
P A R L I D e b a t e

Fernando, Kurukulusooriya (M)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 0 1
Gov: 16 Stephen - Miskelley
Opp: 14 Yee - Morrell
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

-PROP lb
Team Codem

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's Name: liVUiru

Judge's School Affiliationi a t i o n : ^ i

O P P
Team Code #:

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

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

p t s ^

- P t s i

Please award each speaker points based on the following scaley
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = VptyGood

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offe/compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
- i w . l i t . . ^ ^

P r o p l : H o p p l : J J 7 ^
IAaLL. ipmy-

JU X
Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #; ( on the prb p ' wins this debate.
( P r o p o r O p p ) . / .

^ fjp ^r^v)Ucl. . / . ^ h . . O J L w d L
REASON FOR DECISION: ̂  ̂ r̂  V)Ucl

, i u A , i t P X d



P A R L I D e b a t e

Fernando, Kurukulusooriya (M)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 0 1

Gov: 27 Inman - Young
Opp: 11 Munshani - Baveja
Parliamentary DebateA/arslty

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:,

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2 WA ,pts_/£

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

f'&i 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 î unds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or uwppropriate 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 suraort arguments with

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

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

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

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

ippl: ̂ Idut

J U / L ^ ^ ■ , ! i

Prop 2: ̂  yUklA ̂^ ^ r l ^ v l X
t A i

TEAM CODE#: fXT) on the

yv iA^ ^ J^y iAfTy^

i-i_ /twur yf\iu-e-A— IATCJA . 7 ,4^^^ I
ArvtAr AA-^

W l j u . >
on the j/iP|> . wins this debate.

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

u i w p p y V

^ i v / t t A < ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Cuddihy, Odessa (*5)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 5 2 8
Gov: 22 Mubarack - Troup
Opp: 2 Stamm-Kirk - Brogan
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P.
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 pts Opp Speaker # 1 6-fa^/yptSc3^
Prop Speaker #2_ Opp Speaker #2 01 f" (AG 6 kO Pts 3-^

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters â yze 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 deb^ers support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively thcydebaters 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 effewive 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 tl̂  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 : /
6pt>V<.e W d̂\ And
l,,VVf!pnvvaJri bVA ̂

P r o p 2 : ^
cuJJi nD+ CCY^v-n'-O-^

T E A M C O D E # : /

Opp 1:

Opp 2:

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

'Vf\>{jxju.d i^rcaJr

bu> urQ5 Ctcayx d:a -^pertiL.

Ul'Jbr'dr-aA\\
IdXiS aofi-Pi dJLTX-t
\/Uie,|l -to ̂ aif̂ hjLn̂  OLyyui

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

(Prop or Opp)

c?Pf U/tl5 yr\or^
UnUvudjLcl

l ^ d o r f r \ ^ i ' = n

(Shp
U3



P A R L I D e b a t e

Cuddihy, Odessa (*5)
R o u n d I B 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 5 2 8
G o v ; 6 M o r e h e a d - A n d r e w s

Opp: 27 Skarr - Escarcega
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 '

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P. .
Team Code #:

2^ Opp Speaker # 1 CT P £*5 T 2 ^
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 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 ^md 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 authority as ytW as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters resp̂d 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 ĵ estions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, corrununicative 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 Âre to opponents and judges

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

P r o p l : , u j i - V K
c\oc>d
rvo<- CluLr

4 K c c s - f - /

Prop 2:

UjAb rvoV prepared
rvo-ke-

Opp/ mJ,\ p.t̂ A-rea
/ Ound Ul4^rir\d-+-l6K 0)0.6

/ • . 1 I L o r
cXca.y

®PP^- Xt4,K>^
yvid (^ood
clA.-)-0_r

TEAM CODE X7 _ on the _ (S>?? _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

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

opp WAS -pr^par,^^ ■pyov;d^^ 3"^
U\ OL CUar rnoorW uJi4K •

. - 5 f y l ^ l p r ^ p a r - ^ d i d n a ^ ■e ^ n o u ^
^^rNo^fcs>\ •it>d'!>nxi\nce^ mc. -n^eir



Lawrence, James (*14)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 3 0
G o v : 4 Wa l s h - M o s e r

Opp: 17 Sweeney - Hsieh
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P

A/V&af

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

(UCfL

^ ̂  Opp Speaker #1 ̂

Opp Speaker #2_ ̂ . . t c

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters aî yze 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— ŵhich may include facts and references tp 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 effê ive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an̂ganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful me 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 O p p l : .

