ r t . j e f

fijiL/ 2 I wsa.'

\ L > 5 K > : U f o a v U r l \ o . W ' X ^ c \ T ~ r y '
b l i i fV o u * C c c 5 c I p a e k ^ r « w 4 > < \ v i 7 l v j p / ^

X W f R r k o F S ' V o v % y
- - V — V ^ T ^ ' '

T E A M C O D E # :

^ I w . ^ / J -

ontheĴ ^̂ wimthiŝ STbat?( P r o p o i l - O p p ) y
']-Pr ziUJR E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : / ] / ? ^ - / / / / /

1 z . - i : f^ H i U ^ J j , ,
dAJLa/ĉc/Cl̂. j

^ U o c < e X ^ ) / ^ £ D f l . m 2 X o u U T ) u ) # € / U
YY<J.a4^^



Lustig, Robert (*14)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 0 4
G o v : 2 5 O w e n - C o s c a r e l l i
Opp: 7 Bardalai - Rangwala
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! 4?

Prop Speaker #2_

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f fi l i a t i o n : , -

G P P
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1 Dts'^ J
Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tHe debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and ref̂nces to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 * T O o t 4 ^ O p p 1 :

T 2 ! j e > : f ^
'OfiProp 2: (UUJJLZ ao^ Opp 2:Prop 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

on the "Op n « wins this debate.
(Prot/ci Opp) ^

<r" '^Ko



P A R L I D e b a t e

Lustig, Robert (*14)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 0 4
Gov: 26 Clark - Flanagan
Opp: 22 Caramucci - Tarleton
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2

O .

pts^ C
p t s

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

l U S V ( ^
ation:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

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 dirnination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fm^de or inappropriate behavior

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thê baters support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and refereryJes to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

r̂op\:yî 'PUjî ciuû <ŷ  Oppl:

/ I F^2.L«x^S(" j-DoS-'—

- 7 / _ ■ O ^ C M ^ < ^ V r n ' u ^T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECISION: ̂
ÎclcL̂H yĵ,



P A R L I D e b a t e

Jia, Jack (*5)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 0 2
G o v : 1 S c h l o t e n - C o n d e l l o

Opp: 22 Rice - Griggy
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: >?\

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation: C

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! ScVlolV-̂-v̂
Prop Speaker#2

Opp Speaker#1 n\C'

Opp Speaker #2 GrV _pts2̂
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: .

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = VeryJaood
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for̂ imination rounds)

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thê baters support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and refereiyes to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

/ " ' P r o p l ; < ^ £ > d A O p p l : ( / f i p - p t t +

\ 4 V v ( n > !
( C K v l - i Z & r ^ ^ j
— n u L W A / 2 . ^ ^
EAM CODE #P "7 on the ^ ^ I wins this debate.T E A M C O D E # \

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

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

(Pi op oiyCto

\py^y Kum A/Ux-t Iwv



P A R L I D e b a t e

Jia, Jack ^5)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 0 2

Gov: 14 Bystrom - Gast
Opp: 23 Samra - Yim
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P
Team Code #: ^ ^

Opp Speaker#! WH

Prop Speaker #2 //T Opp Speaker #2_ u r n . .

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fî limination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved̂ r rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please mfer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement toe a c h ( j ; c M / l '

P.0P2,

( j u U < 3 v v ] fi H l e A .

© i M v 0 t - ^ t r , ' - ) w > 3 ^
T F A A / r r n n F a . f L i -T E A M C O D E # :

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

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



Jacobs, Joel (*3)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 2 7
Gov : 22 Ha r r i s - Ma r r

Opp: 14 Kerr-Stein - Lee
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Te a m C o d e

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

(nrf,< Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_ L u
PtsZ-l̂

_p.sS
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Geiod
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eHmination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fo^^de or inappropriate behavior

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tĥ ebaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referees to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : . G - i A > 0 ^ 1 :

Sjl &\Sl Ovil Oo,r̂  ̂  Vfd(\{. -Cooî
1 )

Prop 2: r)ov^

cW) v ■

T E A M C O D E # :

REASON FOR DECISION: Onp
1 l / \ I M

on the [ rCi [ _>vins this debate.
(Prop oi70pp)

"̂0 C0r\Cejv,<0̂  Dilliofe q/ a: 0,



P A R L I D e b a t e

Jacobs, Joel (*3)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 2 7
G o v : 2 4 S c o t t - A m b r o s e

