
Burrous, Eileen (*22)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 207
Gov; 26 Sheridan - Sappington
Opp: 2 Gaivan-Carty - Lisy
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

' PA R L I D e b a t e 0

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation Hi A
P R O P

Te a m C o d e # : Team Code #:

Prop Speaker

Prop Speaker #2

.nS<Mir<
ptŝ 6̂

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2_

ptJ^
! /

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 qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapf^opriate behavior

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

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

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

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

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

Prop X-.h^U^ Opp 1: iV/U4p>(}r}(l/
-fAclsAvideAn 'i

'tfLj h
pj/x'yini'uL (hn'Tj/pr4fc ^ nof frdap

Prop 2: H ''W' Opp 2: ppi
r v v i l f p \ r &

S i U ^ L J p i i i / t A p
p r t d . ' r a t B

' m p V l p
J viB i\6iU

U SvU-

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: CyU-MCAy A/V ,
/ • \AMaB do^. , &ctU ■■ uiBxp/hi-v a i n a

lotd! ju oh)
fop^hc,



Burrous, Eileen (*22)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 207
Gov: 20 Byrne - Pareja
Opp: 14 Lyons - Wyszynski
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: b //6n DUiZRJM >
Judge's School Affiliation: I j0

f ! > 0

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 (K^ pts Opp Speaker # I _

Prop Speaker #2_ ptsĉ ^ Opp Speaker #2
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =̂ry Good

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

Judging Critma• 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 efficientlwrhe 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 answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters sp̂ k in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and r̂ pectful 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 : O p p l : ( ^ ( ^ C i l fl
OiMjIpê nÔ ' Om (oMw (ml'] KnL\sjhÂ f4y ̂

(mt( wicUnod '

Prop 2: , Ct/M/ Opp 2: (JUMJ■ birlMl pO/nt)W inhWCAlLWi (pJim 11 f («
' d i l V ^ L i i H r J w r & u 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

wut) n(\iifijL

on the nu. w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop oi<6gp)̂

Ajdii/AiA'tA yUi
n i h A Fomtoj



P A R L I D e b a t e

Herman, Roy (*13)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 221
Gov: 11 Wang - Lin
Opp: 14 Bystrom - Gast
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name;_

Judge's School Affiliation:_

P R O P
Team Code U:

Prop Speaker#]

Team Code #:

L-.1

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

pts ^

PtsVf
Please award each speaker points based on the following ̂ ale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 2Ŝ  Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qûify for elimination rounds)

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

Judging Crireria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the ̂baters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered dur ing the debate /

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effeĉvely 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 relevanband effective were the questions and the answers
• DeliveiT: 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, please Mfer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Oppl :P r o p l : l b
<;pTrlyoif- i-̂ iW

ujilfivi dAvciAj/ ^ TT^zTV IS. A uor of Dtrn " /gec/h
Prop 2 : Uw-A . 5p iA ju»v>S Opp 2 : SP- IUL .

Otll i,ov,r UfJl flo/-Jr pa) V/twi twaT JAvT
r e ^ A U - c e , p A - K t s o o J r / h n fi W ^ ,
CmK I r t 1^ ' /6

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

( & A i . 5 ^ 7 " ^ A ' S 4 y
f s A o t r n

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 : ^ Y
t o S i A , ( x b T - O i ^ - r v T U t s ^ c e h > ) ^ ' "

v(oMff« CAVit-nUc.tm /9A),> s>eiyis/irs P FTuf̂ ooYvi z) iH»sy> H
fti> r^SL~G.W- if) /vy-/ HfirO PLAa} T2> (IS^

V I S l 7 i r i s i £ t s ■

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

Herman, Roy (*13)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 221
Gov: 2 Greenwall - DuPuy
Opp: 25 Owen - Coscarelli
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: /4<^

P R O P
T e a m C o d e # : Z -

Judge's School Affiliation: I

O P P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2_

pts Opp Speaker#] C)lOC7<] pts 2^
pts Opp Speaker #2 (]iOS pts_2£l

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
3 0 = P e r f e c t 2 9 = O u t s t a n d i n g 2 8 = Ve r y G o o d /

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

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the tô  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 suppor̂ rguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority afs 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 me questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organizedycommunicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p l : . O M t r

c J \ u ^ e i ^
( y J fi / V / C o t \ f /

i f̂ A PoJn AT ̂  cuspf f>)o/so
P r o p 2 : " /

i f "

n i r m ^ P . o e l o e m

®pp ' - ' 6 - f l <s i f r r sp / f j n^' / W p P R - ( ^ / 0 < f > s .

