
McCabe, Linda (*27)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 227
Gov: 11 Chippa - Cherukuri
Opp: 5 Hinchcliff - McKinney
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: —

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2j

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker m

pts ̂  (a

_pts2f
Please award each speaker points based on the followin̂ câ _

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = )<4ry Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualî  for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resen(^d for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Cr i tma• 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 efficientlwme debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and rê-ences to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectwely 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
• Delivery: How well the debaters spê  in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

OtL Or U.'H)'
- - N / i l l J I . J > I > / '^ P P V o t L r ^ < K r e r € ( L ( L ^

S v - c A a s s U a s ^ r - f A v ^ i { L >\̂ev.fcAla/*̂viUĈ  5va.CA<L5 " 5n«4as
(̂ eAyi-'ô  oT

a5 d- r^asoA, , k j /
• C i r - s V- ^ m o i v J o 5 o b r j A - c ^ i
/ Prop 6: 70iA^ oM a W Sof4 .*

rM "Vd I
0 9 - ^ VD ' U D " .• (roj n AU'.o^ s

0"F Se i ^ nOv I - f kv F Yi tayuOflS f>t4.(v| T̂ cyf- r Ct 4ttf »-A
(s~OtiA (JidOS^ ^ sWO r».c»C^ ^
«-(-HLnA-̂ k ̂  \-COaa u.5«c}~̂ «V3 bdier
Opp 2: cA. icXrei\ IO d d 2 : c A

u ^ sWO r^c»C^ dO/ —
^ V-T Ojf»̂  u.5<cc|~M̂.̂\r3 brHer

i c X r 2 i \ I ' a < | w < r

UtiL (4• a sly --oaiV uJ/

0TEAM CODE #:_

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

^OO VXOLJI n <

o n t h e

V\OLc>t (X 'sVcryv̂ '̂C ̂
CKt̂  "Vok^ i ̂  ̂ U-e-jv

bb lO 5~Vc>t "fp

t y v h ^ i < x i
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McCabe, Linda (*27)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 227
Gov : 14 Duan - K im
Opp: 20 Le - Rather
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School AJ^Tnation:,

Tejam Code #:

H'CJ^

ptŝ  L? Opp Sf̂aker # l_
p̂ Speaker #2_

Please award each speaker points based onUhe fnllnvyrff̂ -scalp!30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enougly(o qualify for elimination rounds)

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

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

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

evidence—̂which may include fact̂nd references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly am effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the o ther s ide /• Points of Information: Hoŵ levant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Deliver)': How well the del̂ers 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 criteri Vplease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / ^ , i v /

I u ' ^ ^ ^ A l s o < p '

u>€jeju. -fTo ® ŷ vt̂ kcxU Ua v€ ,

4TJc< j( -CLfr.n̂.HLaY
v T O ,

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 :

PP bu.r̂ <̂  pr̂ 5js o/̂  |V(p
i-oJ^iOctiy J ^ 0^reSb ^

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

(Proper Opp)

i/ JUr^
B-yk d

/O^ d-njjkif



P A R L I D e b a t e

FtrieprAiiiia (*24)^
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 222
Gov: 14 Ng - Huang
Opp: 3 Berck - Adams
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's Name: l>Ur

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

Judging Critma
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the (Raters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

U r r ^

~ Crxro CS PtXrif

t - K c ^

t > ( S . ■g ( r ( a I ^ v o - v o r -
c < . - n ^ c , p < r » J - S i > A r r t T _ .

M l ? m c f u / L , C ( ^ r r r w f L -

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)

M O ' ' 1 / ^ 1 r ) * f © z 4 f V r L ^ i A > A



P A R L I D e b a t e

Round 4B 3:45pm Room 222
G o v : 2 3 H a b i b - K e s h a v

Opp: 22 Rice - Griggy
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code U: - L l ^

(AeiKM;
Opp Speaker #1

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

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

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effective!/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 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 offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

£W*V\c DOKJT S\>Or-^
J l /

Prop 2: /
f h ' ^

T E A M C O D E # : 2 - o n t ho n t h e

Oppl :

[ t r S / - / V i

c » ! > i h o ' ' Q r o ^ U r h '
U h ^ I S ^ 1 /

Opp 2:
■7>HrT "-At#

P t S l fi / t w O o T k h f ^
"Pr wins this debate. i

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

f n c r j l ^ ^ S T i O r ^ O J n C ^ f t f / t J j I



P A R L I D e b a t e

Brown, Peter (*27) r^jx;VVN>- ^ ^Round 4;^3.45pm Rwm 220 — Judge's Name: 1i^€JK-
G o v : 4 T h o m a s - R a l s t o n 1 ^ 1 ^
Opp: 2 Greenwall - DuPuy
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code#: M

Judge's School Affiliation:j2i^^2__L

PPP
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

pts TD Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

pts 7D

_ pts

Please award each speaker points based on the following ŝ e:30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28̂ êry Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qû fy for elimination rounds)

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

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and̂ferences 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 relev̂ t and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters ̂ eak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p 1 ; c W - / Opp 1: 4

Prop 2: Um fols cu. 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 ^ > v i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)



_ W M 0 . , I
Brown, Peter (*27)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 220
Gov: 5 Wu - Ayalon
Opp: 20 Byrne - Pareja
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
£ 'Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2 f\^0

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:• UMt- ̂ —.