- i t f t /

Opp^- fu ik l -
^ M A i d v . o j ^ '

J(X)<SL HtjOvyjA-k-
TEAM CODE #: on the ^]p|° ^wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REAS(^ FOR DECISION: ^ <&- f<laSc1lVfêobiLhwv % 6:v>tO\ ̂(Ĉ.

T E A M C O D E # :
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l>Ar W
Lawrence, James f 14)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 3 0
Gov: 4 Cunningham - Yau-Weeks
Opp: 27 Ernst - Davis
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:_ \yOi/jL\ [

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

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 6dv/{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 roun̂

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappmpriate 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 tonic 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 ^guments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authority ayWell 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
• Deliveiy: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

e / f t f f e i v l - /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments aim/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Propl&̂ ^̂ frf

fAycoA uj"̂  hjDVkU

P r o p 2 : /

O W ^ o l d f e s L /

Opp
0)^

Opp 2: G)

U S f \ / f e ^

T E A M C O D E # :

( P r o p o r O p p ) ( 1 _ \
REASON FOR DECISION: Off WOl, o-J, "ke fiW S"* .El\W- W Ca^ wf. Wih_ OU ̂  gi iK«ks/uJ.S iV

wins this debate.

cjv\ bjK
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^ P A R L I D e b a t e

n, Peter (*27)A 9:00am Room 306 Judge's Name: (feTet fego>~/<0Brown, Peter (*27)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 0 6
Gov: 14 Katz - Huynh
Opp: 11 Deshpande - Lingampalli
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity Judge's School

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code^

Prop Speaker #1_

Prop Speaker #2_ A
pts_t2_ opp Speaker # IJQ:^

Opp Speakd̂2
ptsii_

pts 7 V

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

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

Jigging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and efferavely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—^which may include mcts 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 questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the d^aters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p 1 : /
' t " C o /

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

T E A M C O D E o n t l

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

Oppl :

on the g),Pp ^wins this debate.
( P r o p o r O p p ) rR E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : V o ) ! 7 *

" J L g . u ^ \ . \

f \yn- Vv-t C\.ctc yo)



Aj>iPh SW>\-^ V-<
Brown, Peter (*27)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 0 6

Gov: 2 Hol t - Miz in

Opp: 7 Mattegunta - Nandakumar
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker #1_

Prop Speaker #2 pts ^9

Opp Speaker #1 Lu
Opp Speaker #2

ptsZ^

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 roumJs)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inap]̂ priate 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 tOTic and the arguments

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

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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were me questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, pommunicative 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 debatersywere to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:

7o\Jc op|> ^
Op l̂ I C\i«r4Y

P r o p 2 : n w

T E A M C O D E

O p p 2 : 4 - ^

- ^

on the Yfep wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp) . , ^( P r o p o r O p p ) p O 4 - 1 ^REASON FOR DECISION: "TU- Orf 4U Off



P A R L I D e b a t e

Ambrose, Mrs (*24)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 0 7

G o v : 2 7 M a l f a v o n - H u l e t t
Opp: 7 Alvarez - Baluja
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code i f :

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2-

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

Judging Criteî• 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/the 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 relevant̂ d 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 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 : /

Opp 1:

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 :

on the pfpU wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Ambrose, Mrs (*24)
Round 1B 9 ;00ann Room 307

G o v : 11 K u r a d a - D a t t a

Opp: 2 Rubsamen - Partsuf
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:;

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

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 roun̂
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 iopic 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 supporwrguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authoritŷ  well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters rê 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 me questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, pommunicative 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 debatersywere to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: opp 1:

Prop 2: Opp 2:
Sbo—

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 (o Q ̂  wins this debate.
(Prop or Ibpp)



PA R L I D e b a t e

Deng, Bo-Liang (*23)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 5 2 6

Gov: 3 Wolf-Jacobs - Nagarajan
Opp: 5 Jia - Jiang
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Team Code #:

. iO\oS pts

Prop Speaker #2 N) CkC\{Xrd-\[llv\ pts_
Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

pts <^ /

_VtsJZS-
Please award each speaker points based on the following scalê

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vpfy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualifŷ r elimination rounds)

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refer̂ces 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 an̂ 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 respeytful 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:
>11

Prop 2: Opp 2:

^ z / - ^ 7 c / .

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 .

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: /So

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker #1 C ly l'V<\\\ pts
Prop Speaker #2'"7T>ovw\osf pts

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1 ^

Opp Speaker #2 A pts^y

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elinmation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rvmt 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 debars support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references t(yauthority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the ̂ baters 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 effeĉe were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i ly unders tandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tĥdebaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p 1 : /■£ > O p p l : ^

^ \ t P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :

- / - K i ^ ^

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(tPr^rOpp)



Lanzone, Shannon (*2)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 5 2 9

Gov: 16 Kapoor - Berger
Opp: 3 Curl - Aghadjian-Newbrough
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

pts_24

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserv̂ for 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 debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referees to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

Propl:
c j u

r-̂ VuruJ'
'i. Ujo>\^>CcOi

\ / ! p o X \ K «
I ^ 0 U . . ^ . J . . .

✓ - 1 . ? * J L j 2 ^ 5 v A f i / > ^ . O . / \ > - ( P / 9 A - 1 - 1 ^
^

Prop 2:
- S V t o I W o - V i ,
- \ \ -

ey^JUU^C^ Ai-VDuJtUj
TEaSFcODE#: "3 on the ^

O p p 2 : P i
^(ALV/vO^VASU. KoaJ ^ fer^^XWjL

j Q ^ 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 :

^7KA rvn (TLiJ ^ cJZec^.y\u^ r ^

^ C i rYV\ j ^S f^ / k / Cr^O^ I / l vvo r - l>^

(Prop or Opp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Lanzone, Shannon (*2)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 5 2 9
G o v ; 4 B a s r a i - M c K e n n a

Opp: 16 Banisadr - Weiner
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code U:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2 AKL

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2

pts_2̂

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:

P r o p ' /
^ ( u J b U ^ r v ~ , ^

< / - A . / \ A j L 4 > '
M j L c a ^ c J l j f .

1 • A o<<PL'^ ^

O p p 2 : 1 / ^ ' . J

^a>Uĵ UA^ liyC4-y

or Opp)

{ j A a ^ d 2 x / v - T ^ A < _ S J —
xSL ^'g(Ayyr\jUuJP(h

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''



Fogarty, Matthew f16)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 2 9

Gov: 4 McAvoy - Hester
Opp: 5 Siu - Moore
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 M^€ST0̂  pts 2-̂  Opp Speaker # 1 ̂ 1 U / pts Z7
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 # 2 p t s

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

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

Judginĝ riteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectivelŷe debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

• Evidence: How appropriately and effîntly the debaters support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts â  references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

P r o p l : _ /

Ocoo vfice ■>- COJTMT

P r o p 2 : /

TEAM CODE #: H ■

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

PfioWK

o n t h e

0 ^ You talk TOO OoiacLY
JO fOCO^
Oooo

(eCO>J LOLU»<i>Ŝ ). POT CL-CAii OJH y /ec6-

L?me ep̂OGJJcE OP
A O F A C T t o i u

6 W P

_wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Fogarty, Matthew (*16)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 2 9
G o v : 1 4 C h i n - R o s e n f e l d

Opp: 27 Chu - Fraga
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 ^BLQ pts ^"7 Opp Speaker #1 L-DjC^ pts ^ ^/
Prop Speaker #2 CHiAJ pts *2^7 Opp Speaker #2 pj/^ 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 eliminatî  rounds)