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or Opp)

^Si tVT. IS Afor n/^oflAu nrfVKffi^c/fr^
^ ' ^ 6 \ n o L , ^ p o j l j o a } / 9 - v 4 ( « i f '
S i U Y f b F O / L F f f P -



P A R L I D e b a t e

Liu, Hongche p11)
Round 3A 1;30pm Room 222
Gov : 23 E izner - He

Opp: 14 Chao - Wang
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name;_ l4-tyn̂cî
Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P > 7
T e a m C o d e # : ) /

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

pts_^2_ Opp Speaker # 1 _

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

pts

p t s ^

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fĉ 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 tĥ ebaters support arguments with

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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant an̂ effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak m 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, 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 : - • O p p 1 : p l e a s e f O c ^ 6 > m A c
ctUer Ts cmje. - Iv\ ycru dr>vf lul tk P^o p deffm f .

it £uiAcuik-ed wV oppo.

— ivv-gae tctvder (Ppp

P r o p 2 : . Opp 2:

t k e ^ > / - f u s e d
< x < m c u m 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 :

t

>̂̂ (4 f>oTvidr}tXf> md-
p v c p l s •

Xs -f-^ (jppDyu-^oJ-s
on the ^PP >¥108 this debate. s tzCt-e^ .

(Prop or Opp)

C i t i ' ? e ' - v v s " f c { W . ^
J £ -

P e fi J e j ^ u - K c f e r O f p o
ptop



PA R L I D e b a t e

Liu, Hongche (*11)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 222
Gov; 27 Cohen - Lemenager
Opp: 2 Lanzone - Hubinger
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

P R O P
2 7

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

CoIA^ pts ̂ 2 Opp Speaker # I pts ^ y

Prop Speaker #2 Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic aM 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 argî ents with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authority as ŵ  as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respon̂ 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 organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P i - o p j . O p p l y p o u i y o u r o f P p c n e i ^
t W s L 6 t ^ t d e ^ c c d ^ ^ ' V ' l i t a " ^ ( ^ a s U .

> ^ f o n . Y f A e X l C a / \ ^

Prop 2* cTA vnW.'b^ Opp 2- kdipaCi ojfjpo ia£vc{^k > u ^ / | , ^ ^ , ,
T o t M e - K i V c i A V , V I A^ T l A e i r e ) s d e ^ i c - ^ - f c o c \

Of c crvAi evofv ev\ b uX /

jot wjpV̂ /̂ ASxî  Me-KiVciAv

T E A M C O D E # :

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

I fi K t i u u x X ^
on the fi'Op wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

-f Vv5>iv\ -fi'c f( on
/ \

C K

(a^ effecfwe<^ei3 , "tfese Opp sTie

cli(( loiriw^ dwrys.



P A R L I D e b a t e

Wang,Yipin (*11)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 200
Gov: 5 Hinchcliff - McKinney
Opp: 23 Deng - Luc
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker̂  1

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name: / I ' | '̂
Judge's School Affiliation:

/ P P P yTeam Code #: 0 Py?

Opp Speaker #1_ L-\Â  / pts_J
O p p S p e a k e r P t s .

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

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

Judging Critem
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the de^ters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—^which may include facts and 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 atw 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 resp̂tful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offtr 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 :

" i P V _
iJ:ij ^-.e

s fl i x . t / f co'ill he

T E A M C O D E # : on the ^ fjy wins this debate.
(Pro|i Or Opp)

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

y h . i e a p n



P A R L I D e b a t e

Wang, Yipin (*11)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 200
Gov: 14 Situ - Zhang
Opp: 18 Raven - Fischer
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #: 6[h i/

Prop Speaker #1 S I

Prop Speaker #2

Kic'Judge's Name: \^j'

Judge's School Affiliation:_-= - ̂  M' 9 ̂
OPP ,

Team Code #: 0 PP / Q

pts_f_[_ Opp Speaker # 1 p >

pts 7̂ '̂  Opp Speaker #2_
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or in^propriate behavior

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authô  as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatê 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 ŵe the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organize, communicative style that is pleasant

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

(qooo\
Ôpp 1:

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 :

Opp 2:

5p£2̂ V
on the Opy wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

1̂̂ 4 luove.