Judge's School AffiliationiW^

O P P
Te a m C o d e # : 2 . C >

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze 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 debater̂ 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 v/em 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 compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Propl:45f^^ p̂p 1: 4S4v
4 c ^ P. j i c - ^

Prop 2:J^

I
Opp2:

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 .
( P r o p o r O p p ) . p

ÂSON FOR DECISION:
® f i t i a ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Clark, Stacy/Wallis r26)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 203
Gov: 14 Stroumza - Chen
Opp: 20 Mart - Andola
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code ti:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

p , s

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speakê 2 lAUi/^
ptsl^

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor ̂ 0 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effect̂ ely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately an(j efficiently the debaters support arguments with

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

by the other side /• Points of Information: Ĥ  relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the ̂ haters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandaWe
• Courtesy: How court̂ us and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above critema, 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 : - h

- t - - b A l l , 4

Prop 1: 4- Uwvm/r,

T - b A l l ,
7vv(4v4tVtj

Prop2: 4/X(l̂ 'bê

4 (XMAC/trvS
TEAM CODE #: 1U on the 4

Opp 2:
vtrOlfyWL

4 - i r

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

o n t h e
CA \\-y\ TV

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

(Prop or Opp)

f V i W /



Clark, Stacy/Wallls r26)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 203
Gov: 2 Lanzone - Hubinger
Opp: 14 Situ - Zhang
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Spê er #2_

/ r
Ol\\\J

Please award each speaker points based on tĥ ollowing scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Oû tanding 28 = Very Good

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

fudging Criteria• Analysis: How reasonably and emotively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

• Evidence: How appropriatelyŷd efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may inclû  facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How dir̂ tly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side /

• Points of Informationj/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 cmeria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: /

Propl: 4 Opp 1:

— WPlT V ftIfl 11 Ct
d t \ w A i \ \ ^ / r ^

- -

k \ m M v v / .

( y v U f o O p p 2 : - V b y

flW hc\o.(\~ y VoĈ44|€M<!iU.
T E A M C O D E # : V o n t h e V Y 6 ' ,

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

- ( ' ' I I I

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

(Prop or Opp)

CtAA ft

B Vfi' i ' ' ' ' ' '



Zaheer, Affan (*S)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 228
Gov: 26 Clark - Flanagan
Opp: 23 Roth - Yue
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code M:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

P r o p S p e a k e r # 1 ■g ^ - g c : W - p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 1

Prop Speaker #2_ a P t s Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

Judging Critê
• 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 efficientl̂ he debaters support arguments with

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : ' /

moJuvx lô  LC UJ<=̂
b c J d l J L v e s o M r c ^

Prop 2:

^ . n ^ . / ) M O

O p p l :

^ 0{/^ i:cJ^

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : s / c 5 J o ^ ( / ^
T o c o ^ ^ c o : ^ / ^

- f l o y O ' K . a x J ! e j L ^ r
^ ^ . n » 0 U

T E A M C O D E # : ^ 3 o P Po n t h e ^ ^ ' w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)( ^ n o p o r u p p ; ^

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Zaheer, Affan (*8)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 228
G o v : 7 M o h i u d d i n - S h a r m a

Opp: 25 Lacombe - Appel
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:
P R O P

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2 ts ^

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliationi a t i o n :

Team Code

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

Opp Speaker #2

2 S

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resei7(^ed for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Critma• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d̂aters 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/he debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and rêences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

• Delivery: How well the debaters sp̂  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 f̂fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : A
'QCoA

P r o p 2 : / „

& J r y

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

O p p 1 : y

s t k o j l j S G i o i o L
v'(S.VC C4.

/ \ / / < ^ ■

O p p 2 : c C

" f e _ C c ^ C O O i J k « ^ - = v j c J Z - .