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

Judging Cr i ter 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 atuhority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the deleters 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 orgmiized, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i l y unders tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful theydebaters were to opponents and judges

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

^ P r o p l :• L m \ T F i > i c o f i E T O P I C
Oil) AJOT WHV ly. Wv I

/Hceo HCJu; YOO STflHTW iXlk" \-i,{iX0P.scAi, CtETriAJP- CcnAsM') /
P r o p 2 : /

O F r H e i o p [ c A c i r n

e IW MAAjy FVi^ ( ^ir

v / £ , , 4 F F L AV i 6 j

Opp 1:
W/+T TOp\c ca^As ■ AJAHHOc^i

( JOOX) fowr i ^ roc t i mmcAar /ovUc Su r
"Oil) lVot A-diAcSS
tQuvO FAITH IV 0eveFiTi OF CAE/IACISM
A / a r A 9 T I I O V 0 - P o i V T

^olcF + covFi lPevr
, TOPIC UiAi- c,0 OOV)FO(r&0

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

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

-fSe (AlFBEAevT THivo^. f^opt TOPIC
t^uT OPF TO FLS\: AJUO laeiR Fc^iaj t^

B O T H r m p A ^ e r
> u + p O o r F A I P .



PA R L I D e b a t e

Geter, Emerald (*20)
R o u n d 1 A 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 4 2 8
Gov: 27 Galli - Girimonte
Opp: 3 Cramer - Griffin
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name: Civu/wildl GwHr-

Judge's School Affiliation:

Pl^P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

Opp Spealfer #1 Grttwxy

Opp Speaker #2_ Un'

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: ¥

- S\AxWcvrs vwiA'

Prop 2:
- o i -
vxVxy \Am ondi bcv '̂cAllU.

O p p 1 : - S c u » \ t K v i . M r
•Htvs t boonc^ng tA^rH c f l
tO l r^V fo rvC
\ y > V ) i p J t r v K .
A GirCrOî  J<3^ Pcir\A(rN€i on
A O t r e x u P O l ^
Opp 2:A CofAfyu»/r\d(Ag Vtltvu
V ©rgo .n i ' t - u l s ^ -eeK

A.rCAf^AA- \j^ c\

TEAM CODE #: ^

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

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

U 1 A 5 U J N r U K L > t , U l M U I N : . .

" f W j W i r t o r c f A t r i r - ' c A j ^meU V>̂  rU



Geter, Emerald (*20)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4 2 8
Gov : 2 Boo th - P raca r

Opp: 13 Cummings - Ellsworth
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Te a m C o d e # : | _ ^

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

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

Pts^
_pts22

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 inappropii^e 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 md 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 arejmnents with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authority as âII 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 debaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p 1 : O p p 1 A a n A

4 P * c A - r . ^
Moid*. wViV irto %xeA« w

/ t U * * \

Prop2:-Vi^ Opp 2: - [J^ t , •v)m" «)0
I ^ J , - r K . 0 +
Prop 2> Vj/h^ WsV ^So\
vAfonk

i t s * J r P 0 \
TEAM CODE #: ̂
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

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

(Prop or Opp)

"^Vi^ v^)u^ t\(U\r Was



P A R L I D e b a t e

Wang,Yipin (*11)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 0 3
Gov: 27 Amato - Ringstrom
Opp: 14 Sutton - Moon
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: '[yv)n r̂)
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2_

P R O P
■ ^ 0 1 / ^ ' Te a m C o d e

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

Dto "2̂  Opp Speaker #2 1̂00
P t s

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debater 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 d/baters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and referenĉ  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 eff̂ tive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in anyorganized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1: / 1 K L v

/ clear IA o - f

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :
on +0f'̂
v e n y d c

TEAM CODE #:_bn\/^ on the rrDjP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

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

pVoj?



