PARLI Debate

Laws which protect Lt 5005 R Themseli are J/u;hfﬁé/

Burrous, Eileen (*22)

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 207 g /( %

Gov: 26 Sheridan - Sappington Judge’s Name: Zn u//oug

Opp: 2 Galvan-Carty - Lisy

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: 5&{/\ M AR' 4 Hﬁ/

Team Code #: 2{ gP Team Code #: ?ip
Prop Speaker #1 S&U?ﬂ I\M]\/\/ pts ‘27 Opp Speaker #1 L’ 5 k'/ PtsM
Prop Speaker #2 ﬂw/\ , d/ &//‘ pts O,l(/ Opp Speaker #2 (‘)fl l th Cdr +V pts"z’7

Please award each speaker pomts based on the fo]lowmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination roupds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 =Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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When W\/&mm@ﬂﬁ +fu

Burrous, Eileen (*22)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 207
Gov: 20 Byrne - Pareja

Opp: 14 Lyons - Wyszynski
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

v,
Team Code #: .

| 10 enfivree

Prop Speaker #1 P&/@L [/

pts 9\(0 Opp Speaker #1 L\/OY\ 5 /

Prop Speaker #2 5 \//V V]&

ptsoz7
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Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scajé:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quali
24-20 = Poor

26-25 = Fair

offered during the debate

Judging Criteyia
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Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently/the debaters support arguments with

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

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

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

Herman, Roy (*13)

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 221 = . N
Gov: 11 Wang - Lin Judge’s Name: “'6"/[

Opp: 14 Bystrom - Gast .
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: L(V‘e"’ Mo o
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: (\ Team Code #: /@
Prop Speaker #1 Lin pts L7 Opp Speaker #1 6\ AT pts 21

Prop Speaker #2 WNan 0()/( pts A Opp Speaker #2 sTrRoM™ pts ’)’7 / g

Please award each speaker points based on the following séale:
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 = Resg¢rved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

Using the above criteria, please
each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Herman, Roy (*13) |

Round 3B 1:30pm Room 221 , . Zﬁ/\ lc,r M
Gov: 2 Greenwall - DuPuy Judge’s Name:__| } o
Opp: 25 Owen - Coscarelli

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: (/ﬂl’bf more

PROP orp
Team Code #: 2 Team Code #: 7/5/

Prop Speaker #1 C”R@(\l Wiy  pts 2% Opp Speaker #1 me pts 2B
Prop Speaker #2 o PMVI pts 2 Opp Speaker #2 00.5 CaReun pts_ 21

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

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

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

Liu, Hongche (*11)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 222 Judge’s Name: lJ’UﬂqoéQ Liu
Gov: 23 Eizner - He v
Opp: 14 Chao - Wang . (
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: l\’Vt ‘\—3"&57\ /'04"7/4-}
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 23 Team Code #: ) L
Prop Speaker #1 Ciznex pts_= S Opp Speaker #1 iNam q pts_26
g
Prop Speaker #2 ("} e pts_2¥ Opp Speaker #2 C tULO/ 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 fopelimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Liu, Hongche (*11)

Round 3B 1:30pm Room 222 , N 2¢ Ly
Gov: 27 Cohen - Lemenager Judge’s Name: ( 7 A‘L e

Opp: 2 Lanzone - Hubinger

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: Lving fon N\‘Vqﬂ
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: 27 Team Code #: 2
Prop Speaker #1 COM pts_2 & Opp Speaker #1 f \—{'vJo{ug ) pts_ 2 7

Prop Speaker #2 L;Zwév\a,of//\/ pts_>7] Opp Speaker #2 Lanzone 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 Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support argurhients with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as wefl as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respong/'to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters werg to opponents and judges

the arguments

Using the abeve criteria, please offer compliments and/,
each debater:

r suggestions for improvement to
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PARLI Debate

Wang, Yipin (*11) R
Round 3P: 1:30pm Room 200 Judge’s Name: w/%/\nﬂ / \ﬂ ,{7 N

Gov: 5 Hinchcliff - McKinney

Opp: 23 Deng - Luo
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: IWI f"/}‘}’bﬂ H ?}’)
PROP OPP
Team Code #: éjr) V S— Team Code #: O P\O =

Meskinne
Prop Speaker

Findhd: e

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 = Reservgd for rude or inappropriate behavior

pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 LMO / pts 2Cr
pts Zg Opp Speaker #2 D@n [j/ pts 7’7

