PARLI Debate

Fernando, Kurukulusooriya (*4) ‘ [/L Z
Round 1A 9:00am Room 301 ’ . 1 N / .
Gov: 16 Stephen - Miskelley Judge’s Nme'w

ggfli:ameﬁ?:q; E)ngt:ngarsity Judge’s School Affiliation: Jg\'& /u/(p 0’ _ﬁ)zﬂi
~RROP [b oPP M’/
Team Code #{ 1® Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 n/)li[éb(/% pts: 28 Opp Speaker #1 Mﬂmﬁ ' / pts_ 2
Prop Speaker #2 g*fdﬁ heine s 28 oppspeskertz_ Y “’;/ pts 2]

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale;
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vefy 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 Criteri
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently th¢ debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referefices to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side '
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak jn an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respegtful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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Fernando, Kurukulusooriya (*4)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 301

Gov: 27 Inman - Young

Opp: 11 Munshani - Baveja
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: kbm/w/ /éi/l/ L/ufﬂ 9}’7‘7,{/ QWW "/O

Judge’s School Affiliation:

P
27

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 k/ JWV\{; .

pts(ﬂ‘i ) Opp Speaker #1 Km/m e
pts @ Opp Speaker #2 /M/VVVf /le/l/cj

Team Code #: / Pl() >

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

Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination founds)
<20 = Reserved for rude or ifappropriate behavior

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaterg respond to the arguments made

, communicative style that is pleasant

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor
Judging Criteria

°

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

by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organiz

and easily understandable
°

each debater:
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Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatérs were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate
Cuddihy, Odessa (*5)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 528 Judge’s Name: leﬂsm/ Md’('kij

Gov: 22 Mubarack - Troup

Opp: 2 Stamm-Kirk - Brogan o
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: é a hL(,OO LLV\&L@
PROP oPP /
Team Code #: ZZ{ Team Code #: 2
Prop Speaker #1 Nadhan Tvq,gp pts 23 Opp Speaker #1 i pts Q’)_q

Prop Speaker #2 Bi I ai M U V)M{é(/g’g Opp Speaker #2 O/ ( BVO ; ]__pts 39

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references t6 authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

alyze the topic and the arguments

debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Cuddihy, Odessa (*5)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 528 Judge’s Name: @&L{f@ ) (2( | i i! h{ /
Gov: 6 Morehead - Andrews

Opp: 27 Skarr - Escarcega .
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: [o /0/)1,1,00 [,(l?d 0
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: 7 Team Code #: 27

Prop Speaker #1_‘ﬂ@7\ Hzﬂ oY hlé’(/pts ZX Opp Speaker #1 :5 ¥ g Scar C?.jﬁ_,pts 29
Prop Speaker #2 WF&U S pts 5 Opp Speaker #2 a,ﬂ e SKarv pts 2q

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 Znd the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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PARLI Debate
oLr &)ﬂeudta) Lxe Biloan
Lawrence, James (*14) j { e
Round 1A QOOam Room 230 ) . .
Gcgj\rl‘: 4 Walsh - Moser Judge’s Name: QMG @
Opp: 17 Sweeney - Hsieh Wu
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP orp

Team Code #: Team Code #: /

Prop Speaker #1 Masoy pts LS Opp Speaker #1 s WM‘j 1{ 17

Prop Speaker #2 \/\}0-\\9’\ pts 1é Opp Speaker #2 [‘(5 . Q(’\ // pts Zé

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

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

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

Judging Criteria

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

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatérs support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and references tg authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effeptive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an grganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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Bl tov ot Moxadi PARLI Debate

Lawrence, James (*14) YN
Round 18 9:00am Room 230 Judge’s Name: \)(\\MQ LO«){(M&
Gov: 4 Cunningham - Yau-Weeks
Opp: 27 Ernst - Davis
Pgrliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: LOWU(
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: ‘—f Team Code #: ’2,3*
Prop Speaker #1 (,()'W\“({‘M, pts 21 Opp Speaker #1 Eﬁ\st pts i3
Prop Speaker #2 (‘10 "M/ZL"GS pts Zé Opp Speaker #2 BW S 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 roun