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

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

( 7 / 5 ^ c o . < z ^



Baetkey, Kerri (*22)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 225
Gov : 2 Co lbe r t - C la rk

Opp: 7 Kaura - Gajula
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker#] Col b&yk Opp Speaker#]
P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 O p p s p e a k e r # 2

DtS 2̂
p b

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

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

Judging Ĉ eria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tf̂ debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—̂which may include facts an̂references 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 debateîspeak 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, pl̂ se offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement .to «
e a c h d e b a t e r : ^ C i X L , U

Prop l:vĵ  llUCie CAHln̂

>̂>'̂ P̂rop2: X liW W|"
^ ( j / J I •

Oppl: i UVfci-

O p p 2 : t U V t i ^
ajacfvd^ -+1^ e^tJvicvkM^ v^?i/] ^ J - i j

-VVce, W^'
T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N

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

(Prop brUpp)

^-Kyw ^ ^4) X a^ir^K^W:- ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Baetkey, Kerri (*22)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 225
Gov: 14 Krishnaswamy - Goldstein
Opp: 24 Scott - Ambrose
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:,

Team Code #:

P r o p S p e a k e r ^ / 1 p t s O p p S p e a k e r # !

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 O p p S p e a k e r # 2

ptsĉ Y
Pts ±r

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently Jhe debaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and reMences 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 relevantŷd 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 ectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p 1 : l l p v t O p p l ; O T i
(XMA VWfl̂bW 4 fct/Mr- MoiAy VuwMra-6

Opp 1: 1>Ĵ  lAier̂
Vi&ii. UoA ^ vuce- xl&w omA

(iVd̂  VjUvMT

r\W pOTAfe. Xi i + [ > 0
w t w

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 orbpp)1 w p \ J i v - ' p p )

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

\aued R- cdi owt ^ cJlji/^-rti^ -t- IcnshM
-HTa^ Tvv '̂ ffvv.

* 1 v \ , 4 ^ ^ A ^ v o



P A R L I D e b a t e

Nash, Jennifer (*18)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 223
G o v : 2 5 O w e n - C o s c a r e l l i

Opp: 23 Wei - Zheng
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: ( L m i

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

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

Prop Speaker#] _ ptŝ^ Opp Speaker # 1
Prop Speaker #2 11 pts '̂ ̂  Opp Speaker H2 /

Z<c>

.rz-s
Please award each speaker points based on the following scal̂

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = )̂ ry Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualiiy for elimination rounds)

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

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

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

• Argumentation: How directly and eff̂ 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 relev̂ t and effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

Using the above criteria, pleâ  offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
G o o d c A - c o ^e a c h d e b a t e r : / f t - m d-ISJ ci.r>roJc- OQ

P r o p l : ^ 3 p e c ; f c O p p l : M x £ - 1 "
l U i ^ e d - t o u j o r d s . / w i

kdae/opposna
r - O b U r H o l . { S i / v o b l l ? _ _

Prop2: feed ^ Opp2:

_ l 7 L J ^ ^

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

, REASON fOROBCIS,ON, Prtfo-^p O"Q0mt%a-hcn ux>5 ,yncrc CJecx/^. rwsp
- b O L > r O - t o o p p o s ^ o q t s c w c y o
^X . God S lv l€ f ¥ rycvc

i r r p r c j u o m n f ^ g p t n ^ C . C O ' "



P A R L I D e b a t e

Nash, Jennifer {*^B)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 223
Gov: 4 O'Rafferty - Figueroa
Opp: 14 Kwong - Tan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 H p t s

Team Code #:

ptŝ̂  Opp Speaker U1 _ rSLOcn;
. . . n r \ C 4 4 ^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 or̂ appropriate 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 support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to autl̂ rity 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

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 d̂aters were to opponents and judges

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

r. ntcr u-Sng / 3^-^V X j o n h c n U i s n c

\oi3 cT
Prop 2: jcto

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 .

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ IU 3 C 6 n i c e , s ^ y f e i 3 ^



Sutton, Jim (*14)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 206
G o v : 2 2 C a r a m u c c i - Ta r l e t o n

Opp: 23 Cheng - Wei
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P1 ^ o
Te a m C o d e

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 QĴOAM'̂CCI

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2_

O l / v

Lola/QJI

_p.s&
Please award each speaker points based on the followiî scale:

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

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

Judging ̂ iteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the 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 efttctively the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

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

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

fcopi-MtSid jo {â !̂  Oppi:6r-'J?