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the deb
offered during the debate

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effectiv£ly the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

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

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

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

aters analyze the topic and the arguments

each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Wang, Yipin (*11)

Round 3B 1:30pm Rcom 200 , . [/U,m K / n
Gov: 14 Situ - Zhang Judge’s Name: _/ V] {il , 1Y

ggfli:a‘tfeﬁfavrsnD-e?asg};Lvice Judge’s School Affiliation: J )’\/?'75/%0’7 H )C/ }7
Team Code #: é‘m v Y Team Code #: (9 IP'P / 8/
Prop Speaker #1 S |+'/\- pts Z /? Opp Speaker #1 P 1 £ }1 yyd pts% >
Prop Speaker #2241 9 pts 2/') Opp Speaker #2._KAVE N ptifu
i;lease award each speaker poih?s based onthefollowmg scale: / -

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Geter, Emerald (*20)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 210
Gov: 23 Roth - Yue

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

PARLI Debate

udge's Name:__ SANKARALINGAM,  AvO
Judge’s School Affiliation: BENTLE‘,]'

PROP
Team Code #: 2 5

OPP /
Team Code #: L}

Prop Speaker #1 Roﬂﬂ

Culochy e 2F

Prop Speaker #2 \/\A~Q_—
I

pts 29 Opp Speaker #1 Ol : '
pts _&q Opp Speaker #2 5 W‘Q(AJ) . pts 25

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough
24-20 = Poor

26-25 = Fair

28 = Very Good
qualify for elimination rounds)

<20 s/Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior 9!' l"'\‘- W

Judging Criteria "m‘:ﬁ ”__‘s"ﬁi
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments “a”" r
offered during the debate WA M’
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with whel M
- ?

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

e Argumentation: How directly a

by the other side

e Points of Information: How
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasantM¥
and easily understandable

effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
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o NP0

e Courtesy: How courteoug and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges ﬂ‘q,\ n 3}

Using the above criteria
each debater:
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Geter, Emerald (*20)

Round 3B 1:30pm Room 210

Gov: 22 Harris - Marr

Opp: 14 Krishnaswamy - Goldstein
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PROP

PARLI Debate

Judge’swame:w A‘b

Judge’s School Affiliation:

OoPP

1Y

pts 2&’ Opp Speaker #1 QO‘J. b*ilﬂ'

Team Code #: 2.2-
Prop Speaker #1 -‘-\aﬁ\m

Prop Speaker #2 Mahh

Team Code #:

pts_2
pts 2 5_ Opp Speaker #2 'K)u‘.-o‘n nan m’fv‘?— pts

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or indppropriate behavior

26-25 = Fair

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

topic and the arguments

each debater:
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PARLI Debate
Rajani, Seema (*7) . .
e igesvamesee faa,
(P)grpli.a::eﬁ'?a;yngaggte/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation M

PRQP
Team Code #: % Team Code #: (Tz? /

Prop Speaker #1 A’hmd/\‘ pts 96. Opp Speaker #1 M 3 / pts 2’7
Prop Speaker #2 P h aled pts_Q (( Opp Speaker #ZM[ pts %

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

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

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

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

o Points of Information: How relevant

e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable

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

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

Using the above criteria, please
each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Rajani, Seema (*7)

Round 3B 1:30pm Room 201 , ) ,ﬂ . .
Gov: 25 Lacombe - Appel Judge’s Name:_ & 2oL 2 o
Opp: 2 Colbert - Clark

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: W'S

R ar
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#lw_ pts 21 Opp Speaker #1 C 0 ‘ b&l/ + pts ﬁ/\
Prop Speaker #2 A:l 2‘2 e :‘ pts 2 8 Opp Speaker #2 &t a// Ié,. pts/

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer complifnents and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Lanzone, Shannon (*2) —
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 204 Judge’s Name;MLﬁw
Gov: 22 Baxter - Nam

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

Team Code #: ,—Q Team Code #: / d/’/ /
pts

i)
Prop Speaker #1 //L,( [} A\ ptsc'QX Opp Speaker #1

7

Prop Speaker #2 A/ Y/ Ve Y pt&? Opp Speaker #2 %,f/t [/A// W pts&é

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Goo
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimip4tion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rugé or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