Opp: 14 Lawrence - Privalov *-
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

: Oft.Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2 VCk

mTJo

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

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

Judging Critma• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the (Raters analyze the topic and the arguments
o f fe red du r ing the deba te /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and ̂erences to authority as well as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and eff̂ ively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relev̂ t and effective were the questions and the answers

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

• Courtesy: How courteous and4espectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

oot, i; p/i) Of evtkct, M % 3-CMt "look(t

, « t w u " " T * ' M ™ ■ , —
Opp 2: ;eH /)VL filbtuAy Of V

. a c o n ^ o t c r Z ^ ' ' C s / f c i t a ( i 4
G ^ ^ t t n o M i t c i K o W c t K t v w w h , — i — 7 i r ^ M

TEAM CODE #; on the JW_wins this debate ^ LiW:%
( P r o p J r O p p ) C > l | r fl l u ) ,

, R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : K o ^ - n I O ' I d i o - C : 1 J p . .

o r o i U l ^ i x e V u / ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Choy, Suzie (M)
Round 2A 11 :15am Room 201

Gov: 14 Ng - Huang
Opp: 1 Ochoa - Chand
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name; ' l i - t

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

pts 2-(fi Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts ana references to authority as well as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and̂ fectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How r̂ vant and effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Prop 1: O p p l :

A - p - ^ / O f f
P r d p 2 : / O p p 2 :

-fo |a^ (/hAVC CAaJ^cUV^
T E A M C O D E # :

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

on the r/VYP wins this debate.
(Prop ot Opp)

\\A(WCArtiA ̂  i}yY 2̂  -folltjW



P A R L I D e b a t e

Choy, Suzie (M)
Round 2B 11 :15am Room 201

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

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality fĉ limination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved^r rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : /
VO/u.1̂  I

i r v \

Prop 2: /

6^Vv i€W-v/ 'v^ .

O p p l :

^o la /v^ CAMrk iA 'h 'y^S

Opp 2:

Tia/] IiaW- -IO Igw^/c/j\ A A ^ ^ O f Y .
T ' l : ' A 1 * > r 1 1 J ITEAM CODE #: [

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

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

(Prop OT Opp)

^:^n/u-up hu^ cky^ '-I- (i'^ i/ICAA.'-
'frog .



Bardalai, Snigdho (*7)
Round 2A 11:1 Sam Room 207
Gov : 14 Lee - Fa i rch i l d

Opp: 5 Wu - Ayalon
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2_ Loe,

pts Opp Speaker # 1 _

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : - M o \ V J O O T -

- T O t o e ^ O j n i 1 - 0 M . .
6aiiA M/BUss' be

r t v t p < 7 f f u y r m k i ' r AProp2: \jiey<|OU|̂  TVtÂ - ̂
-No<Aj4, conwĉ f..-.- (MacU, on* polni- c*ruA

Oppl:-IAJ»̂ <k>K
- Wmosl do
- FinisU Vjjdvir

Opp 2:'Uicrk

WMU sowa inavJC^lbU.

T E A M C O D E # ; V

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

on the OfP _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

r u K L F n . L . i : i i u i N : . ^ i

TW, Oiy ̂ oV- hMe ouHiW>vgf lU«r s\d̂
c o Y T t c V . W e A i J m
t U / j •



Bardalai, Snigdho (*7)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 0 7
G o v : 1 4 R e t t e n m a i e r - P i n e d a

Opp: 2 Galvan-Carty - Lisy
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation

P R O ]
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2

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

Opp Speaker #2 ycM̂Ocx rp̂nts ̂21
Please award each speaker points based on the following scak^

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 = ReseiTVed for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Crit/ETia• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the ̂baters analyze the topic and the arguments
offe red dur ing the debate /

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

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

• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the cinswers
• Delivery: How well the debaterŝeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1:
^ 0 \ 4 A r y
+ 0<r/A«-

7

Prop2:+\/̂
-V)0«itchyVU VAm's

Job

T E A M C O D E

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

Opp 1:

Opp 2: tC'<7n?r(Al/)4
+ &lr«<\+ l-ohi, OlKlcl peiciY)d-
- Coo\A lr\A.v«. 05e<ji q#tAr ro
fMwr-C ppop Cor\+-trMT7ns.

on the ffO? _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

A j u f P O ? \ n ( A S V v j i i l
rt\*V SrtoA 4l\rov)(jVv<«fr 'TU.