^ Prop 2: Opp 2: ̂ )c ciU'Gz /̂'
^ M / I . v l I u 9 n . / I I ^ J n ^ r L

o - / e - r , ( [ O L ^ h , W " i U j u V v V
\ % ^ 0 4 y d ,
j - y ( d \A v • T V \ T i / i r n n v t i ' i d . ( \ / n m v ) ) v v j « c t l l l C a A K n f A f )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 _/_̂ Zzz/__wins this deb̂
(Sqp_DI>̂ PP)

Afkod^ ^ Ach:zjJi i Y" z "w'
d-Jy' JLLU/iO-̂ - lAAoyfZi lY



Sutton, Jim (*14)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 206
Gov: 23 Wang - Zhu
Opp: 27 Cohen - Lemenager
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 Ca/̂-
Prop Speaker

p , s i i
p.sM

0PE7,Team Code #: O ^

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

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

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 quality for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate beh^tVior

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

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support argî ents with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as wdll as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters resporld 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 tĥ uestions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized,̂ mmunicative 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 complimeî  and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

l : ' 7 o o 0 ^ O p p l :

Prop 2: lAy^ (JiibyUy

A Ĵ LVK/Vl

Opp 2: (ĵ yxjQ AQ̂ \̂ h
. 0 J A m L . y t . . . i J / J A J , . ^r l ^ J L O A A ( A ^ 0

/ a/YA , TtfCAM CODE #: on the (vY^r) wins this debate.

CA}\JAÎ  OÔ  A
^ c L \ p Y '

(PmpnrtJpp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Fernando, Kurukulusooriya (*4)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 201
Gov: 14 Luk - Tserennamid
Opp: 20 Fong - Ligutan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: ^ ^
P R O ]

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Team Code #:

pts Opp Speaker #1 ^ pts_2J

Prop Speaker#2j^ ^ pts 2-^7 Opp Speaker #2 ^1 ^ nisO^
Please award each speaker points based on the following ŝ e:30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 ̂Wery Good

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

Judging Crit̂ ia
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the craters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant̂ nd 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 res^ctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:

I M U 1 1 ^ T ' -

P r o p 2 : ^ O p p 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 .

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

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

^ o p o r O p p ) u

\ a ^ I L ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Fernando, Kurukulusooriya (*A)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 201
Gov; 14 Bystrom - Gast
Opp: 8 Zaheer - Chaudhri
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

otsl-f Opp Speaker # I
p ts _ 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 rouous)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inanj^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 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 references to author as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debateî -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 vŷe 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 demters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: V
^ \ic^

L /
O p p l : ^

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : \ j 0 4 ^

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 .

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

) s o f k - / h ^ j ^ ' 1 2 / ^ S



DeWItt, Jane (*14)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 205
G o v : 2 3 H o - P r a s h a n t h t iuy) i- iH^A^
Opp: 12 Murdock - Santana ^y^bU^Yi t h^/v^x
Parliamentary Debate/Novice ^

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: x J2/y[

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

pts n s Opp Speaker # I (YV\AÂ^ ̂
'̂ {ynWv\̂  pts Opp Speaker #2

p t s

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

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

Judging Critma• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the (Raters 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 r̂erences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

• Points of Information: How relevam and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters ŝ ak 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, pleâ  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 l : 6 ^ , p

A ' . , . ; , L . I f l . W m y v r - a f . ( W S p « i f e K

''--J ■
T?i^ V\ol ^ p]AVLMa'irm kc bt t f i-vy rtA f P^tv -C M\\\ L m KdI kasivv- £'jC>cd
Prop2: A bi-l ^\hovt'^(kX\Kyk A\^ Opp2: /V bi+ \^cl (yi/i ^ fvy

O ' A A ' A v k a j a a c c d P C < n \ - s
A V ) i - l q i
\r^(aMl C-y^ (ockUm, fju -hcu rr-^^\4r:f iA ^cod bat

TEAM CODE #: 0 P P on the / Z- ^wins this debate. kJ 2 A
( P r o p o r O p p ) l A T T v U r l .

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

A . ^ ^ n c ' y - ^ j c V ^ U h ^ u i



DeWitt, Jane (*14)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 205
Gov: 2 Archibald - Hohmeyer
Opp: 27 Campanella - Petruska
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! Opp Speaker #1 ( U.\\

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

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality for eliminatî 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 debater̂ upport arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to âhority 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 or^nized, 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 /
7 • Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the>debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please oiffer comp̂ments and/or suggestions for improvement toeach debater: h pX AAC- 5'fWY^ ■
■ ^ 3 P r o p l : O p p l : r

\A ia -A t 'Ym h f ) t d^ \ i fV l \ o ' r h \ iI h m mAikVioha-f-., WSot ^■.IOJA'W iAt lA

^ P r o p 2 : f
7%V\ yiaiix^ ytf-uu

' w h / ' v v / . -

Opp2:C<l£̂ W<
T; yicilUi ^yfui.d m C\ibd jt<b
^ 4 i u ^ ' ^ f m / \ ( U 4 A u

j ^ \ O A j o ( A U ^ y \ C m l ^ b o y b .
TEAM COD̂#f̂&̂  on the wins this debate. ĵyfîyxU ̂TEAM CODE #:_0EE on the wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp) -iV/LvOi SREASON FOR DECISION: KT2o P Kdit AVA l/ta4(lAf WCUC^ WJjY ̂
Pj boCt 'iC'VVVX.tld ViV CV\i:tcU\iiLYmo. Uv ^ Wam ro j/)u-caf u fiuUia^ya'(j^p(AM.-f

(^v\ ano^TrMy \ia\\c\ f a^jAxu/Ayi ofy pcml^( act
\\XlAMA/liy^'7 IVX-'-i^AAC lAAC ■+ fclA-W-iC /,JZ^ .