/L .
Prop 1: W/maa&wé OPPIZML\VIJ—M/.Mu de ek a0
Noodomap %\m Jvf W) et ok ol olspeivo,
Vocd end wnsstimsframplen’| addriasing He @rosmmw&,
p Hin N wosmim .
Wé@_( ops et ff’s . g.www a L. awkcvand
; pp 2: MeAes
v Lrve o Dsone A Some ﬂ’wf
ke ROl aned on o At ad
pomllte (RA s
o¥ 77 , “TA . | " é .
TEAM CODE #: «-QZL on the win%ﬁs debate: ’
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Ly e Merwrse commeins Spptie 5 5




PARLI Debate

Lanzone, Shannon (*2) b
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 204 Judge’s Name: A /1A :
Gov: 12 Murdock - Santana i

Opp: 23 Habib - Keshav

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP OPP
Team Code #: / po) Team Code #: 2 .2

g

Prop Speaker #1 /2 ZZ L %4 Z@kp Q: Z Opp Speaker #1 #3 !ﬁ &i é ~ pts
Prop Speaker #2 z M ML pts _ab_ Opp Speaker #2 2 Qﬁh@a&{ Qé

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination younds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ipappropriate behavior

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

topic and the arguments

each debater:

Prop 1: o TNurdeel hgps ar-

and 2 1on-
s”w wwg on oprelllond sk

[,mr\hu} A%wwz,wl J nads
A o
o HA A o v @QM P&u

oho 1 T Hab ot sl gob °f

VLU S
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u A 1
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Ml(yt/ﬂbw M&Wﬁ’”ﬁhﬁowmﬁm: cﬂasﬂrm I?&J{m,@/ LW

epal_, WM("MA)[IJ)\ (/WM n/‘ ’r-a

(,( TEAM CODE #: §73 on the é %ﬁ? wins this debate. %Ds ‘
A,w» &Wy\ (Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Owen, Jeff (*25)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 226 Judge’s Name:__ o2~

Gov: 22 Burrous - Blackenburg
Opp: 7 Mohiuddin - Sharma

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: ‘
PROP orp
Team Code #: 9‘9\ Team Code #: 7

Prop Speaker #1 §>23 LTI pts2%  Opp Speaker #1 “\p \v\‘\u.,&\x,/ pt%

Ve
Prop Speaker #ZM pts& Opp Speaker #2 $ pta%

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: &aéé\\é? 396? (NI Opp 1: (:z@_&, aggqgc(\‘&—\ X (&.\ad—is?
ard Qorvg evsa\\phly

Prop2:? \eorp. N s Opp2: (=2 ez Qqa.qz,,_i\o\%&qm?u

TEAM CODE #: % on the wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASONFORDECISION: |\ \ose | Capd 1 A\\smse)j L, by ad
e s\ S Hoy?%e%_ P LA &9(‘\3\\;\\' Yol o\ PR\ Toving &

Lu-u; ook R\
ves Peoteds LN L ivme ol R e\ 80
\\‘6’5 i~ '\&Q C’e‘-\QﬂA{"Q UL%\F‘&J :é-ca.\ 5 (9’ 52—3132/&:‘@\. ,\R{
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PARLI Debate

Owen, Jeff (*25)
Round 38 1:30pm Room 226 Judge’s Name:

Gov: 24 Scott - Ambrose

Opp: 4 Thomas - Ralston o R
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Afﬁhatmn:m%wzﬁ\

PRO& OPP

Team Code #: - A‘l Team Code #: 4

Prop Speaker #1 &91&— ptsﬁ Opp Speaker #1 MV\ pts;zx?
Prop Speaker #2 M@ ‘ ptsgg Opp Speaker #2 \r\r@m-) p

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. Prop 1: éwcg @i—(‘ Opp 1: VQ‘T Qm‘ze% Qv Yo had
T2 9 %se)& AR UL e

Prop 2: Grash. Aiemnat Opp 2: & al— B—c‘gmww\&&\ Plows, pedig
e)ye E N\ N _\—-\g,e:l_g'& _ '\/m
~&r\l\(,\3 Qe; Lﬁotw&\‘wﬁg

TEAM CODE #: 4 on the wins this debate.