Cabasino, Mark (*13)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 2 4
Gov: 23 Cheng - Wei
Opp: 14 Luk - Tserennamid
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PROP/

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Te a m C o d e # : ^

Prop Speaker#! C[\\^ pts_
Prop Speaker #2 ^ pts_

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #21"$ •
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very (̂ od
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for̂ imination rounds)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : A < ^ ' / \

o v V

P r o p 2 : /
( 3 O b i ) - J T >

u u x V ' V -
l?iv-v/i:(^ 6t-() A£^)

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

REASON FOR DECISION^

O p p l : ^ f -
• i ' V . r

( ^ r r ^ ^ ^ V I
^ - F o c V

U-'i-yS^ tfrj"I- Wik •(.J
w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

L t A b U J N r U K U b U i S l U N :

nv/Av^ ,̂J^ e>^a \̂̂ s \o t(.<r coyie^ -



P A R L I D e b a t e

Cabasino, Mark (*13)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 2 4
Gov: 2 Hemerling - Barnett
Opp: 23 Habib - Keshav
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:
/ K c

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! ptg ^
Prop Speaker #2 ^A(2mT

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P /
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:

eu/Je< iAi// b r/Vvj

Prop 2- o-fy cc^jcJ

Gooi p'iiV̂
 '

T r w i o / ^ o - j r W .
T E A M C O D E # :

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

Opp 1: (j)̂ 6 i! Jfy'tv't-i-fo A
< 2 A / ^ v i ? c £ v 4 » c ^

c \ , { -

(ê , Ld/̂ ^U-K^OA
Opp 2:

SKivVvp
Vv io^A yyi U/1 t-^Cf 'AiO-€. y»-C€vnt^ .

\ a ^ I ^ ^ w U s U -
ye.bAtJr-k Af^ CO-SHU+.V.J? %J

the (of̂ f) _wins this debate, v̂ -v

v j j ) ^ o / \ - K A f ^ / v f ( A / / V ^ Q o ^ c r M i U6o/d<5v+^vAJ j fVjtwvj ovk He/V'



P A R L I D e b a t e

Zaheer, Affan pS)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 0 8

G o v : 2 0 M a r t - A n d o l a

Opp: 23 Ho - Prashanth
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

. ffoD Z:tA^j2JL^
Mb 4.

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2

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

pts -̂ 7 Opp Speaker #2

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anaĥ e the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and references tôthority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the d̂aters respond to the arguments made

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

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

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

Prop 1:
~f(uo ̂ axji-. /'<

( Z ^ O S t U J U L . ^ , i

O p p l : O f f ^
l 2 e - ^ t i < ^ c i h 2 j u z . s ^

' fi x ^ 4 , V . - , C c I f -

P r o p 2 : /

^ l r > C / / . . f —■

T E A M C O D E # : on the oef _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Zaheer, Affan (*8)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 0 8

Gov: 2 Fickinger - Williams
Opp: 20 Le - Rather
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:i a t i o n :

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

P R O P

F T *

Team Code #:

pts ̂ 7 Opp Speaker # I

Prop Speaker #2 Opp Speaker #2_

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality for ̂mination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved foj^ude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

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

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

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

•P rop l : _ / Ovv \ :

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

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Sankaralingam, Avu (*2)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 0 6
Gov: 5 Hinchcliff - McKinney
Opp: 20 Valle - Pollard
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:,

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:
O P P

2 . ©

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

'po
2 7 -

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eHmination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fpi4ude or inappropriate behavior

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tĥ ebaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referees to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : /
^ o o c t f ' v h i f " f t t f

J - ' ( T N . » r ^ r o l A A . ' V A T I a j l .

T E A M C O D E

Oppl :

V * f r " _ r .

o p ; 2 ~

T E A M C O D E # : ^ o n t h e w m s t h i s d e b a t e . ^ S i ) r > j J H T .
(Prop or Opp)

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

r t - r - s

pts2.y Opp Speaker#! 2 . -^

pts *2^ Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tl̂ debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referees to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

P r o p 2 : / . u ' O p p 2 :
4 u j v n

Opp 2;

J L . r T - . J ! '

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)V * " - ' H ^
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

(s/oC trTirfeA/^U. rxeaeU-h) ck -CsoLotJ y/yhn



P A R L I D e b a t e

Owen, Jeff (*25)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 2 5

Gov: 20 Byrne - Pareja
Opp: 2 Lanzone - Hubinger
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Te a m C o d e # :

Prop Speaker#!