P A R L I D e b a t e

Wang,Yipin (*11)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 0 3

Gov: 14 Lustig - Gerenrot
Opp: 27 Rosenthal - Dondero
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code#: 6(01/ I

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Prop Speaker#! ^ jlp _

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #: (

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

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

p . ^

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 : y
3 0 = P e r f e c t 2 9 = O u t s t a n d i n g 2 8 = Ve r y G o o d /

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds) ̂  '
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or 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/fhe 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 authority as ŵas general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond/ro the arguments made

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, comnfunicative 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 wec^ to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: Opp L

l/e<̂  c l€c\r
Prop 2:

A /ak ]

T E A M C O D E # :

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

Opp 2:

on the ^ ^ wins th is debate.
(Prop or ©pp)

}/lt5 .



PA R L I D e b a t e

Rajani, Seema (*7)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 0 2

Gov: 14 Cohen-Simayof - Drake
Opp: 26 Kornfein - Stromberg
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

r R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Speaker #1_ \Lo/n
Opp speaker #2_

^ PtS e2» ^

^ pts_j2^7
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding ^8 = 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 tl̂ debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiemly the debaters support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and/eferences 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 relevMt 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 j
• 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 : /

P r o p 1 : • /QX̂ ov \ Kt trtrrvLf pc\sA-̂
K 0 > C K , t \ . r

Prop 2:

Oppl :C ry \ J i aJ r ^ -h / r x^

Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # : : 2 l / o n t h e Opp wins this debate. "
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)



Rajani, Seema (*7)
R o u n d I B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 0 2

Gov: 11 Meswani - Harith
Opp: 4 Murphy - DeWitt
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

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 Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#]

PtsS3— Speaker #2
) t s ^
pts^l

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters sunport arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to authpnty 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 organL̂ 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 debaters 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 : /

P r o p 1 : • . / i

(sy\jiaJ^ vOcoA /
fvijrw5Cei><- Qcy\/̂ \̂Qky\<̂

P ■fl> '<fVI/ppW'+'-
S p c ^ o ^ r j

'6AAoU/y\CJl
pr^b»t/uh>TEAM CODE#: 1\ on the I

Opp l :

OM-h-'l bu+C5
ip sp c /y i^ -Ci f^£^ 'h^

Opp 2:

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 : ,

• ^ j ^ c tAAyuL .



1 i i - O U L . J P ^ B t - f C ^ / ' / ^
PA R L I D e b a t e

Sundararamen, Siva (*22)
R o u n d 1 A 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 3 0 9

G o v : 2 7 S h i m i z u - M c D o w e l l

Opp: 4 Figueroa - Choy
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name: Su/\/p/̂ R̂

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

Team Code #:

M c
Prop Speaker # 1 Cj u'/c.7/v/I~V pts 2-^ Opp Speaker # 1

Prop Speake r#2 (A / y f ' ZU p t s_

>pp Speaker #1 ̂  1/-̂  Y / pts 2-̂ ^
Opp Speaker #2 f 1 A pts

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

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

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

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently/(ne 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 relevant̂d effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spê  in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p l - / V O p p l : ^ , ^
^ \ X i o O ( J O - y - - M r I f c O -

- - d Z K x 0 / > - U c ^ / - c M ^
(0

6 ^ ^ a d i i \ c > i A ^^ M A C - ^ i P r o p 2 : A ( A y D c d ( .
V t f ! ^ ^ i A > C - < i ^

c d - A f f s / M w ?v o O f f f L U H i ^ u A - ^ W
/ . . . J r I . J ! m / \ ^ A y \ ^ ^ y i . y * / . J ^ n J t ^

i i J ! ^ ' C O D E t h e ^ ? w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . . .
(̂ ôr Opp)

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

A y p / v ^ C f A ' - C
" O ^ c C A A y ^ y x ^ U A p Q f P A J U c , f p c l y u x j f ' S ^ t d -
X o o a J L A . t u ^ f ^ p ^ l y ^ ^



Sundararamen, Siva (*22)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 0 9

Gov; 11 Yog - L iu

Opp: 14 Van - Van
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 j c>0

Prop Speaker #2 lA J

C K . Q M .
PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge ' s Schoo l A ffi l i a t i on ; - ^ 6 \ } /
^ c y i ^