) (Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: 25> AN ed  Lrovermeds o Loa-\l Ceouenma s

B PRowcM esed B Ray arquaa s on He Drtiabo & Tdinld,
e Até.z %:95;\;8$ el LY 4&&-@5 Agg and 4 o Vg \edu
doe. to- Povile =hmdux tersgpet e colledrc



PARLI Debate
Kovitz, Bo (*3)

s 4 i oo 2 igesreme_ B0 KOUITE 7~
ggﬁigﬁe:';;ypl;aeigig}:lovice Judge s School Affiliation: BE\Z bz KT
Team Code #: 7- Team Code #: la)
Prop Speaker #1 QAJL{L A pts $3 Opp Speaker #1 PRA pts£O

Prop Speaker #2 KA MRA pts j 4’ Opp Speaker #2 H’g pts Zt

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quali
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Rese
M weed v wovk on
A THesE ! '('-Bb‘fh S?dfs)Judgmg Criteyia
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the deBaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refgrences to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectjvely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant And effective were the questions and the answers
) Dehverv How well the debaters spedk in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

agily understandable P P oo Robeuss
y How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
\U’% CULTLON ! (AWS Wittt ¢H PROTECT CIMTZENT TR \{V@gm duLSf ALD
Using the above cnterla, please ¢ffer compliments and/or suggestions for i lmprovemen to
each debater:

>
§ Please award each speaker points based on the following scalg:
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PARLI Debate

Kovitz, Bo (*3)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 225

Gov: 2 Hemerling - Barnett Judge’s Name: B D WIT%
Opp.: 23 Wang - Zhu
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: 3(?\& KW H S
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 7 Z% Team Code #: 2%

Prop Speaker #1 Hmmu\rq pts c‘%l(, Opp Speaker #1__ WAN a /Z\{
Prop Speaker #2 ‘EMN m ptZ’MOpp Speaker #2 ZHUL ~ pts Z$

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

A
N
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for ruge or inappropriate behavior z\“
des neecl /“""e' é
= é Botn Sides Need T by démg ?/' teria p.(,'ﬂ' g%gm ”:“w ”’d’M/ §
J ° A@lé;- How reasonably and effectively the debaters an pic anE 11e arguments I _%
N s ﬁg offered during the debate Wi cases Lovidena §
,2 \;E & e (Evidencg: How appropriately and%ﬁment]y t}'/e debatefs suppokt arguments with g\ S
By % T ich may include facts and references to Authority as well as general knowledge ~< -}‘-
‘g \L 3 L g%:mentatlon How directly and effectively the d¢baters respond to the arguments made ?‘
N y AF vefutabong we sy . 2
S g e Points of Information: How relevant and effectjte were the questions and the answers T é
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant %.%
T and easily understandable +
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the/debaters were to opponents and judges
WHEN JOVT. FALS To ENFOYcE THE LA, VIGILANTIS M |3 JnsTikren,

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

each debater: M S‘P-ledA was o LT dye Y"'HAET'DP

s,awa
Ufhmwff,fﬂlld/
74 T T
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1Y e |T wal 1veferant .
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PARLI Debate

Tunnell, Nanny (*17)

ME——
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 224 Judge’s Name: Nﬁ N/ (wwne (/
Gov: 14 Kwong - Tan I

Opp: 11 Chippa - Cherukuri
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: 'V\\’H'S

PROP oPP /
Team Code #: \ 4 Team Code #: t\

Prop Speaker #1 (6\ "\ pts :Lb Opp Speaker #1 Cb\i‘g_ﬂ ‘t)/ pts 2{'
Prop Speaker #2 KVJ o '\0} pts_% Opp Speaker #2 Che fl/ﬂ,&t ri___ pts Q.Q

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale; Lot Nwa “
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vefy Good Frampelwas
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualifyfor elimination rounds) vai‘ ’
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effecti¥ely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side ) — \
e Points of Information: How
e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:
% 3 w7 S .
Propl:-bdiww(yw\p( }QVOs’f, Opp 1: )
) . wi{ o Mo
- DeliWy = aud o ke ot T —E giling, (qurp S TR T
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= ver g e ﬁ
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+ u\'\wta‘ cqul organized'nad | —00T Crot ges 11:167;4@?; 4,\)4»—4
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TEAM CODE #: I 4 on the wins this debate. ,Q,(,WM