P A R L I D e b a t e

Geter, Emerald (*20)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 210
Gov : 23 Ro th - Yue

Opp: 4 O'Rafferty - Figueroa
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:,

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P ^
2 3 Team Code #:

.2^
Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2_

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enougĥ  quality for elimination rounds) "26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20̂4leserved for rude or inappropriate behavior q
J u d g i n ^ C r i t e r i a i r r A j / ^

• Analysis: How reasonably and effectivê 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 / ' ) i S o C a A ^• Evidence: How appropriately and êiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include fact̂ nd references to authority as well as general knowledge L f

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

• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers f i

W » w , - ^

ffioCak-
I t 1 -

by the other side /• Points of Information: Hoŵlevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debmers 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 / ( l ^ r• Courtesy: How courteoîand respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria/please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to Tfui ^
e a c h d e b a t e r : 7 3 k ^

Prop 1:

- Zun ll-

• — U v i ( G

Opp I . ( t o f \ o l i w r >

. K , ■ ' ' • 1^ _ _ _- k (
D p p 2 : ^

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e
' wins this debate.

(Prop 01- Opp)R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , . . . , j i - f W U W

6 v n c e . ( S n l v / | ^ ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Geter, Emerald (*20)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 210
Gov : 22 Ha r r i s - Ma r r

Opp: 14 Krishnaswamy - Goldstein
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:
P R O P

2 ^

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

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

pts AS- Opp Speaker #2

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 qualify for elimination ̂nds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for iTide or iî Pfopriate behavior

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

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

evidence—which may include facts and references to autho/ty as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatê  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 wpe the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organî d, 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 debmers were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p i : - f o o ^f r I ' J I -C t r n . - i ) - h
\ u x r

E)wr>

^bVULwWvT I i~\h(Vv\V / rv 1 v1 „ HxA
^ 1 I i - M - ' I P ®

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

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : . - f T i J X oh - t ^ - i k A t )



Rajani, Seema (^^7)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 201
G o v : 2 0 A h m a d i - P h a n

Opp: 14 Ng - Huang
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 #

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

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

. J
A)a .._^7

Pts^^
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Venr̂ ood
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reservê or 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 refênces to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

Propl: /IUe^5

/ 2 / ^ a . /
Prop 2:

[clUcs.

Com / icACci ts ,

O p p l : ^ , > 7

. ^ p y i ? d ,
Opp 2:
2^(Md^Cvi OOA-Z-h^^cA (X-tyijoL CjS

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 .

(Proplor bpp)
R E A S E C l S I O N :

t)<K.cActjd
( j ) T o c ( Q } ( < ^ l C 5

l^yux^oLc j^(/ -bcoi-yyl AH r\-<.^ ~H> 'P-H-CcJn yy'cJ'':) '



P A R L I D e b a t e

Rajani, Seema ^7)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 201
Gov: 25 Lacombe - Appel
Opp: 2 Colbert - Clark
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2_

QPP
Team Code #: <7~'

Opp Speaker #1_ ̂  QI \>t]/ f-
Opp Speaker #2

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality for elimination r0unds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or in^propriate behavior

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : , • Opp l :
e c A ~ > ^

P r o p 2 : S p e c U u ^ O p p 2 :
^ i n f r - a

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 .
(Proporupp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : . , . D
C L c O i -

r \ ~ e h o I
C>VO<^ fiTy CUyLAjri-C\- cA—

•Jvt "brv
T E A M C O D E # :



P A R L I D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_ ptsi2^

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

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an̂ze 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 references m authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfuLme debaters were to opponents and judges

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

. . . JP r o p l : . ! « « « * - Z O p p 1 : ^
> ✓ r e t e l l

c - > o - r \£ c ^ - d A / f f i s U J j Q y U l < ^ y x J
Prop 2:

y y j l ^ £ ,
T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e ^ . ^ K W w i n y t h i s d e b a t 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 :

o n t h e

fop or Opp)

^ k j L ^ h £ y t t j L y \



PA R L I D e b a t e

Lanzone, Shannon (*2)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 204
G o v ; 1 2 M u r d o c k - S a n t a n a

Opp: 23 Habib - Keshav
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: ^ \ A \ A m

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

) t s O p p S p e a k e r

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

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

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to authoî  as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debater/lespond 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 organize, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliment and/or suggestions for improvement to
c s c h d c b d t c i * * /