^ ' U W c c j c o j z C ^ d U o o f ^ / C t ^ .
P A R L I D e b a t e

Fogarty, Matthew (*16)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 204
Gov: 22 Sundararaman - Elmhirst
Opp: 14 Feng - Seller
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:
P R O P

n n

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P
Team Code#: lu

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

ts L ( Opp Speaker # 1_

Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very GOO0

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for nme 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 thê haters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

• Points of Information: How relevant apfu 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 :

P r o p 1 : O p p 1 :

^ O o z r d 5
» l a J k s L 6 a - / t u A J l c o m p w v y u r y y r

Prop 2: /
OcrCn̂

P u / / k . a y \ U m r -

TEAM CODE #: ̂  on the

Opp 2:

W M J L

■'Vu£ CLhcrvd. iAjtXU hKsi

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

on the Qy r r wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



Fogarty, Matthew f 16)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 204
Gov: 23 Deng - Luo
Opp: 22 Baxter - Nam
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂ IHMoajTL
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # I f

OPP ^

Opp Speaker

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enougii to qualify for elimination rourids)
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 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 support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to autĥty as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debat̂  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 deleters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: Lou

/yJjU)!
c h j x } \ A /

P r o p 2 : /
, oaro^ m ^

Oppl :
U A C

Ovrjd. LwCu. t poT^

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

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

Pnf h&/. (jpvd pcKnt) (joĴ  OFF OJVn



-Byrne, William (*20)
Round 4A 3;45pm Room 210
Gov : 14 Lee - Fa i rch i l d

Opp: 11 Arshad - Sankar
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

fti lo lUpliutiiM (m' PARLI Debate ilWAAl

Judge's Name: 3urroû
Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Te a m C o d e 1 _ |

Prop Speaker#! pts ri
Prop Speaker #2 fdhrckili utM

Team Code #: I |

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker _pts^
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Ve|̂Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify M 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 me debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and ref̂nces to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

Opp 1: !/■i l i L , 1 ' ^ ^

QmLpoM-d cjirnL'-''
Lmc4iJpû '̂ lvphxk.

Opp 2:
(JZ^ f

I 'L mi/7^ C (mO\l-tL Wldh/̂ Cc

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

All/4/dyud'( \h6incj
/ fwAkju
'flh umal^



\v\u\t<î JL SupiptA/r ̂  YMCMaa J^y\MM\A
P A R L I D e b a t e '

- B y i i i t i , W i l l i d i i i ( * 2 0 ) — - i / / / " / ) / / CRound 4B 3:45pm Room 210 Judee'sName- T^l \UUI I (/U?
n r ^ M - 1 / 1 I _ D r i « / o l < - . « / J U U g C b I N d m C . I K , ^ ¥

-Byiiiti, Willidiii (*20)—-
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 210
G o v : 1 4 L a w r e n c e - P r i v a l o v
Opp: 23 Eizner - He
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge's School Affiliation

U

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker

Prop Speaker #2

UiA/mrY,^
Team Code #: ̂  0

Opp Speaker #1 i i ^ n w
Opp Speaker #2_ He

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 behaykJr

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and thê guments

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support argumepfs with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond tythe 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 ions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, comnuuiicative 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 wer̂ to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: H I
(him Wl'd£n

Oiml

fHuiZt' CyAfdct

Opp Wy hot dmHj
D j U M J

>4,/

Opp 2:

V

d H ' M r .

. lO lT 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 jV PIK _wins this debate.
MProp̂or Opp)



PA R L I D e b a t e

Condello, Dave (*1)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 226
Gov ; 23 Zha i - Khan

Opp: 22 Burrous - Blackenburg
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation

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

Prop Speaker #!_

Prop Speaker #2_ \CViaJ
p t s O p p S p e a k e r # I

VOjJ
pts ^ * Opp Speaker #2 ■\S>^6o<^G>Pts

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <2^ Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectiv̂y the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

• Evidence: How appropriately and ̂ iciently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include fâ  and references to authority as well as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly ̂d effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side /

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement toe a c h d e b a t e r : / r : > t T
4 f o x 7 v / ^ - r4 fox7v/^ -r
P r o p l : i ^ 7 / ^ c T

P r o p 2 : " V \ * ^ ^ > > ^ ( 5 .
G c ^ O / O i l A T ' O a O

/t^SCoKiO

M y f r ^ o H S . . X" S n o j L - t . A i . a j ^
T E A M C O D E # : X ' i o n t h e /