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Tunnell, Nanny (*17) N - UA,Q ( [
Round 38 1:30pm Room 224 Judge’s Name: O ‘Ann
Gov: 7 Maitra - Aggarwal nege's Tame ! Nq\ €
Opp: 22 Sundararaman - Elmhirst
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: MUY S
PROP OPP
Team Code #: '7 Team Code #: 22

T tonrteny, [sinee )

Prop Speaker #1 a?y,WM./ths 2 g Opp Speaker #1 = | m i vst pts '2'7/ :

Prop Speaker #2 mo\ \.M\ pts Zj Opp Speaker #2 Sv‘ ,w(ur‘ a Byyn Pts/z/ 50

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: Wor—gevz \‘\ Jo enM ’a"“}
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good V\‘s\‘[Od\KM

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination founds) v S
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ifappropriate behavior va"\bc?&h«

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

e topic and the arguments

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

Prop 1:

Opp 1: , . s b sk
pg"‘ Arsevenhiha ( g ar.nfqn.. m*wj:m;k e
% 0w Csvtll iy | e S

ot “hukd S22
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Lo ~ POL Cgnd clatFaRos comatnrs) ,/
— Deliney (read Ty slow ff"“”‘“ nespnse o queshons
~t anysi1c \W[Q‘o(od‘o';}.v«l){ A Ewniling :W“' cdunit,r 9C :;3&;\,
Prop2: o~—~e G~g <5 ) Opp 2: ~
A Dalivey C,VMMupJ; wry (F:‘)D = Iab(g‘ 4%’“2@% 4
+ Argavgntiad' o (3004(. :‘ {,s.\q Jen
“ el (el 0smniie/ S |y d&.a_ Cnaed he w";" eyl amted
WL ¢ S.me _ _
TEAM CODE #: 7 on the M E . wiﬂs'\t'ﬁils‘ﬁgbgte. %ﬂ fmﬂ\ﬂ»"v
(Prop or'Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

FAulett, Paul (*27)

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 206 s . ‘-L i
Gov: 8 Zaheer - Chaudhri Judge’s Name: [WLETT

Opp: 14 Duan - Kim

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: lJwpsor
Team Code #: Team Code #;___ |4
Prop Speaker #1 Zdl‘lw pts [4 1 Opp Speaker #1 kim pts |
Prop Speaker #2 C k‘wﬂt ‘\f ) pts 1S Opp Speaker #2 DUan pts L5

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

Judging Criterja
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debéaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently ghe debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refefences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectiyely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant
® Delivery: How well the debaters 3’7

d effective were the questions and the answers

in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

Using the above criteria, please
each debater:

d . \HLProp I:Gm\‘-dde,l;u{n/' 4 I‘en-‘ Jt)b Opp 121{-1 k*‘) Uor(c oM aQa !‘/{"h\ J'D
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Y ) ‘"r YUU dt?n ¢ 644/(@3@ any /)ar‘( of e
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Prop 2: (9%(1 ;0‘) aoure)s‘-,ﬂ bo“/h Opp 2: -7 o Ly
e Me SlJe's Qcquants Qs e ([ as pour dwn. | luged ct\:.Ze (pu/u:: ' a (s:? “z?ufa”:{(-{' ‘““:'/a\p‘hll
P 4

VOU SPok(, o[%(c, and con C}p‘e,\'{ (y

fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

TEAM CODE #: % on the Pﬁo P vins this debate.

{(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: £, (e, 4 defnition et o hot ref",(-w(




Aulett, Paul (*27)

Round 3B 1:30pm Room 206

Gov: 20 Fong - Ligutan

Opp: 14 Rettenmaier - Pineda
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PROP

Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 L: ‘)u{“\t\ pts Zb
Prop Speaker #2 qu\ ptsz'g

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

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: IAULE-(‘

Judge’s School Affiliation: lg)/g D SR

pts 2-25/
ts
e

OPP

g

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1 ae'Hw. m:e/

Opp Speaker #2 ’Pl e J aq

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

<20 = Reserved for rude or ingppropriate behavior

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

offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters sup
evidence—which may include facts and references to authori

rt arguments with
as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatersfespond to the arguments made

by the other side

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

and easily understandable

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

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

each debater:

 Prop 1: ety gaod defiliar, bob 4
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TEAM CODE #: lL‘ on the DEE wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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Chin, Liru (*14) o
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 203 s . C/t\_( M
Gov: 26 Goody - Sherman Judge’s Name: \/& ry
Opp: 1 Schioten - Condelio WQ_
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: LDW
PROP ~ OPP /
Team Code #: 'L\O Team Code #: I