P r o p 1 : o L 1 : 7 ^ ; ■

" / f f t . cL iy<S- i

^ . o - y ^ .w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .\J^ TEAM CODE #; ^ on the debate. ^
k w y / ( \ m v ( P r ^ V b p p )

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , , , J^ ^ S^(ry\^Cay^sUu^
WL (ZAOIAJ]̂  h) htCjM ̂ iksuA -/Kp dt̂ esirur?^ oma^

A j t K d . I C V - ^ —



PA R L I D e b a t e

Owen, Jeff (*25)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 226
Gov: 22 Burrous - Blackenburg
Opp: 7 Mohiuddin - Sharma
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 t
\)&- J

Prop Speaker

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_ _pta5^

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

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

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the dejz'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 efficientlŷ e debaters support arguments with

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: Oppl :

Opp 2:

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

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ I / I , V . A X . . O i i

J lU r



P A R L I D e b a t e

Owen, Jeff (*25)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 226
Gov: 24 Scott - Ambrose
Opp: 4 Thomas - Ralston
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O ]
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:^

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker #1

ptŝ 2_ Opp Speaker #2 ""lV\g>A
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good /
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality for elimination romids)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or in^propriate behavior

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: p 1 : y e x < _

Prop 2:

e y ,

TEAM CODE I on the _^^__wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

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

Dm W <1^, cSoMSei ViU*-^ ^



Kovitz, Bo (*3)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 225
Gov: 7 Kaura - Gajula
Opp: 23 Ho - Prashanth
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_ <go koi/lT̂

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker#! pts ia Opp Speaker #1 pts
Prop Speaker #2_ Pts Opp Speaker #2_ 4ft)/ pts ^ZA

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

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

^ i v c ^ O fl  . /
• Analysis: Flow 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 efficiently/me debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and reMences to authority as well as general knowledge
J 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 /nd effective were the questions and the answers
• DeliveiT: How well the debaters spê  in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

_____pd-€â ly understandable!̂ -Ptt/ei<CLf -̂ OT̂ ĉt̂ eAAJU• ̂ ouî y: How courteous and rê ectful the debaters were to opponents and iû es ̂
u n n m

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

- t y y i i
P r o p 1 : ^ O p p 1 : y i fi L U n t > u n i ^

f p l a i v d t d ^ ] ^ ^ e c c e A ^

IS ilmciA a/AjdCduJid^ JbcHU
/ k i u n ^ h u U C ^ .

Prop 2: yyiaL^lWn
ixfiNT) /'"Ak %cuiK- t o f h i n t s L \ W l <

bcû  "fo Il̂ t>/VcrS {"cY-pt̂ rn û uv

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

<T/Z6l-

Opp 2: )Mru're l iyrbMU

f)YS (̂pU£f- JSptVuiL -hyyu. nnLhv^
-fl yi£>TWb c u ^ - f o l a f t ^ / v c r s f ' t ^ p ( a r h ^ y y o f t m U A S O M ^\tnur ^r^rUiiAciA-f- Wicvhh/^ ifoiU-p^^y> /Yu^cttpfp-

^ d A ^ h r > y ^T E A M C O D E # : o n f
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^

fi S h a J - a r v K s r ^ ^ Y v ^ p c u t A r y
S^Yuu it^A he£e>CuA>ar\ hav^duedehciyr. BC>PI<SJHJ^S natd^
l O a t V ^ A o u y / O ^

/^/YicL. oreaAc \/^aA/yvoi/^hs /fviypajA^. Sid^ Vieji^L CAAM-J^j^^cicLt" ^
S » Y M - i , r y u - \ i f v ^ p v } V f f l r U . f r g i m U o e r £ I J .



Kovltz, Bo (*3)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 225
Gov; 2 Hemerling - Barnett
Opp: 23 Wang - Zhu
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2_

pts Opp Speaker #1 WANO

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 = Veiy Goô

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

^ t K - e X - f O
Oi • ̂ aMs: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an̂ ẑ meropic anu tne arguments

^ r • ̂ viden̂ :~How appropriately and efficiently the debates support arguments withTS may include facts and references tĉ uthority as well as general knowledge
§ i S • (̂ gumentation̂ How directly and effectively the d/baters respond to the arguments made7 ^ A # r t f ' ^ s l y 7 > ^ ) r .

fy 5 • Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers ̂  ̂
^ • Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
m a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e / O