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

o n t h e

Opp 1: +
— f\ (JiT T^o OOoo-A

S'lSr^i^mxChi.^^y Jr
4 'S V rvxmAffi c*J

— C x - T ^ v : ^

— — ^ _ s
O p p 2 : ' A i V £ , x S Q f ^

CASyS
o r e C A 5 x 5 -

S u ( i - T H V . Y P u w w x S O
I T U /

^ 4 6 7 v f C x = > ^ T i ^ c T
O i w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

■ScrrH /7\AC>>d ■^Dr^-6 S fh
■^2/n^ V-iv5iR(<. Fcnt^~^S . /4/2. Go rfW&aTi c^s/v-C>
U f , ? 4 : 1 - 7 0 / I V, S ^ f ^ o d ' T ^ T H \ 5 "

A^Go/M>SK/r.
rO-oF -r-TAM



P A R L I D e b a t e

Condello, Dave f1)
Round 4B 3;45pm Room 226
G o v : 1 4 W o o - M e l m a n

Opp: 22 Harris - Marr
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

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

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 _ p t s O p p S p e a k e r 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 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 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 suppôarguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority/as well as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters r̂ ond 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 tne questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized,̂mmunicative 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 debaterywere to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments md/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : ^ T c J U v v S

P r o p l : O p ^ l : 4 r c n t ^ - r S V
- \ ) ^ 7 S k h > e ^ C 3 S f v

fefo-ncJG of fotfNSjp/viA/

A S T I R - T ^ ( S o o O
Prop 2: t

S H x s Y I t ( < 3 /

4 T y s J U ^ ^ P ^ r D \ 0 ^ ^ 7

O p ^ l : - V - \ S ^ x ^
h C ^ c > ' r p { c ^ M S

/-. 6icx>5^ (H
/ 4 t c a J ^A K G u f A ^ i S ^ S ^ S O A

Opp 2: 4 C\T>£rO Av^X 0/Vi<?/Oi
4 - C \ t a J > D t O c t a / O

~ C S V ' u p ^ i d ' )

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

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

o f f ' O S S O

C s o P .
Mov/v.C«SS

4 - A c t . ® 0 & / 2 - e V T o

T t A A i ^ 0 \ 0 i J i f u L ,

UT'^t-u 0<b 66rr,^ uJf^AcTtc£



P A R L I D e b a t e

Sawhney, Sakina (*7)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 202
Gov: 20 Afzal - Kelly
Opp: 14 Holwitz - Kay
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #: /<

p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 1 _

pts i2Jl Opp Speaker #2_

pts

_ptse^
Please award each speaker points based on the followinĝ ale:

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

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

Judging Ĉ teria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively th/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 ant̂eferences 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 roeak 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 compliment and/or suggestioit for improvment toUsing the above criteria, pleas*
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p \ ' O p p 1 : p ( ^

P r o p 2 : e - 2 : ^

' < c a — '

TEAM CODE #:_ on the APP _wins this debate,
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : A f ^ s S h k ^ ,
A y ^ — i ^ m ~ - m • . . A J A / £ , j i i " 7 " y _ / • %

on the A&'p'
(Prop or Opp)

cc/uJcfi/





Sawhney, Sakina (*7)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 202
Gov; 1 Schloten - Condello
Opp: 2 Fickinger - Williams
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #: /

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 c3cJ\ pts«^^ Opp Speaker # 1 pts ^7
Prop Speaker #2_ pts^^ Opp Speaker #2 , pts
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

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 authority as well as genê  knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the ar̂ments 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 arid the answers
• Delivei-y: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicatî  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 opoonents and judges

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

Prop \

2: ^ ~SVce^.^Z^ / Opp 2^^

/ , < ^ a c a « S 3 > i > « 4 b c ^
T E A M C O D E # : / o n t h e A F ' P 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 : S M A r i ^ O ^ U < j i Z ^

Opp \ \£voA ^tnc^

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

o n t h e



P A R L I D e b a t e

Round 4A 3;45pm Room 200
Gov: 14 Lyons - Wyszynski
Opp: 7 Bardalai - Rangwala
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #: \\

Prop Speaker

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name: _V>"Hrev̂  1
Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P /Team Code #: T /
jpts'2L'̂  Opp Speaker#! T̂r/tsrcWVcyc pts2?.Q
p t s 2 k j p O p p S p e a k e r # 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 quality for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserŷ  for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the delyfters 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 effectivpy 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 speakym an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1:

O e c i r l v
0 G 3 v > 4 e v ^ I

Opp 1: *tVy.cDo^^
CUstA

Prop 2: Opp 2:
^ u,vi^C^Vt.