Prop Speaker #1 é«\ 0 OM pts ‘2/-( Opp Speaker #1 S [/R (0 k‘,@ “ 18/27
Prop Speaker #2 QL\,(’, gy pts7/(c> Opp Speaker #2 C WGL[ l / pts 26

Please award each speaker points based on the fo]lowmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very God6d

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters/analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the ¢ébaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refereng€s to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively/the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and/effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak y an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respetful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

W
Propli\ju*ba*qgl% 54/('1; Opp 1: alwa (\)au-s c o
/190&‘ o u.vn.eus\ a A “1ou a/r«\mou./Qa/’hm A \)0\\
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TEAM CODE #: 26 L1 “Wink this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Chin, Liru (*14) '
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 203 s . (M
Gov: 2 Fickinger - Williams Judge’s Name: l‘)‘ ro C/C'
Opp: 26 Clark - Flanagan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: L OL\JQ/V/k—
PROP OP
Team Code #: ?_ Team Code #: 2(:;

. . —2
Prop Speaker #1 %29 \,\,r\\k M S pts ?7 Opp Speaker #1 A/( q,vm.ﬁ L) pts Z/{
Prop Speaker #2 (ﬁ (/Lv\ee/f' pts z { Opp Speaker #2 O(I}-— H o pts 2’6

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = OQutstanding 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 inapprogriate behavior

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer complimgnts and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: on the £ wins this debate.

(Prop OQEII
REASON FOR DECISION:
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Villa, Paul (*6)

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 228
Gov: 22 Rice - Griggy

Opp: 14 Chan - Foley
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PROP _

PARLI Debate

Pul Uille

Judge’s School Affiliation: C"“Q:*' f'fl{ N

Judge’s Name:

Team Code #: }l Team Code #: qFlP
N4
Prop Speaker #1 R\ e pts <7 Opp Speaker #1 CLWV\ /pt?8
Prop Speaker #2 Gr:‘\”\“ pts 28 Opp Speaker #2 Fm\e.»\ pts 1
N J J /

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very (food

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

26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria

imination rounds)

<20 = Reserved fof rude or inappropriate behavior

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterg’ analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the

baters support arguments with

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

by the other side

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

e Points of Information: How relevant and £ffective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak infan organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respec

1 the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:

Prop 1: Nou 38“,\( Uu:i w 4ad

MAL(.C 3.!& Nﬁw«n\l 6\)\ M(‘JJ 4
S M:(\\'\XQS 0 U\* a\c7 Wi (1S
(\ eNec Se.

Pl’OpZZ I mq“j Itk jcw Rﬂ{qx’\‘o«.

\[o“\ Scem Necvaus 6\4& tjovf 1A 1S

Qm"xl der} jg'}' discaway e 4 S’W*J Mere )’Wf
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counk Great orawl\-\-m\n'm ond ro:{m.

TEAM CODE #: la. on the ECQ P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: A FF Wt on Ca.



PARLI Debate

Villa, Paul (*6 .
Round 38 1:30pr$1 Rz;om 228 Judge’s Name: \D‘*u\ \J\\\'\
Gov: 14 Fong - Geller

Opp: 22 Caramucci - Tarleton
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge’s School Affiliation;___ CollLey, P’Fl{

Team Code #: M Team Code #: a AN /\
Prop Speaker #1 F““:\ pts Opp Speaker #1 Tarle lo,-\ pts 3'7/
Prop Speaker #2 G e.“Q.( pts Opp Speaker #2_ Goypamucs s ts )'7

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyzg'the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters gupport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to aughority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effectiv
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an org
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the

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

baters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:

ents and/or suggestions for improvement to
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TEAM CODE #: ,Ll on the gf °§ wins this debate.
(Prop of Opp)
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‘2 /Wbm-(/c ) Kyz,mu/kx/u(/o%v s ;LBK\PARLI Debate
—-MacKinnenJesse(*4) ' C (/Q
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 202 Judge’s Name: K wriL &LL(@ SO0V }44 QﬁMW
Gov: 14 Holwitz - Kay
Opp: 20 Alam - Nguyen | 4
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: P)l 3 'Lw P C’ Do "QA :