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tĥ ebaters were to opponents and judges
c j b x n . r ' i ^ L i M , > fl C ^ \ L P i h r ] s y y ^ u < 2 ^ ^

Using the above criteria, please offer compjnments and/or suggestions for improvement toe a c h d e b a t e r : I t H i B ^ 1 0 ? I T " { " U m " f o p • ^
/ \ f l A j a J ' §

. ^ Prop 1: ]/tyU HUCl/tfjMa K£4r, ^
m p t n i f . f b fi u / t / ^nctHted. ky\>^i^uri;

c m

mp coM Î Cifnms ■ l/yhyt̂
vi/iTx rvim Or̂ ciMlzaf)tryi •

y \ h a ^ U ^ U / h a f ( K AY I Z - J ( h f j ^c m ^ ( s r a m T ^ i l l 5 i i n h u 1 m ^ S l u i ^
ynu^ hua/^^hiis^ Tiu of dYUM vrYVi^lCO). 7l^l^ WlW

w A r f 2 ^ S

Prop 2: faydasho Qfyio\

pernimceef'T thAcf^ tjcut^poM.
f J W f V a d m i i f - f t ! t

jutftKfi^
-fecuC-'^

((mSiX^cM

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

1^ I ■ I 11 I I 11 i ' i ' J

<TEASON FOR DECISION: Uf̂ ÔSfrcCfTifU tespoŶ i ey%
"pu po/H-tff hJî  CKixnct Tihu.il<tflr<q atn/i-
imMfl-d-ca^'ryvxf jusfivPa s-Î U QiOy-f.ftiiiyjfscwrupi.

•evevMffvif, tvi «. v̂ vntĝ  rTivv\/̂ )fM.nieJ.-t3Sf>e(!ik-hi

, , -- .VPOM, UihA, ha^eiv da yno/c -k,
j W \ m t ^ p c i ^ - h ^ .

^ tiot axArui^ you ne-iUfo
1 KOb' wins this debate. fVWC \/]/T6M.

hovo tf-tjcPLOiiin mAy H-

jm" GYf̂ viiU -kumework,fTêks ̂ r̂nrLy0̂



P A R L I D e b a t e

Tunnell, Nanny (*17)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 224
Gov: 14 Kwong - Tan
Opp: 11 Chippa - Cherukuri
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: ( /

Judge's School Afifiliation:_ ryv-Ui-Vs

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P
^4- Team Code #:

O P P
w

Opp Speaker # I

Opp Speaker #2 C U e r

Please award each speaker points based on the following scal^ I
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = V/gliy Good ̂

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

i l w t

Judging Critem
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the de^ters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: -

TEAM CODE #: /4 on the

Opp 1:

- f o i

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 bpp)
♦



Tunnell, Nanny (*17)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 224
Gov: 7 Maitra - Aggarwal
Opp: 22 Sundararaman - Elmhirst
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_ pts 2̂

Team Code #:
O P P

2 . 2 -

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

JwiL s A l

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

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to autĥ ty as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatei4 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 ̂ r̂e the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organî d, 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 deleters 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 : ,

"t Cirv<(< îcS-C luoiot«cc;c î
P r o p 2 : A \

i a v l • v O v i
T E A M C O D E o n t h e J

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

-k pn. Cg<^

poiXDpp)

— C K < n L



P A R L I D e b a t e

HAulett, Paul (*27)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 206
G o v : 8 Z a h e e r - C h a u d h r i

Opp: 14 Duan - Kim
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

: R'tg-

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 ̂  \

Judge's Name

Judge's School AffiliationiJ

O P P
Team Code #: IH

Opp Speaker U\ Ki>v\

O p p S p e a k e r /

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualifyfor elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reser^™ for mde or inappropriate behavior

Judging Critera
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debMers 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 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 debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1 3 Opp 1:"Try W-TO i^jork
^ ( f e A c k f i , - ( / « , „ u« a / W ^ j W ( . g . ! . ^ , L L i ,

'yH«v-
600J eye. <rc>/iWf i/Dlun<L. flic-f

P r o p 2 : G U b „ K O p p 2 : - y ^ ^
I v . s - n s a v u e ( ( « s c L c c . U ' C . r J i

/ou SpeLf_ C-lflHrly anj COa [yf klp\

T E A M C O D E # :. ^ o n t h e _ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)R E A S O N F O R D E C S , O N , ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Aulett, Paul ^27)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 206
Gov; 20 Feng - Ligutan
Opp: 14 Rettenmaier - Pineda
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: i i E T f