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
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority ag'well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the’questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, ¢ unicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfui the debaters were to opponents and judges
AN
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments a
each debater:
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or suggestions for improvement to
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VS Qe (rereo v F Crypb ety PARLI Debate

Brown, Peter (*27)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 306 ) . =ve? %»\N
Gov: 14 Katz - Huynh Judge’s Name.%e %

Opp: 11 Deshpande - Lingampalli
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation’ W\ ﬂmp Sas

OPP
1

PROP
Team Code #: H Team Code #7

pts LY

pts 7Y

Prop Speaker #1 #"Z/ pts OO Opp Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 “ v \;h\- pts (4 Opp Speakgr #2 L‘k} u\,{)alk

Please award each speaker points based on the fgllowing scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstafiding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good epough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor 0 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

® Delivery: How well the dgbaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandabl

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

Using the above criterig, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: 'l\ onthe ©.p wins this debate.
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VA Qe pase Ao o PARLI Debate

Brown, Peter (*27) Liroctrd Fearsachs

Round 1B 9:00am Room 306 , ) ? .
Gov: 2 Holt - Mizin Judge’s Name: C\‘ %0\:\,\

Opp: 7 Mattegunta - Nandakumar

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: W\ 2\ Adss
PR?P orpP
Team Code #: Team Code #: 1
Prop Speaker #1 “—J J(' pts ‘ZQ] Opp Speaker #1 l\)OKVQq LV ~t ptsz 3
Prop Speaker #2 Wiziw pts 9 Opp Speaker #2 MO’A‘(\.} we pr;/

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the tgpic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters supporyarguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority 4s well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters regpond to the arguments made
by the other side ‘
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were tHe questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, gommunicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters Avere to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments
each debater:

d/or suggestions for improvement to
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TEAM CODE #: Z on the i C)E wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate
Ambrose, Mrs (*24)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 307 s . ~
Gov: 27 Malfavon - Hulett Judge’s Namc-ﬁﬁﬁ&h@b %l

Opp: 7 Alvarez - Baluja

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: %‘&\{
PROP OPP
Team Code #: Q ’7 Team Code #: '/‘l el

Prop Speaker # l_mimpts Opp Speaker #1 pts&ﬂ
Prop Speaker #2& ; lg =& pts QQ\ Opp Speaker #2 ( pts .2.2

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

WO - “-"’bu"d—a&. ,
Prop 2: (! N , . Opp 2 %E \/ gy, l 9 G’J
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TEAM CODE #:___ 2" | on the E@Q wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:



PARLI Debate

Ambrose, Mrs (*24)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 307 Jud e’sName.’; SC 74 ~ d} )C @( X
Gov: 11 Kurada - Datta 8

Opp: 2 Rubsamen - Partsuf

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: 2 \/
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: \‘\ Team Code #: o)

Prop Speaker #leb\,} Nr pts 9—% Opp Speaker #1 Pp\_ <8 ptsc.%\
Prop Speaker #@@L’éﬁép@l@l Opp Speaker #2Mmaepw2_/g

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 roun
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappyopriate behavior

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments
each debater:

d/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: . Op

WM@—%@B &

Prop 2: Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #: Q on the ‘;)]E% wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Deng, Bo-Liang (*23)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 526
Gov: 3 Wolf-Jacobs - Nagarajan
Opp: 5 Jia - Jiang
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: San 4@?ﬂowMﬂy

~
PROP OPP /
Team Code #: 2 Team Code #: A

Prop Speaker #1 \‘!\)Q\Q—\CACO\OS pts e?,7 Opp Speaker #1 l \ (\ na) / pts, &7
Prop Speaker #2 N &%ﬂraglm pts # Opp Speaker #2 J \ O\// pts _%,

Judge’s Name: Se=C cang Dgn s

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vefy 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 Criteri
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debgfers analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