PRH?’ orpP /
Team Code #: Team Code #: 2/17

> ,
Prop Speaker #1 Hﬁ {w{ / %/ pts Zg Opp Speaker #1 N@WNV?{A/\/ 4 2 7
Prop Speaker #2 M?j pts 2 Opp Speaker #2 /H g v pts 1L

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

Judging Criteria

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the d¢baters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referencgs to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respecyful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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TEAM CODE#: Y on the ov - wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp) ]
REASON FOR DECISION: Azamn Ll |ty woivs The debate. becawne
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W / f}(u/zM, M&\pnwf\ PARLI Debate

—MaeKinnon,Jesse-{*4)— v 4 (erms /
Round 3B 1:30pm’ Room 202 Judge’s Name: k\ H/ﬂkv((d_boolft VA ”‘QQ
Gov: 23 Cheng - Wei &
Opp: 2 Archibald - Hohmeyer
Parliamentary Debate/Novice JUdge s School Affiliation: B‘ N ‘\—c‘( @ :D At

Team Code #: { 2 2 ; Team Code #: /EP ‘\

Prop Speaker #]m pts 717 Opp Speaker #1 A )’Z’/{/\, b/v /L _pts

Prop Speaker #2 W@l : pts 2% Opp Speaker #2 H‘ ) (/\VWU';I/&’/ 26

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

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

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

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

e topic and the arguments

@c&ﬂf
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st W 49 rotwfd{ T < St e lrnfact,
P':::Jf ﬂmy;]akj\a dpfomém Spé% 1 u:f?c y7/—
TEAM CODE #:_( 3 onthe (12 V  wins this debate. el
(Prop or Opp) AL(a 4{ ]‘D e .
REASON FOR DECISION: /f (am Vmai e A2
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Skarr, Teresa (*27) T ‘ g
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 227 s . &L
Gov: 11 Arshad - Sankar udge’s Name:_| €ICSA_ DEAN

Opp: 23 Zhai - Khan ‘ \%{
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: W}W/ S

Team Code #: Team Code #: g 3 /
Prop Speaker #1 S a-/V\ Mr pts a:} Opp Speaker #1 Zm / ptsg(ﬂ

Prop Speaker #2 A’ 8 M ptsﬂ@ Opp Speaker #2 KMV)// pts gq

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

PROP ' I

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: r oppl: ZNOL
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PARLI Debite
Skarr, Teresa (*27) S
o e wisesame Tevess Sarr
gglfl)i;\::eh?:r; Eaelégrt“ek/jNovice Judge’s School Affiliation: W’M Yie ?L'Lé

Team Code #: 9 O Team Code #: ’ Lf

Prop Speaker #1 M@—u pts g“? S Opp Speaker #1 ﬁ(ﬁ/ ptsgki
Prop Speaker #2 nqw pts (Q”?' Opp Speaker #2 'Fa I rd\lbad ptng W S@{

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale: \)‘%89'9)
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good Q&&/S/ G{"
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatjon rounds) Q)W
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude of inappropriate behavior 0» Xgﬁ(\y\
¢

Judging Criteria \P\))'
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyz¢ the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters gupport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debafers respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective fvere the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the depaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate

Deng, Bo-Liang (*23)

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 205 , . s Le
Gov: 20 Valle - Pollard Judge’s Name:_/52 Z g

Opp: 14 Woo - Melman

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Afﬁliation‘((%h /?/c PK 4447 ﬂ/éﬂ%
Team Code #: Team Code #: / (/
Prop Speaker #1 Bz"(u! ! Q)z Opp Speaker #1_|_ecih  Mel men /
_ Prop Speaker #2 Va\\e pts # Opp Speaker #2_3 O‘l:l o () } 5

Please award each speaker points ba{sed on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vepy 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 Critepia
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the dgbaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficient}y the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and rgferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effg€tively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevdnt and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters/speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous apd respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

, &
,ﬂ Prop IS/C'PW/ W/@ 7@ Opp ’1”1%, c[e_/ 7‘(& anA e A —%4@
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\M‘/”/ﬁﬁ lerw e ey e

TEAM CODE #: /Y onthe (3727  wins this debate.
/ (Pl‘ D QO @

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Deng, Bo-Liang (*23)