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation: [uf,

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_̂bvvA__
Opp Speaker # I

Opp Speaker #2_1̂
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 r̂ nds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or in^propriate behavior

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

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters/espond 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 organizê  communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Propl:?re.-Hy U ^pl:?U Jmt CrU h,
d r d f l W l + I i 1 a j S j ' „ p v r A u ' u / - l / e r y H U / c A . "■ ( L a ' ~

reuoluii^ , i rtcf( w y a r s u c e s i M y c c t - W f e ^ o u ^ ^
• H w k t f e o b t u i - i M /

Prop 2: l\^ Opp2:?l«ftit /ct< l^tyocU^. ioor UjArAu^S
W k««. "f U.'j,Ian tike ciao^ ani ]i^ss'ieaeJ. i* « tray-H« He. lUn u. w p^se.5^ ^ Aerf milk Ued e/c^.
o u t /

TEAM CODE #:J_H ^ on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N , ^ ® j * " - " ' M f ' t ,

u x t j 4 t > ^

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



Chin, Liru (*14)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 203
Gov: 26 Goody - Sherman
Opp: 1 Schloten - Condello
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:
PROP ,

- L k >

Prop Speaker # 1 ^

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's Name:_ Ijiru tr\
Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P /
T e a m C o d e # : | /

Opp Speaker # 1

I "2̂ 0 Opp Speaker #22

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

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debater̂nalyze 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 referents to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectivel̂ he 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

• Delivci-y: How well the debaters speak̂  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 ô r compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : ^ '

\t> ^

Prop 2:"^^ :"-b^

> V S > v O ^ . '
T E A M C O D E # : o n t h J ^

O p p l : -

O p p 2 : \ k ^
^ ^ » « . r \ 2 P ~

" d i D r A . » v ^ .

d e b a t e .

'ro^r Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

k c v Tu z J l - i . w S i Z ^ v v e > - l v O e M '



Chin, Liru ri4)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 203
Gov: 2 Fickinger - Williams
Opp: 26 Clark - Flanagan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: LjtrO
Judge's School Affiliation:

Te a m C o d e # :

Prop Speaker#!

P R O P
Team Code #:

»nfv Opp Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2̂ p t s Speaker #2_

pts_2̂

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 for elimination roundsfX
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappr̂ iate behavior

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authorî as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters Xspond 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 organiẑ , 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 debXers were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1; P Qjur \/o> / Oppl: ■dc oqou-''

- Vge.

lAa_q«
T E A M C O D E # : ^ K s > o n t h e i

\ J ^ s V c ) » - ^ c A '

j : n r - W ^ C i ? ^
< D M .

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

(Prop or((5pji
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

* t

— f ^ o v w _ V ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Villa, Paul fG)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 228
Gov: 22 Rice - Griggy
Opp: 14 Chan - Foley
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation: CdllO'Y*
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

pts^^ Opp Speaker #2

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 mination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for 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 the ̂ baters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelmhe 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 /ffective were the questions £ind the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in̂ an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop l :

5 a H / j U c k i J

O p p l : 3 . A

/V f-ci .

(\eviv wJbt.

P r o p 2 : X . O p p 2 : \ r \ \ \ t

^ c m ; A

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or Opp)
Aff u j thT o fv C^.



PA R L I D e b a t e

Villa, Paul (*6)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 228
Gov: 14 Fong - Geller
Opp: 22 Caramucci - Tarleton
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:_ f^ul \)\\V

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:
O P P

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker #1 I

Opp Speaker #2 C»

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

Judg ing Cr i te r ia /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analŷ 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 debaterŝpport arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to aumority as well as general knowledge

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

• Points of Information: How relevant and effectivê êre 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 ̂baters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer compl̂ents and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Propl:
^ ^ J r ^ y A n v y ^ J .