P R O P

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliatiori!

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2_

p t ^ _

Please award each speaker points based on the following scâ
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 = Resej?ved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effî tively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How releŷ t 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, plrase offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

" r o p 1 : O P P 1 -
^,r\

\ / / e > w

Prop Opp 2:

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

^ REASON FOR DECISION:



P A R L I D e b a t e

Owen, Jeff (*25)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 2 5
Gov : 23 Zha i - Khan

Opp: 14 Fong - Geller
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

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

: \Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:^

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 hn

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_ p t^g?

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify foî limination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved/for rude or inappropr iate behavior

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : ' O p p 1 •

Prop 2:

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)( P r o p o r O p p ) 1 O VREASON FOR DECISION:<p̂ î ^

tuuV- (voV



P A R L I D e b a t e

Sundararamen, Siva (*22)
Round 2A 11:1 Sam Room 228
Gov: 11 Chippa - Cherukuri
Opp: 14 Woo - Melman
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

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

Judge's School Affiliation:.^^ 4-^\aJ ^
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 CMa if Opp Speaker U i

Prop Speaker #2 CJ^C (Apts 2-3 Opp Speaker #2 / pts_£^

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : O p p 1 : J U q l A A t < o U n e j J : '

f A y O C f - ^ i . g j H " ' W c H -
j > < ! x x x y ^ X ^ C A V . ^ o i h .

P r o p 2 : i " \ ' ^ O p p 2 :
C-itU^ ^ 5-x</- SejZdMA, «n CX3UJJIJAJ~1 uxyi_, -CxXiicA

^ o a I j i V
. ^ A A ) « f ( ! 7 l ■

d l z ^ T E A M C O D E # :

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

f J U ^ M d r o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop oi |6p̂

O U e H & M ( p

O f * r ^ ' x l A : - C C A . e X A _ f



Sundararamen, Siva (*22)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 2 8
Gov: 4 O'Rafferty - Figueroa
Opp: 14 Chao - Wang
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! Q P\

Judge's Name:

J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f f i l i a t i o n : C i f / —

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : ( n j O d A S ^ P P ^ ^ S - o fi  4 ^ ^
C-7 ^ u

/ r W i M r ^ n e i A M \ Z e j 3 ? , A ^ < / ~

V/V,v^ lCi,^eHcTEAM CODE <C^ on the wins this debate,

FOR DECISION: ^ ^
k v ^ « 4 - £ ^ . V h C i ' ' c , / ^ ^ - C -

he (^a^(( J-v_^ 0(1!/^' 6=-^
f ) p ^ O u ^ y t H ' ^ - e O f ^ ' u t / y fl - p f S f / ^ ^

U ^ / - ^

j:{̂TEAM CODE #:
^ ^ O p p )

f̂vîREASON FOR DECISION:



js)ivcm I—
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 1 0
Gov : 14 Duan - K im

Opp: 20 Jerez - Moran
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: V t f H TA

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker #1 I)\;CKA\

Prop Speaker #2 t<lwvA

pts 2 % Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2_
W] 0 tnui

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterŝ alyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and referen̂  to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelv/die debaters respond to the arguments made

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : / • O p p 1 :

. 6 - ,o<sJ

(̂najlcUÛ
/ O p p 2 : f G x k v

vvaad̂ C. C>C\

I A J U ^ " b c / j
TEAM CODE #: 2~0 on the C9 PP wins this debate.