Round 38 1:30pm Room 205 ) ) -l Les
Gov: 7 Bardalai - Rangwala Judge’s Name: /gj 4’«1/’7 ‘gf—

Opp: 20 Afzal - Kelly _ , .
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: /((;47 Lameyn [T e?”/

PROP OoPpP
Team Code #: '7 Team Code #: 20

Prop Speaker #1_ASulN) BWMM pts 28 Opp Speaker #1_| N%t/&f\ ()(// / Cf)ts 2 é?
Prop Speaker #2 Mol Sin Rangwa lp‘is Z/? Opp Speaker #2 M 0 M C& A[?)ﬁl pts (9@

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 roufids)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inaggpropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer complimg¢hts and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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PARLI Debate
Bulger, Cindy (*24)

o8 et 20 nages Name: (L) Bl ot
gg&a::el#::r;, Bseebr:t:;r;ﬁngnie Judge s School Affiliation; &‘n QEUYVVV) \/ Hﬁ
iy o+ S PROP . e et e R
Team Code #: Q/O Team Code #: | LI’
Prop Speaker #1 J At pts _3_ Opp Speaker #1 ptsﬁ

Prop Speaker #2 M NN pts }% Opp Speaker #2 7r/§€fc A HM d pts 2&

T

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followjng scale
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding/ 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough tg qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tile debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and/references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and eff¢ctively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevaiit and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Laws e potecd Cihyrs L e mStlnrr Ose Judh he s,
Using the above criteria, please gffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: DIO on the mﬁ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
Heq - Nover ouldlessed I sSue Imat Laws db alreesaty

snst F0 olw for gwske Stuuda .



PARLI Debate
Bulger, Cindy (*24)

Round 3B 1:30pm Room 208 s . M 6“ (Z1 A

Gov: 18 Nash - Thrasher Judge’s Name: 0 i

Opp: 14 Kerr-Stein - Lee

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: SM QWVYWV\. VdLLZ H’S

OoPP
Team Code #: | % Team Code #: { L"
Prop Speaker #1__flasn pts 29 Opp Speaker #1_Kew -Slean pts 28

Prop Speaker #2__ TN yzShe” pts ,L" Opp Speaker #2 lee ptsd 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 elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate beh

ior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the Arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support argumentg’with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questigns and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communiCative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were tg’opponents and judges
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Sutton, Emma (*12)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 220
Gov: 23 Wei - Zheng

Opp: 5 Wu - Ayalon
Parliamentary Debate/Novice
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Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =

27 = Good (but possibly not good
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Crit
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d¢baters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

ery Good
enough to qualjfy for elimination rounds)
<20 = Resepved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently'the debaters support arguments with

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

Argumentation: How directly and effec
by the other side
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Points of Information: How relevany/and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters spgak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Judge’s Name: E AW — S “ (\ O

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: A O\'\k— S W tk\' M

Team Code #: 5 333
Prop Speaker #1 bk\r C/\Q pts 1’2 Opp Speaker #1 SGL-\/”\VQ pts )\(
Prop Speaker #2 bt & G\~ pts% Opp Speaker #2 Q,( \ wA pts/

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

Team Code #:

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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PARLI Debate
Sharma, Kashyp (*7)

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 223 s .
Round 34 1:30pm R Judge’s Name-_ﬁwkyg%z_g&m«
Opp: 14 Stroumza - Chen

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: m S
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Team Code #: 713 Team Code #:

| Y
Prop Speaker #1 L-( pts 2 6 Opp Speaker #1 CL(V./ pts 2 é
Prop Speaker #2 Qaﬂhe—s pts 2 é Opp Speaker #2 S/*!e Uiy  pts 2 ?"

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 2§/= Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Regerved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and r¢spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate
Sharma, Kashyp (*7)

Round 3B 1:30pm Room 223 s . }é e SN:‘BE SM B@]ﬂ

Gov: 27 Campanella - Petruska Judge’s Name: A

Opp: 1 Ochoa - Chand

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: <_D \[ '\—1 S / Saw\ Rowsom

L S P FH R, S o - e

PBZ(?P OPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: \

Prop Speaker #IM pts 2 8 Opp Speaker#1__ O C Lac\ pts 2 g
Prop Speaker #2 PQ \-YU\S ka Z fa Opp Speaker #2 d V\Q& pts 2_ ~1

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/
each debater:
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