O P P
Team Code #:

p ts Opp Speaker # 1 V/ f -A / p ts

pts Opp Speaker #2 V/f-W 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 eliminatioorounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude ô appropriate behavior

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

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

evidence—which may include facts and references to aîority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the delwers 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 effectiv/were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an org^mized, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i l y unde rs tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thê debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Proplitf^^^

I } A . O O I < A 0 ^ 1 ^ 5 ' - n M d d l e - C O l ^ : - U ^ C J

P r o p 2 : 0 f f I ' r O p p , 2 : ^ n t A

KAAa; > ^TEAM CODE #: yAV-P- ^A-P' on the t^pjj wins this debate. P o^jaJ^A
(Prop Qr j5pp)"

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

f o d A - ( ^ c / A O p f ^ k - £ .



Villa, Paul fS)
Round 1A 9 :00ann Room 308

Gov: 16 Ginsburg - Zhou
Opp: 11 Ganguli - Sanghvi
Parliamentary DebateA/arslty

P R O P
Team Code #:

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_

Prop Speaker #2 ĜASbcĈ
Opp Speaker#] > 0

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

Judging Critem
• 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 debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and refwences 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 relevant̂d effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spep 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 mfer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : '

Awrl/w«/ '•^k, •<"

^ t o o « A

Prop 2:

O p p 1 : c j c l l « v v A
Oif̂  5^okl!A, -1 0| |o4 M"'€ ovaaÎ

o / \ i f - ^ I t v O » i A C < d
f ? ) 5 s y c r

- J U ' - W w - W ' - *v,sw.r V. Opp 2: i +U;^I( ^ ^ ^ ''/f
will unv

i h
(A cf

A.b«-v
TEAM CODE #i |_^ on the wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : f o 0 o p p c A ^ f r o ^

f̂P<.c4iV(



P A R L I D e b a t e

Villa, Paul {*6)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 0 8
Gov: 16 Fogarty - Pister
Opp: 27 Nevin - Hatcher
Parliamentary DebateA/arslty

Judge's Name:_ A

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P
I o Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

ptŝ
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 eliminâ n rounds)

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

Judging Cr i ter ia /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyare 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 ̂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 effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an omanized, 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 tl̂debaters were to opponents and judges

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

•Prop 1 . a . 'W. rc /

P r o p 2 : I o o J a j

*''k.•rt Jujl bck;\> .\fo l^(y

TEAM CODE #: on the ^

O p p l : 5 r « n 4 r © a 4 ^ m A 9 « V c
H 1 5 - f w fl

Miii. "h

Cri4«n\ 4V< u«WfS uaJC/".

O p p 2 : w J \ a a A i A U ' i M f o
-KJ u;WA

<A''Wr,-tV-+ i, WwAi,
Otf %o for

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 :



PA R L I D e b a t e

Nash, Jennifer (*18)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 5 2 7

G o v : 7 Yu - M a k i n e n i

Opp: 26 Saxena - Duncan
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #: H VU-

Prop Speaker#! Yu pts
Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and ̂ ferences 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 relevmt 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, plê e offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Propl: GoTxd Oppl: ecod

Prop2: Opp 2: AdVessad

: ^ 1T E A M C O D E #

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

o n t h e ' w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Nash, Jennifer (*18)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 5 2 7
Gov: 13 Sinha - Herman
Opp: 14 Wilcox - Sutton
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#1 ptŝ ^ Opp Speaker #1 IA3i \ CO^ ptŝ ^
Prop Speaker #2_ n ho. _ Opp Speaker #2_ •Qu-rtco ̂ 2̂3
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: X

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rudeX 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 debat̂  support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references t̂uthority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the ̂haters 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 effêve were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easi ly imderstandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful me 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 l : J o b
o f

Opp h GciCal job oT

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : j o b

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 ; j j C r b
C p ; f C ^ " fi o O , ] Q j J t Q j ] ^