Prop 2: /(><4 AW'

fftfws Co-rlj
4V t ^ 4 i s ho kh ^

<̂0̂  4̂6 /vvû  /
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 .
(H op or Opp)( H o p o f O p p ) . i P I k i

v . -



Round 3A 1:30pm Room 202
Gov: 14 Holwitz - Kay
Opp: 20 Alam - Nguyen
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

<<.̂ P̂ARLI Debate
Judge's Name:_ VlCr̂ t li/uid \00/l ̂

I

0 . ^ .Judge's School Affiliation: Ol S |
O P P

Team Code #: '1a7

Opp Speaker #1 V /̂ s

"7 ̂

sAJ
pts t S* Opp Speaker #2

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

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debater̂nalyze 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 Abaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referen̂  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 and rffective were the questions and the answers

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

P r o p i : ^

Prop 2: '% MPaA O p p 2 : t
U U ^ - A / / Z - -

" I d A t

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e ^ ̂  ̂  ' wins this debate.
T -

( P r o p o r O p p ) > 1 / / / ; l AR E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : H i d U L A 4 - C -

i W j l ^ i r ^
a A J A



Round 3B 1:30pm Room 202
Gov: 23 Cheng - Wei
Opp: 2 Archibald - Hohmeyer
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: r
Judge's School Affiliationiation: Q' ^OW Ji .

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

(A/e-i
Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2_

• pts XJ/

75 U

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 eliminatioiyrounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or imppropriate behavior

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to autlwity 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 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 complim/nts and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : A O p p V . ■

U](£>U. t ,

Pron2- V/et-M fr'^^0DD2- 14? U^lX- ^

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N

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

\P-eJiL «

L i J h >
R p . n X i - ^ C ^



Skarr, Teresa (*27)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 227
G o v : 11 A r s h a d - S a n k a r

Opp: 23 Zhai - Khan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # I

Prop Speaker #2 _ttn

Judge's School Affiliation: v/V/

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

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

Dts'Q.(o Opp Speaker #2

i a t i o n :

otŝ (̂
_p.s^

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

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelwthe 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 andyeffective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily imderstandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respecttul the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:

l e . ^ '

P r o p 2 : / .

TEAM CODE #: A?)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
j n \ ^ ^ f ^ / - k A

( r v \

„ / O p p h ' ^ W ^

) E # : _ _ o n t h e U — > A v i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop'o(bpp)3

l « ' S



Skarr, Teresa (*27)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 227
G o v : 2 0 M a r t - A n d o l a

Opp: 14 Lee - Fairchild
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

ia t i on :

Opp Speaker #1

M Opp Speaker #2 .s2?'5"Prop Speaker #2 I ^ vCUVC pts (Y T Opp Speaker #2 TcA I i

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

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

7 0 ^ .
Judg ing Cr i te r ia /

• 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 debaterŝ pport arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to aumority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the deb^ers 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 ̂ ere 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 deleters 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 : /

Prop4- , CJbLCM (flja^^dj Opp 1:
- I -

a OppfC}AjJ-d- f ( j v c J i J U A r t - c a J X i M ^ r 4 - e i c a J U ^ o i r t j " , ^ / - T <7^7^ opp.w
l /V^UA \q rS ' ^ ( ^C)J - r

A ^]/^r\}ntJU/d iS USS

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 .

(Prop̂ or̂ p̂R E A S O N F O R P E C I S I O N : , A i / fl l ^ C

4̂€̂ (Myo [MA£ W4X̂ {̂ IJX£a . A? ĉ uM
^ i u i f c u ' p w i



P A R L I D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation;J

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # I L€cAr\ NAe\
p .

Opp Speaker #2 ̂  Qt» Ol Qjoq/ pts 2-̂

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

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

Judging Critejda
• Analysis: Mow reasonably and effectively tlie 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 efficien̂ the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and ̂erences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and ef̂ 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 relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Deliver̂ ': How well the debateiyspeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p 2 : y 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 :

on the _̂ 2̂.,_>vins this debate.
(Prô ô pp))

c c M e - « 4 - - 7 > ' P t r y ^ ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Deng, Bo-Liang (*23)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 205
Gov: 7 Bardalai - Rangwala
Opp: 20 Afzal - Kelly
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2 K/loil<;'in

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2

i/Uts_2^
p t s

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

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

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

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

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

• Points of Information: How relevant and effective ŵ e the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organîd, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Using the above criteria, please offer complimrats 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 :

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

^ - / / u c ( 7

<^€Zy>fy7î  /
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 .