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 QVV _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



PA R L I D e b a t e

Round 4B 3:45pm Room 200
G o v : 1 8 R a v e n - F i s c h e r

Opp: 20 Ahmadi - Phan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Te a m C o d e # :

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P
Team Code #:

O P P

pts Opp Speaker # 1

pts2!itb Opp Speaker #2 AW^̂ CU:
Pts 2L^X>

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

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

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

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to authority's well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters ̂pond 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 wer̂e questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organizecVcommunicative 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 complimen̂ and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : U '

C X e j o x - .

Cjcd<̂  cVcxs-|C-icaJ\cVv

Prop 2: Opp 2: CVecT" oQ

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 109^1^ wins th is debate.
(Prop or Opp)



PA R L I D e b a t e

Whitmore, Robin (*14)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 207
Gov: 20 Alam - Nguyen
Opp: 18 Nash - Thrasher
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:_ 1 I V

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation:

D P P
T e a m C o d e # : / &

pts_5̂  Opp Speaker # 1
p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2

pts2^

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 eliminatioprounds)
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 y• 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 y

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatê upport arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to ̂thority as well as general knowledge

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

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

and eas i l y unde rs tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful̂e 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 : /

P r o p l : 6 ^ 0 0 & 0 - f -
. WOU_LC3-

Ujcj2_C5L-+0

O p p \ c o T T

(oOO^

Prop 2: Ĉ recxdi- yf C-KatH
iVAAi r\£\ ooV ojAS

T V ^ c i - ( )

Opp 2:

G j w

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 Q wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

"TWe, Opp^"=>i\l d-SO-rtCA MrW-wV C(7n'k-la'h()v-\5>



PA R L I D e b a t e

Whitmore, Robin (*14)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 207
Gov: 23 Samra - Yim
Opp: 26 Sheridan - Sappington
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:_

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # I Ylg— ptsc9\S^ Opp Speaker # I pts

Prop Speaker #2_ Opp Speaker #2_ 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 belî or

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

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

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

by the other side• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the qû tions and the answers
• Delivei-y: How well the debaters speak in an organized, comijmnicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1:
6rco(i cJ<sLGur

+ r > v i o v /

P r o p 2 : /
6 D o d

o r \ \ j U i ( y -
- v l ^ - p r o s c c A

T P * : ' A " I t * O ' ^ /TEAM CODE #:.

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

o n t h e

OppA:

TjzX) ■ A\30 uioudd be. I
- f o e o L c S h '
o p c a ^ - K ^ A - u :

Opp 2:

' ^ < x r ( \ i A r r \ J L \ \ T i . / ?

b o d r
i

a o o o
0 \ J T

ckSLJ/\

n j u c

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

(Prop or bpp)

' ^■C'FVCV^ jc jVD cA- ccvn iPAP ( fv^ S
P A O V ^ -



Jacobs, Joel (*3)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 224
G o v : 1 O c h o a - C h a n d

Opp: 26 Goody - Sherman
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: o^Ql(

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

Ocl̂ of Pts Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2 ^ ^

ptsTD
_ptsl3

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for ê ination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved foŷ 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 d̂aters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referenĉ  to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively mc 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 ̂ective 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 respectml the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer ̂ mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / ' k ' ^

P r o p y ' - O p p 1 : i f j l -

T i . " r ! ! : ' ' J ) - f - 'Prop 2: U ^ Cl '^. OPP 2:, . ^ \ r \ ,
F o t o C - , ^ fl j t / 0 C K ( 0 f t b c J C f t o j , e t c . .

tJ^OfC (safQ QV rA ^ coj^lfirpio. poC^O r \ ^ \ y ^
^ ̂  4)3 €Coop/v\̂  (/KAI)VA43AJL bj y

T E A M C O D E # : on the V j ] f] ^>vins this debate.
(Prol/ 6r Opp) ,

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ( \ ^ | ^ . 1 ^ t l 1

/rojp-Cmiĵ  |/|ĝ  y, l̂ r̂ jk C\ c<7C//|



PA R L I D e b a t e

Jacobs, Joel (*3)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 224
Gov: 2 Galvan-Carty - Lisy
Opp: 20 Valle - Pollard
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: \J^

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

A
Opp Speaker #1 vQ

Opp Speaker #2 fO _ Pts2--

P l e a s e a w a r d e a c h s p e a k e r p o i n t s b a s e d o n t h e f o l l o w i n g s c a l e : ,
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

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

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 theXi'guments

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 argumenjXwith

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authority as well âeneral knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond tôe 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 queŝns 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 w opponents and judges