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

GvAJidlUvU? ,



R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 1 0
G o v : 1 8 N a s h - T h r a s h e r

Opp: 14 Lyons - Wyszynski
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker# 1 \ pts 2^ Opp Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2"TKvK-̂ KCV" pts 30 Opp Speaker #Opp Speaker #2_ p t s j ^

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:

6oc><3p
f o l b u J l - - r o a ' r

Opp 2:

V v J c v c f W - M )

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or Opp)

g>oHv V^eY<L '^Oesd
O A A < A A ^ B v i J j L A . < J U



P A R L I D e b a t e

Maddhuri, Babu (*11)
Round 2A 11:1 Sam Room 200
Gov: 14 Chan - Foley
Opp: 18 Raven - Fischer
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

J u d g e ' s N a m e : A

Judge ' s Schoo l A ffi l i a t i on : VVVA ^

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

Prop Speaker #1 C

Prop Speaker #2

ptsOpp Speaker # 1 ̂ ck\/'g-W-
pts_2^ Opp Speaker #2 V

p t s j ^

_ p t s 2 - T

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

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

Judging ̂ iteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tne 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 factŝ d references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly an̂ ffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

and easily understandable /
_ • Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
[ Q p VJCXtv CGS/\a crv\ •

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

* P r o p l : O p p l : ( ^ q
^ ̂  0̂  (jLiZJVv''!" <:>vAAVĵ ĈAAWv~̂''U

^ C ^ . A h z . . ^ ^ \ . N 5 . ^

O p p 1 : ( ^ O ' H a j l ^

M . . . \ . _ „ - _ i V C o .
O V N

TEAM CODE #: ̂  ̂
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

C^CsL Y\pH

P̂P2- A njeLH.\A . <:C.̂̂ AA ̂cvvâ ÔA

^̂AA-̂ .̂«/s.xa\aQV\ KAJcx̂  "\tAXAk ̂cstAA, Vpe.
VcvvA)p<-0 ♦

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Maddhuri, Babu fH)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 0 0
Gov: 22 Burrous - Blacken burg
Opp: 26 Goody - Sherman
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

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

J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f fi l i a t i o n : I L -

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #: 2-fe. ■

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

Opp Speaker #2_

ptS_2:^

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

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

Judging Cri ter ia /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anafyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respeĉ l the debaters wpe to opponents and judges

^ VitLixAA
Using the above crit^-ia, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: Opp l :

^ C O . \ p c >^ A A J e ^ i L ^ A . C A ^ ^ 1 l . i j A —
0 - f . , ^ , / t \ C X a ^ W o J k Q o ^ A X l A r S j u c y ^ '

C j 3 > J V \ » I J _ I V

P r o p 2 ; C e - o M b J t Z X . < ^ p p 2 : •

c j 3 w a

■ /
P r o p 2 : ^

T2>C7V\''~

T E A M C O D E # :

> \ I ^ -Ln • T M®UA ^rvjVk.WB-k.- '^^CAAt.
TEAM CODE #: ^ ^ on the __^V^___wins this debate.

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



PA R L I D e b a t e

Villa, Paul f 6)
Round 2A 11 :15am Room 221
G o v ; 3 B e r c k - A d a m s

Opp: 23 Wei - Zheng
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker #]_

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker#! " Z k '

opp Speaker #2_

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterŝ zmalyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 ; i S

Prop 2:

, V > U > c

^ A - i w n r j a v r

rc«ll»5 c<»4r«di;c4 ^<1.

O p p 2 : " ( V . 0 ' ^ r ' h
X {• 4kA'|' wj. Votv

V** 0t\ fcpU,l"<'|'i'»A -naA CVF^ASJO/N ftp

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e _ J ^ f O P ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(PiV oV Opp)

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

o " f T o p w -

■Hvs Fooo-Xj, Atj oFftoit,



P A R L I D e b a t e

Villa, Paul (*6)
Round 2B 11 :15am Room 221
Gov: 23 Deng - Luo
Opp: 20 Feng - Ligutan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: Paul

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P.
Team Code U: Team Code #:

O P P
- X o

Prop Speaker U1 CjĴO

Prop Speaker #2 0̂ '
Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 p t s ^ ^

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the d^oaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referen̂  to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : ( t t V e r
- m r t . A l ' ^ k

v j i A q o t c W v i - r V < > 4 V v f

P r o p 2 . ^

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

Cl^yKci VioVt^Ltj 'Sill ^

O p p 2 : ^
"ivQA Tw^cS Lill

\n. cfrclcS. X "K.Vk
"fe 5̂  vuUj fop ̂  ,

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

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

/Iff f-'b u/-T^o^4^.