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

2/ .
Prop 1: w&// . Opp/glm' Y S S 'W/f@//@/
1j Al velize  7AZ V7 (7 e
0;7 oot £ +o ~ lx 57“’/?!77/(4»/1 ﬂmﬁ// e /’C/ "
e - A - o
W—&ya&meﬂfs e Heldevy Ao Viaidad 741
ol yoeened L e nel W
i%/;/m% W Lo bfer Las rle y S 7 img
Prop 2: ’ e Opp 2: w&{/h;amyee/'ddaé /M/
7 ;;.iu?‘[i MWMW{/(/)% et |H At repend 0 A i enty
Moo e i S 57/' ./
wetl ey el cveef ¢ ﬂ///z/«z;(%

TEAM CODE #: 3 on the __ wins this debate.
rop)or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:



PARLI Debate

Deng, Bo-Liang (*23)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 526 Judge’s Name: ﬁo—é‘d n g DLen
V A

Gov: 14 White - Hall

Opp: 16 Aguilera - Zhou
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: 52547 '@)m’?; W/ﬁ«-
PROP OPP /
Team Code #: / lf Team Code #: / 61
Prop Speaker #1 Em N ltr’ H"\“ pts ‘Q? Opp Speaker #1___ Lo s 6

Prop Speaker #2 7Lowo.,c (»JL\Y"“ 2 pts ,37 Opp Speaker #2 A ? wf 'e s o\/ pts 28’

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

\ i , ,
Prop 1: ("’”/7““9‘4/5’"/6”/?/‘ Opp 1: gl reet co) effectrie 7’7"”‘9/
teadprshand /A ve s | fv +le /x»}m/r o ceolle A oAb £l
S W Fo P M/‘e&é/’q 'ye/'ézﬂaft, F Zen s even &*'11-4/

M;;'WM coidevcce ) 3Pt fj‘tw)fff o J'W

\\+ Prop 2: /"’U‘l/rofe/ W andevery Op'l‘j - %y‘@(f 7‘%&»«/ as '/A fla%hu
e praim ] e b b ks,
1E77 rre. 2 y '
cary & 7olee 7P

TEAM CODE #: / ? on the [W :ZE wins this debate.
(Propr Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

e dfbm:/ @7@*,%/ Jac/ l/éﬁfwffr?‘e,/7 fy% —p\je{/




PARLI Debate
Lanzone, Shannon (*2)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 529 ) . '
Gov: 16 Kapoor - Berger Judge’s Nme-w
Opp: 3 Curl - Aghadjian-Newbrough : {
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation:
NJ
PROP OPP
Team Code #: / Q Team Code #: \3 /

Prop Speaker #1 )( (p0br pts_21  Opp Speaker#1___[.", @u/\ ( pts_2.4

|
Prop Speaker #2 gZ(/lA”/ﬁ pts 2  Opp Speaker #2 P -l )0/ lom (:)'F pts 11

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 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 Criteri
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debafers analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refer¢nces to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectivgly the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant
e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respéctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1 OBt el h Mallivins or ebeed,
—@Qa.fd' X \oo. \Obwgbgmgd
/5F04‘:s%}:it Bedvvg Lovad e co‘&’é v ‘9% ot
(O agloXiown (Al , We oo Sﬂv‘a.
~ Uown neAven 3 o %Ts\(\ S{‘,\ h >
G Y sy 'hf\.owgld%\oﬁ : ~ el eOpp ceane PR SN

’ Opp 2:

,S\Mﬂw@w.%i\zj;m \ /%M%md (od.jw\o_lo 1[9‘)'(7/\,(

U evn dar > Y-} v N
Lo ¥ e B Bt I T

e Ao boudhond 1 Waep gt et o ha

TEAM CODE #: \37 on the @FF ____wins this debate. — c,Q,@cuua/O {6 Nela
(Prop or Opp) Oven T
REASON FOR DECISION:

Tha aﬁposih}h it o < oLearer <oF 7 /aa‘éa, ant Asuvter-

aWﬁ 7l)u ,yw/o's/ vy PPN Bohn sicles a&d.,éj(&u«uﬂ%«%
thn & 20 em i b d s 05! Fro~ a o’



PARLI Debate

Lanzone, Shannon (*2) ,

Round 1B 9:00am Room 529 Judege’s N . y

Gov: 4 Basrai - McKenna udge's Name Ma
Opp: 16 Banisadr - Weiner

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation:

A4

PROP OoPP
Team Code #: 17{ Team Code #: _/ é
Prop Speaker #1 Zg'@ 4} £ " pts Q A Opp Speaker #1 84 N g\ 4K A ' pts _&7
Prop Speaker #2 /(Lt l( sparta pts 27 Opp Speaker#2_(1) g1 ansn ptS/Z??

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: W?MW§ Opp 1: &u/@@b«)/ /\Mo(/mara 8{ counln

Aevd Fne aken 1w MWV Accod 0 S1h o~ el
b{iwry\ ojaﬁmncmf&w “FPO I (
/,\1;0) WMW budts

Prop 2: /M

&W 1‘4_;(4”.,’~
Fm MAM ek Jf:7 ”"WWM lanigiing at hed

Gt L LD st Bk e gt i i
TEAM CODE #: //é on the %@Wv&s this ded§ kg:a(ﬁl@"\ P}S

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
frde Aot (He pode i, aM.Jhu«

%
:/;m'\ n\e&a( »lo cqpa\:z gl P&Wﬁma&/
.ﬁw /mm n neplyy . sz



PARLI Debate

Fogarty, Matthew (*16
Rour?d 1?%:00am Room 22(9 ) Judge’s Name: Mﬂ’ T F0674fz FA'

Gov: 4 McAvoy - Hester
Opp: 5 Siu - Moore
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: MIRAM 1) TE

PROP ' orPP
Team Code #: Ll’ Team Code #: L_',‘/

Prop Speaker #1 HEST@Q pts ZX Opp Speaker #1 S’ % / pts 27
Prop Speaker #2 M C /4 %% pts Z ? Opp Speaker #2 6’(/{{/2 C/(\’ pts z7

Please award each speaker points based on the followingAcale:

30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

¢ Argumentation: How directly and £ffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How re}évant and effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Prop 1: Oppl: - onpg ~ MAKES IT HAAD
URE, : N Tour W S
GeoD SET WP 4,/3:/20(1’ g%lzgf;uw L Yoo TALK T0O GUiCicLY
Goop volLE + C7E Co TO

| LIED Yo  FIVAL [ Soldibn Goop REFVTATION
' BUT WEAN ORIGIAVAL ARGLM CUTS

[/M)'D /W'gg #e o e (Ecov (oLUAPSE) A OT (LEAR WH Y Kee
9{7%“” = wUAPSE |
Torte Op 2 ONLD SCo pOULY
(eo uetur e EUDEACE oW How0 W

GooD ENE CovTACT

(AUU‘ D N())‘;Ej
TEAM CODE #: Lf : on the @O P wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
WERK PONTS  HM  NEG



Fogarty, Matthew (*16)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 229

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: Mﬂ/é’ Wﬂ/

Gov: 14 Chin - Rosenfeld c ]
Opp: 27 Chu - Fraga M@y&
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP oPP
Team Code #: | & Team Code #: 27
Prop Speaker #1 QOQE/U F ELD pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 L-UK € pts 27
Prop Speaker #2 CH (AJ pts 7 Opp Speaker #2 I% €. %Y, p V4

Please award each speaker points based on

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

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

Judgi

offered during the debate

the following scale:

rounds)
inappropriate behavior

enough to qualify for eliminati
<20 = Reserved for rude

ng Criteria

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analygze the topic and the arguments

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

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

by the other side

Delivery: How well the debaters speak in
and easily understandable

Using the above criteria, please offer comp
each debater:

UERY - Prop 1:
o VERY LI \TED  ccopE J TOPic
DID NoT EXPUAL WHY 2, TAx

® woup REDVCE BAD DeaT
LIKED FHow 700 STARTED wiT

° GSTORILAL SETTING  (CRAsH)
Prop 2:

o GOOD DEFEALLE OF THE TUMCALIT
o TCD MAMY POI1s ( ST Pocosp)

Points of Information: How relevant and effecti

% [Lr- on the M

Argumentation: How directly and effectively the depaters respond to the arguments made

were the questions and the answers

an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

ments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 1:
oﬂ}%pﬂee THAT TCAC WwAs - LERY VALHOcw

Gool) POIVTS O CTOC TRAgys AcTios  BuT
Poip AMoT ABRESS  AHORTOHBES,

, BUND FAITH 1AM BEVEFITS OF CAPITALISM
AOT R STROMNG POLAT

Opp 2: -
SlooD UOICE +  COMFIPELT
LTOPC WS GO coNFUSEDL

Lo 2016 ot WEAK
PROP

TEAM CODE #: wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: — =, o~
- - - WE
TOPICAUTY DEFINED THIc Deddre . Hs BotH  THMS RE

Movwe FOv  DIFEREXT THLLGS.

Mot ToPic whs SHEwe) +AOT FAR
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PARLI Debate

Geter, Emerald (*20)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 428 ) AV, ( h ‘Hr—
Gov: 27 Galli - Girimonte Judge’s Name: C ld
Opp: 3 Cramer - Griffin
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s Schoo) Affiliation: WHS
/
PI?P oPP
Team Code #: 1 Team Code #: 5
Prop Speaker #1 Cﬂall( pts 28 Opp Speal;éf #1 ClmW pts 1‘1

Prop Speaker #2 (ﬂiﬂ-! Niontd, ptsz b Opp Speaker #2 (‘g\ﬂ. H’"Y\ pts%o

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not go7/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 effecfively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and gfficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debatgrs speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous

d respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: x V"’ﬂ % coMOA.  [Opp 1: - Be carefl wirh e honds, Uz s
- Spealang M some wWords | rime ary bouncing nbror ot ﬂowé‘bﬂ%h\g
o Sk | it o and acing,
A- . 5 Gread re % .-
“Sidrlours  pmid- Speech ¥ Crvead P% ,(m& anviz Ao
4 Caread Fou\o\mﬁ oNn previow pointl.
t Gireont PO\
Prop 2: Opp 2:

-Move away bom tle Vs of -lComqwnd\m)‘
‘W, wm and  lonst cally. tu_d 6?-‘4@’"-

TOreowr YORL, Pacing ¢ et cotiaph. r(:\ruvf US{, A reammares POl

TEAM CODE #: 3 onthe ¥V P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: -y
They wWare Vorj orqomizedJ ond vory Adeal. W ed A

Madk oy Y~ PROP.



PARLI Debate
Geter, Emerald (*20)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 428 Judge's Name: Emerald  Crafr

Gov: 2 Booth - Pracar
Opp: 13 Cummings - Ellsworth :
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: PVHS

PROP oPP
Team Code #: 2 Team Code #: l %
Prop Speaker #1 600‘\"\ pts Zq Opp Speaker #1 g “S WOY‘“\ pts 26'
Prop Speaker #2 VmCOV( pts Zq Opp Speaker #2 OU\m m\ﬂgs pts23

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support ar
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respo
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, co
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters we

d the arguments
11 as general knowledge
to the arguments made

estions and the answers
unicative style that is pleasant

to opponents and judges

each debater:

Propl:w Opp 1/4 Clear roadmap and gFeat

r CapHivating speedn. oCafmizorion. . |
+ O\ear soures Sor facke tfvcaar rone, PONG and g eonradt.
<\ organized speech , VU4 [ £ Garear re/SM\rina- ok
oYy 200 $low- - G\oamns made with no faus ‘o

oM ue.
Prop 2:~ V. fugr speakdag | 80 Opp 2:~ e o% *Um" roo mwCh-
wovdg Y\m 3 \M\Mra . .,.VU‘\J m-gw?\"uo\ speech.
*m."ﬁw“ﬂ “mﬂ ¢ -Facks Witheut sources.