REASON FOR DECISION: ^—



PA R L I D e b a t e

Bulger, Cindy (*24)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 208
Gov ; 20 Je rez - Mo ran

Opp: 14 Luk - Tserennamid
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfTiliation:/

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1^ pts^^
Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale:30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough w qualify for elimination rounds)

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and/references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and efrectively 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 ŝak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

L ^ L J S i J M . C ' t A ' ^ 7 V v ^ .
Using the above criteria, please mfer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p T : / O p p 1 :a w t / u f - m O y i f l i \ u -

McwX/1
Prop 2:

(y \ AyCol i toW L<
J~4 1 3ofe U k/
T E A M C O D E # :

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

o n t h e

t

Opp 2:
W \ C J L a f v / U d . d - f -

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

(Prop or Opp)

' m j L r L a w s d a
+ 0 - f t > / .



PA R L I D e b a t e

Bulger, Cindy (*24)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 208
G o v : 1 8 N a s h - T h r a s h e r

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

P R O P
Team Code #: I %

Prop Speaker #I_

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code # : I

Pts U\ Opp Speaker#!

pts*̂  Opp Speaker #2 /—
pts_2l
vtscf-L/

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) A
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate bel̂ ior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and tĥ rguments
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 argumenp with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well aŝeneral knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to t^e 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 questkms and the answers
• Deliver}': How well the debaters speak in an organized, commuî ative 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 u/opponents and judges

-IkJ 4d
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/ô uggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

„K)(KhProp 1:
berfh v/̂  goo f̂

d o ^

\ j u ^
Opp l :

- h p t t > L >

Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

- i v 6 i a i i v i , 4 Wa o ^ w r s w K v < 1 / U L ^ \ & \ j o
C w M t o , u t c > s - w - j + t ) t o e

acc^ph,^ llnj /iu(. ^-^yj Cfvy>i£, h/rQ/<A Hi£v] C¥X!Un<i^t- WAS ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Sutton, Emma f12)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 220
Gov: 23 Wei - Zheng
Opp: 5 Wu - Ayalon
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

▶R O P
Team Code #:

p.s^
Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

i V

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

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

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and r̂rences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effeĉ 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 relevant/and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters sprak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1: i O p p h V - ' ^ — M l ,
, * A 4 - ^ - ^c - v c u j ^ - c - ^ - A - T ^ ,

P rop2 : G -ook Q 2 : f c c i tVV/ p p z : ^ . I 1 1

A \ r c I

. V
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 oî Opp). VV\ ( P r o p o i ^ ( 3 p p ) V y ^ - L A - . - A -R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : A r e A k - , O r n\ ( P ' o p 0 1 ^ p ) V V ^ - L A - . A -R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : A r e A k - , O r n

T i ^ V c . V v - . ^ t A y s ,



PA R L I D e b a t e

Sutton, Emma (*12)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 220
Gov: 3 Berck - Adams
Opp: 23 Samra - Yim
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂  ̂
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_ H > Vv\
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 rom ŝ)

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 thc/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 supjwt arguments with

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: . vt_ .

^ • \ j i

P r o p 2 : ^

c \ o w ^ -

/pl:
e V . .

O p p 2 : c \ - e o - f u A V
G T < ) s . v ^ a - c X i

T E A M C O D E ##: —3) on the VV"''̂
(Prop or Opp)DECISION: ^ ^ o >s.

o n t h e

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

-\t> rCC . H

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

( P r o p o r O p p ) . . ^ c C

l-u govV
L w c ^ i r ~ ' . " V ' C A . t — •

- N r c r w \ A — r V A * - V ^ t - « J - V " 1
W v A j l . V



PA R L I D e b a t e

Sharma, Kashyp (*7)
Round 3A 1;30pm Room 223
Gov: 20 Le - Rather
Opp: 14 Stroumza - Chen
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

pts l ^
nts 2 ̂

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

pts

_ptS_2_̂
Please award each speaker points based on the followinĝ ale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 1̂ = Veiy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

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

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

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

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful 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 : /

i V A

P rop 2 : . K W _ Wo cU ^ C jc .K ^

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prbp or ®pp)

I I - o J f 5 ' c w ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Sharma, Kashyp (*7)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 223
Gov: 27 Campanella - Petruska
Opp: 1 Ochoa - Chand
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Pĵ P

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

feV- pts 2. ̂  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 inapproprî  behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic an̂ 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 argû nts with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as wel/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 qû tions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, cornrnnnicative 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 wer̂o opponents and judges

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

P r o p l :

cJU

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

O p p 2 : \\o lr-0e C&^ Ck of

" O c s Y \ ^ ^

p'Hî' w i n s t h it h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)