P A R L I D e b a t e

Ambrose, Mrs (*24)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 2 3

Gov; 2 Greenwall - DuPuy
Opp: 22 Sundararaman - Elmhirst
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation;

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1_̂

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

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thê baters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

_ S c x - ^ - r r ^ - Q —
- \ O C P : *

/ — t o .
P r o p 2 : / O p p 2 : ^ _ O

TEAM CODE #: rsJ on the iT)̂  ̂  wins this debate.
( P m p o r O p p ) S p \ ;

D i r A C / ^ X I fi - V T k r M T / ^ f O T / - A X T . *

Prop 2: /

yVCCeiÂ'̂  "P:
o^p.

TEAM CODE #:_

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

(20-xPfe:=>^
t5^

(Pmp or Opp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Ambrose, Mrs {*24)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 2 3

Gov : 23 E izner - He

Opp: 8 Zaheer - Chaudhri
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Namei

Judge's School Affiliation:

ream Code #:

Prop Speaker #1^^

Prop Speaker #2_

ptsr^ r Opp Speaker # 1 _

pts cPl Opp Speaker #2

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an̂ ze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:

O o U .

• ^ P P ' • — \ / > )

Prop 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or Opp)



PA R L I D e b a t e

Nash, Jennifer (*18)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 2 6

Gov: 20 Afzal - Kelly
Opp: 7 Maitra - Aggarwal
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Te a m C o d e # : 2 0

Prop Speaker #1_

Prop Speaker #2 A-fzai l k >

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: V\OrAC\Ovr\CVL\

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_ Md. l-kC
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualiî r̂ elimination rounds)

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

Judging Criteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the deters analyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /• Evidence: How appropriately and efficientl̂ he debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and r̂rences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

Propl: (^Zod
CjM • frr<rA jcb

Prop 2:

job of a4d/'€S=a.na
ppcKO {-cJcc^o-y

TEAM CODE #: ~7 »>

Opp 2;

Gzoci Jcrb of U-SOQ c^r
.ex_Jty>rs "io cresc -̂Joclfcr*p r e *

on thewQp^ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: O jJ l -TLUJU i
o f - f a ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Nash, Jennifer pi 8)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 2 6
Gov: 11 Wang - Lin
Opp: 14 Holwitz - Kay
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: ̂ dnrii-fcr 0G'?JS

• R O P
Te a m C o d e # :

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 VXXX/

Prop Speaker #2 LT lO

Opp Speaker #1_ lAoi
Opp Speaker #2_

Please award each speaker points based on the following ŝ e:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 5«̂ery Good

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I S o D dP r o p l : L m e O p p l : U y O O L c i "

( d o f Opp2: 035ci of faors.

T E A M C O D E #= II w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .T T » 9 \ / l l l . i a v » I f T M a a j l A V - L T A I - V *

REASON FOR DECISION: ?▶££> cf 3̂  O \0£TiO" jgL WhcXJOh
o f a T r a ^ c n , l l i
b o f h



PA R L I D e b a t e

R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 0 3
Gov: 14 Krishnaswamy - Goldstein
Opp: 20 Ahmad! - Phan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_ pts ^

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

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

Judging CriteiH!a
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d̂ aters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p ^

- f o f
- ~ n W s i o o t k

■f (^c^d
-f ^d

S a ^ • j a < 5 ' — k y o C ^ M a . V
T E A M C O D E # ; o n t h e w i n s ~TEAM CODE #: /_

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

o n t h e w i n s t h i s

(Prop or Opp)

\ Y t ? p I S ( X s t / J S ^ ^ C X y ^ U J ^
it- dsJ>pCtsi.



Af f
Ly 0̂  Ok̂ jû ,ye_ to asA-ch/̂

Ae/r. U}cl/\~

,/ty /i^^^ljL^X^t?^xCeP T- /

A / g 6

P̂jl̂ l (o(Uvî ĉ î
^ l'6l\̂ - Hd/ityCtŷ

(Vfû Cer̂  cv bU"̂

io?<

O C4ŷ  /'' cto ̂ o!̂

i U y y

I M A M t A .

^ Af -' dt̂ .
A/̂  ̂.etĉK ̂ X̂ouĈ  bô
i ) y 2 ^ X j l .

^ dj^pcth
t\Jê. hSMZ'lyP̂^
Ĉ6'i-i5/t<-/(Ŝ  x̂ ^̂cA'

ŷ ' £A*Â Q (̂ AsA-ĝ ^
t") (57<5vt Cautf do j&l.