¢ Carewt uge o srmvegic PO

TEAM CODE #: Z on the E ! Q? wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
m‘j Were  ven clear with focks and Sovrets Yor ench
Aam. Thay successhl § rehrked OPP o



PARLI Debate

Wang, Yipin (*11) SN
Round 1A 9:00am Room 303 Judge’s Name: V\/anq ; P N
U L]

Gov: 27 Amato - Ringstrom

Opp: 14 Sutton - Moon N
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: _—LYV ?7@%’1 ng h §6)70ﬁ/
PROP OPP
Team Code #: JV b 1114 )»'/’] Team Code #: é OIDID / l/'
Prop Speaker #1 A m a"h, b ptsﬁ? Opp Speaker #1 S’U‘H—O n pts Zg
Prop Speaker #2 Q /l gﬂg <}‘h’0m pts _ﬁ_ Opp Speaker #2 Moo /f)/ ptsL?

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vetry 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 debateys analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:

A st of 3’”‘7’ ynformah

Opp 1:

\Very 300& PI@M“P’O“ skils.
Cleay 2< %4,_00\ gF,eQd

o) ;\‘0\/ on +0Fic Ve/\‘:éieﬁ WoﬂQ&ﬂ+ y(j/am,e oAk Wéﬁgi
grd , VD cor g yote

TEAM CODE #: 3oV 27] on the ‘Em@ wins this debate.
' (Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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e
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PARLI Debate

Wang, Yipin (*11)

\(~ :
Round 1B 9:00am Room 303 : , \/l/ RPN
Gov: 14 Lustig - Gerenrot Judge’s Name: ﬂng . ]’)

Opp: 27 Rosenthal - Dondero —_ .
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: -L)’ V’l’gﬁloﬂ /'/ "79% g&};oo /
PROP QPP

Team Code #:__ IOV | lf' Team Code #: IPID )/{7

Prop Speaker #1 é( ere HDT pts }Z Opp Speaker #1 DOh de/ro pts; 9

Prop Speaker #2 l/(;‘éﬂh"g pts > X Opp Speaker #2 fQO sent d 0\/(7 pts M;

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

30 =Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good V
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 andfhe arguments

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as welf as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respondAo the arguments made
by the other side /
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the quéstions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, comnfunicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

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

E Prop 1:

-@((&Q&VOL /7}’6564"/7\76 v] O p(

7

35 %em%/\ very ¢ Jeav
3

Opp 1 vey\a 947’04 Lye (/{9”_’7”&{»)

\W&ﬁ% 0KQ it Wﬂgm’f&‘“v’y\,
s¢, s

Prop 2: Opp 2:

Gwud vary «tion of ?Tm)(j information,, Wd SPQZA
G

TEAM CODE #:f 2’)92 Y 2 on the O!) E wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

0 /\h' c? oinls .
Pﬂwmavea m 3)@ F n




PARLI Debate

Rajani, Seema (*7)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 302

Gov: 14 Cohen-Simayof - Drake
Opp: 26 Kornfein - Stromberg

Judge’s Name:

€S

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation:
ROP op
Team Code #:__(F O\ l L‘" Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 Drﬂ,l_{ L pts 2y Opp Speaker #1 \Lofn {'&Vl pts_ o &

Prop Speaker #2 (3_(2'3 &]4 - S!.!“a‘faf . (9 Z Opp Speaker #2 gg !@A,b ﬁg % pts 2)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 elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Réserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Cfiteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively th¢ debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficieptly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and feferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and eff¢ctively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevaat and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

each debater:

Prop 1: . Opp 1:
Creew in oMU Dot s Gruatx vse S [ i ef U Ce
noy ot Jeotvines orel ele g tuch-

55 % | maole effrehwe corcmtes~
Aepic agnewmerts - rogponeol WM.