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

"It
L i ^ U Y - r i v t M ? ^

Vet

Prop 2: /\ fs

Tk /^bt?
mJ CV-JWU (y ofOoo:,,
Ĵ anr iJy ijs JdJbt wtfe l>t̂

cjy, Opp 2: hjqj ̂

T E A M C O D E # : on the m _wins this debate.
(Prop oil Opp)REASON FOR DECISION.^^^ iS, ^0^



F a k L I D e b a t e

Keshav, Sineesh (*23)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 208
G o v : 1 4 K e r r - S t e i n - L e e

Opp: 11 Wang - Lin
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:>5 IN ,SS 1-VA v/

Judge's School Affiliation: Aca^I
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # I

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

Y - S Vie to pts Opp Speaker # I

Opp Speaker #2

L in.
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 elit̂ ation 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

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 deb̂ers support arguments with

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

and eas i ly unders tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfuLme debaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p 1 : > 5 ^ r i

P o x ^
C''Vv.rvLjdt«_ CO«S-JLJ /- P P C /

t S o \ r r v e n o c v d e , o
UH>ouc.v%F

^ h i o b " " o

^ 3o0 torn ; -ccVvJ:̂
— U S P G c s r ^ t 2 - v 4 - v n c e ^ v n

TEAM CODE #: I I on the

O p p l :

"V - 'Top>-i
A - vecGr cm «acl^Cc\ 4-x-crrv\i

' ^ S i W j .

- C _ A > v J L C ^ G - e - S Y w c r c r ^ " i v u
Opp 2:

t v Gto-e-ĉ l ctdiuû ŷ̂

O c w . ^ ( n r vv - Z D - n > v 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 :

\'̂ r^ C-ueJiulS^ rxo-^ LA-j'eJU^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Keshav, Sineesh (*23)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 208
G o v : 1 4 R e t t e n m a i e r - P i n e d a

Opp: 20 Jerez - Moran
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation"!

s
iliation"!̂ ^^

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #: 2 - 0

pts 2,̂  Opp Speaker #

pts o |_3' Opp Speaker #2_ 2 . ( b

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 inapMd^riate 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/fopic and the arguments

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaĵ s 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 effectivÂ ®̂ ^ ̂ be questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an or̂ ized, 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 conwliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Opp 1:

w e r f ^

Opp 2:

- t - ;
- : ■ . .

T E A M C O D E # : ' T o n t h e

-1- ..

f r -V A -A /N

rvc3̂

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . ^
• 4 -

w i n s t h i s

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

< 0 ) € : . L - ^ r v - '

7



P A R L I D e b a t e

L a c o m b e , V i c t o r ( * 2 5 ) /
e r M C h T N a . e : _ L £ c ^
Opp: 2 Hemerling - Barnett
P a r l i a m e n t a r y D e b a t e / N o v i c e J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f fi l i a t i o n : <

\ J ^ F b V ' T ' ^ A A . „
P R O P O P P

T e a m C o d e # : I M : T e a m C o d e # :

Prop Speaker#! W/\jOG- pts 1-^ Opp Speaker #1 |\ A) (y

Prop Speaker #2 IF A O pts 2? Opp Speaker #2

pts

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimin̂ on rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rud^r 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 referenceŝ  authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : \ ^ r ' ' ^
4^ cKJj

Opp 1: ' C U ,

0

Prop 2:

- r f \ f

Opp 2: 1. I-'—-
^ - A ^ ^ . r f ■' i . i

TEAM CODE #: ^ on the ^ > w ins th is debate .
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : P / 3 T f

Vi, .... p

V- i - .O
T E A M C O D E # : 3 l o n t h e

C c C - » S y v r - '
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P A R L I D e b a t e

Lacombe, Victor (*25)
R o u n d 4 B 3 : 4 5 p m R o o m 2 2 1 [ _
G o v : 1 4 C h a n - F o l e y ^
Opp: 7 Maitra - Aggarwai
P a r l i a m e n t a r y D e b a t e / N o v i c e ^ J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f fi l i a t i o n f r _ _ ;

P R O P f ^ P P
T e a m C o d e # : \ T e a m C o d e # : / /Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2_

C pts Opp Speaker # 1 p t s _ ^

p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s _ £ 3 - ^

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor ̂ 0 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

offered during the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately anci efficiently the debaters support arguments with

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

by the other side /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the ̂ haters 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 criteî , please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : ' r < . i _e a c h d e b a t e r : ^ l . r

U r - V ,

I : .

y j e - J L -

pj-Qp 2*

OavvA'*̂ /'̂ ^ ""

Opp 1: :b . /Mi^5 5<Ac/>Ti
P«sr;i.C»

Opp 2:
' ' ' ^ I fl

- - - - . O

^ f

TEAM CODE #: 1̂  on the p/ZOf wins this debate.
( P i o p o r O p p ) ^

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : f t F " 5 p i ^ f f
. l o - w j — t S : I a — _ , J ^