P A R L I D e b a t e

R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 0 3

Gov; 27 Cohen - Lemenager
Opp: 2 Colbert - Clark
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P
2 -

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

]r pts

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

•+ ^ eS/ldlMCSL -

— c x u A

d" 0̂0 Ji dsJU-vĵir̂
\A\ciec>

— K D ' f
V.Cy. do-nsc

O p p 2 : , 1 ^

T E A M C O D E # :

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

on the rV"0 p wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

' t r o ^ i c b J T a A ^

b-Sx̂ /dy it/ai



i —

I / " Cv^y^ i ^ - r - Vc i ) ^ l \ o i / LS^ l r~

( J ) w A j X Q A ^ \ c a x k ^ ^ < ^ (
i>QJU)fîcl ÔCĴPIAH

Ĉ MiĴ l̂  yUe>̂
7) Gf(oY(tl̂ <^ VapQA^U2^

(XAM^ ̂ 6 kii[ ( djb l̂[J\ ifdtjef/V^feViiîCg. - SCXââ :̂  4ĥk
S^CrxH^ vloh^C. Jî l̂ (utjihQ cUtSjilAZî )̂

Ar6^

AgŶ  w/J).ep -

f f '^/^Ja t cS^ Ar
* S'C^oUA

^0 VQ^.
• / 6 4 w A :

) S / L ^ _

f?-C/i?Kttaj^ ^ ju>^a^tji \
— ^ . y i j i u U j K - t ^ C \

CAMJIIL̂  ̂0
vlcpilsu^ V.6:f.

Vjt / j lA^iJi .
Q̂.O,yĈ AÛ  ŷ e?0l̂ CĴ  jî â L̂t

i i u u i / y ^ ^ / / / ^ < ^ / i c v f " 1
~~r-| ^ ^. ^J^Il^'ljUtyO . \— Of^ ^qx^UxLX \

^ ^ " 7 H j X J ^
^ ^ 0^ okwl^pji^
Cn>^ ^ /et-/y!e4^ ^
V. (j, yC^OLemtes vCpijuZt boAoMdâ
lA-^^i. ji^iM^cje, r Off £i^

R(̂uĴ (xll •■ jbotrexl̂ a-̂  -f̂W?t<̂
ŝico->-><Jie- X YOIAM̂  .

^ 1 f/ '̂ Hii'-t/̂  A^Jidtdl iY/*-t»
C P(X,

« k^d. fu^ajflu^

^ Sc^jL. -^ire^ -^«n-



l O a r c a / > k ) 6 u o o i ^ .

Banisadr, Allison (*16)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 2 0

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

PA R L I D e b a t e

J u d g e ' s N a m e : f

Judge's School Affiliation: l (P

P R O P
Team Code M: ^'7

Prop Speaker #1 L-OCO tvi
i^COiAAh<^

Prop Speaker #2 r \̂)Or

O P P
Team Code #:

pts 3.~7 Opp Speaker # 1

Pts ^0 Opp Speaker p t s

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

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

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

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the deja'aters support arguments with

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

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

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

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

P ' * o p l : I O p p l : . ^ , >
( 3 l e f + l < H v r f - g ) ^ ^ ^ r c e s .
( 5 ) < ) o . < A M o v + w c s g u e a ^ I «o r b f t d l ^ ^ c a \ Q m c c . - H i a f ^

/ C U Q * ' . C o u P ( d e M - 1 - ^ f v c < k ^
/ 6 ? V c a W + « c c e ^ f t v i ^

P r o p 2 : / O p p 2 :
0 qood t efp'?-fo(»i @ vifcc
® p . a o . < , ^ V . . c « r k a u . J . . e

T E A M C O D E # :

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

on the Pfop
(Prop or Opp)

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
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Banisadr, Allison (*16)
Round 2B 11:15anpkRoom 220̂
Gov: 4 Thomay- Ralstott>=^
Opp: 14 SitS^Zhan^
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:
P R O P

Prop Speaker #1 ̂ tVlolMÛ

Prop Speaker #2 p t s

J u d g e ' s N a m e : t

Judge's School AfTfiliation:

Team Code #:

pts ^ Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2

pts ^4?

_ pts

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

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

Judging Critem
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the dejXters analyze the topic and the arguments

o f fe red du r ing the deba te X
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficientl̂ he debaters support arguments with

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

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

and easily imderstandable X
• Courtesy: How courteous aip respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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