Prop 2: Opp 2:

i&gsfﬂwﬂ amalyes tre | Cowtent 15 Clearty -fogmufuj
Flieviey was Sﬁﬁgjﬁ@%(/ﬂw waau)u/wj

omel wosarabolt

TEAM CODE#: 2 (¢ on the QQP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Oeat | Zofeetvie preseutatron wr
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PARLI Debate

Rajani, Seema (*7)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 302 Judge’s Name: gle Z“ 1 ) QM 0(/‘/\.4
N {

Gov: 11 Meswani - Harith

ggfﬁ:a‘r‘nl\él:tl:rcylie?)g\tlg;\t}arsity Judge’s School Affiliation: m
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: l ) Team Code #: [-{,
Prop Speaker #1 M% wa,l/\/i pts 9 Opp Speaker #1 M v Ph (,II pts ﬂfg
Prop Speaker #2 H av] I‘h’\ pwﬂ_ Opp Speaker #2 DP( A n-ﬂ‘" pts i—l \

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

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

topic and the arguments

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:

nts and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop1: .
M?ewmj 1 logicainy VEaH
Graatvocal condrs] -

prirviclect Conglshn

- Opp 1:

Contvi by+ts @‘lcf“’/ﬁ"“”")j
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presenudts

TEAM CODE #: I \ on the g ‘ ‘2 e wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
Excellinct presendovhon + agurresds
et Gunodnte.




UL Aivever ;| equLote mort&

Sundararamen, Siva (*22)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 309

Gov: 27 Shimizu - McDowell
Opp: 4 Figueroa - Choy
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

ON RtTCorA
PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: fUI\/l?ﬂ R RAM A amy

Judge’s School Affiliation: ;Pr VN MARIA IO Sexosl

PROP
Team Code #:

M C ?d S ( (

orp
Team Code #:

/
pts Lf'
pts & 27

Co VrT ey pts_2-£~ Opp Speaker #1
pis 46

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

Prop Speaker #1 C #2o L{

Opp Speaker #2 7’ I (A UL po A
/

Prop Speaker #2_ S H (m(Z v

Judging Critepia
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the depaters 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 refefences to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectifely the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant
Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable

Using the above criteria, please

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

Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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Sundararamen, Siva (*22)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 309 , e
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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 eliminatiop’rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 =Poor <20 = Reserved for rude ortnhappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyzg/the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters gupport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debdters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effectivg were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate
Villa, Paul (*6)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 308 s . il

Gov: 16 Ginsburg - Zhou Judge’s Name: ?N\ U’"”‘

Opp: 11 Ganguli - Sanghvi

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: Cal l{c}, Par\(
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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 = Reservgd for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

Using the above criteria, please
each debater:
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Villa, Paul (*6)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 308
Gov: 16 Fogarty - Pister
Opp: 27 Nevin - Hatcher
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: &\L\ \)\\\,

Judge’s School Affiliation: 0“"{)& P'TL‘—
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Prop Speaker #1 PTS\'\( pts >3 Opp Speaker #1___ Haeha pts 9)6
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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 eliminatjon rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

offered during the debate

<20 = Reserved for rude of inappropriate behavior

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaterg support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to aGthority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side

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

and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

Using the above criteria, please offer co

each debater:
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PARLI Debate
Nash, Jennifer (*18)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 527 Judge’s Name:
Gov: 7 Yu - Makineni

Opp: 26 Saxena - Duncan o . %dx,«e
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Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 # Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resérved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

e Courtesy: How courteous andtespectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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TEAM CODE #: 759 I on the PEEQ wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate

Nash, Jennifer (*18)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 527 s .
Gov: 13 Sinha - Herman Judge’s Name:
Opp: 14 Wilcox - Sutton

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: MG’WYM ‘H‘Cbp.‘ cﬂ(Q'
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Prop Speaker #1 H—ﬂrm a ptsZ@ Opp Speaker #1 UUE \ 6’4 pts 27
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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 eliminaion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude 6r inappropriate behavior

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

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