PARLI Debate

Whitmore, Gerald (*4)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 526 Judge’s Name: (5. 7 (U{ W \:('V‘\.O s
Gov: 16 Aguilera - Zhou &

Opp: 11 Kurada - Datta

Parllamentary DebateNarsuty Judge s School Affiliation: Iﬂ 1§ “10{) 0 Q?uz,{
IZOP OPP
Team Code #: Team Code #:___| !
~ p B H o r-
Prop Speaker #1 pd W I/Ni pts&\ ‘( Opp Speaker #1__F1\ v OQ ) ptf\l

Prop Speaker #2 ASU;\C/(\ pts,Z‘;] Opp Speaker #2 S"\Q \, \ KW(‘AC\ pts{Qc‘)\

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 eliminatiopfounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude optnappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anal
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatets support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references & 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 efféctive were the questlons and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in gh organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
¢ Courtesy: How courteous and respectflil the debaters were to opponents and judges

e the topic and the arguments

Using the above criteria, please offey’compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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Whitmore, Gerald (*4)
Round 2B 11:15am Room 526
Gov: 27 Skarr - Escarcega
Opp: 14 Katz - Huynh
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: é—c/(ld UL\{‘}VWU‘/ <

{‘
Judge’s School Affiliation: )3 1) "\U;f) Y DU U 0{

PROP

Team Code #: 9\

Prop Speaker #1 L— 5 €A

Prop Speaker #2 3{(4‘, 24

ﬂﬁ ptsgﬁ_s— Opp Speaker #1

oPP
Team Code #:
etz pts= /
pts 24 Opp Speaker #2 /— / v /\1 a! L\ pts:\7 A

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

26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor

offered during the debate

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ana}yze the topic and the arguments

<20 = Reserved for rude opinappropriate behavior

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debgtérs support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and references t0 authority as well as general knowledge

by the other side

and easily understandable

Argumentation: How directly and effectively

debaters respond to the arguments made

Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak i

organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Using the above criteria, please offér compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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PARLI Debate

Miller, Jon (*14)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 230 Judge’s Name:

N \Oﬂ

(\/),H»Ud

Gov: 5 Siu - Moore
Opp: 16 Ginsburg - Zhou

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

Judge’s School Affiliation: LGNX L

PROP
5

Siv
Prop Speaker #2 /MQ)KL

 opp "

Team Code #: Team Code #:

%,(\‘ov

Opp Speaker #2 d AS "ch

pts 9\")' Opp Speaker #1

ptsa b

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

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

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

Prop Speaker #1

rounds)
inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anal
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references toduthority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the g€baters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effegtive were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an/6rganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfu

e the topic and the arguments

e debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer
each debater:

mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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Miller, Jon (*14)

Round 2B 11:15am Room 230
Gov: 27 Nevin - Hatcher
Opp: 2 Booth - Pracar
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

PROP

PARLI Debate

L:.—\ M.cen

Judge s School Affiliation: LO\N gLe

Judge’s Name:

 OPP

Team Code #: f) :i‘ Team Code #: g\
Prop Speaker #1 “ G:(V(p(f pts 1? Opp Speaker #1 &3)\”'\ ptsf)\g
Prop Speaker #2 NQ\I w pts 23 Opp Speaker #2 P( a o pts,

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

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

<20 = Reserved for rude or j

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

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 debaterg/Support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and references to

thority 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 effectz

e were the questions and the answers

® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an gfganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Firsov, Oleksandr (*5)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 428 Judge’s Name: £/ RSOV, PLEKSALDL
Gov: 27 Chu - Fraga

Opp: 16 Kapoor - Berger

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: & A4 2O
Team Code #: 2% Team Code #: P ]
Prop Speaker #1 /: T a,? (24 pts $0 Opp Speaker #1 Ka 20, pts 25
Prop Speaker #2 e pts 22  OppSpeaker#2 4 &/Y, Y- pts 27

Please award each speaker points based on the following s¢dle:
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 28 # Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qudlify for elimination rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resgerved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

e Argumentation: How directly and gffectively 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 debatgrs 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:
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TEAM CODE #: ¥ 7% onthe PRSP  wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate

Firsov, Oleksandr (*5)

Round 2B 11:15am Room 428 Judge’s Name; £/ RSO, OLEA
Gov: 26 Saxena - Duncan udge’s Name:_ /£ 2 AP De

Opp: 27 Inman - Young
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

Judge’s School Affiliation; (A7 A420

PROP OoPP
Team Code #: .7 é Team Code #: 27

Prop Speaker #1 fME/ﬂ pts_ 23  Opp Speaker #1 Z,V Mﬂﬁ/ ptsz_!

Prop Speaker #2 j L) Cat? pts 2% Opp Speaker #2 .V OV G pt, 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 eliminatipfi rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude of 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 debgters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references t0 authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively thé 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 ip¥an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Sankaram, Nandakumar (*7)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 302 Judge’s Name:  SAVKKR An/

Gov: 27 Rosenthal - Dondero

ggfﬁza%';ﬁ{ta-ryM[;ZégateNarsity Judge s School Affiliation: D Vi<
Team Code #: PROP 2+ Team Code #: OPP Z
Prop Speaker #1 Do DERO pts 29 Opp Speaker #1 H oLT pts 2‘1
Prop Speaker #2 RoSentela L pts 2 F  Opp Speaker #2 Mizi N pts 23

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Go6d
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eljfination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved forfude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sankaram, Nandakumar (*7)

Round 2B 11:15am Room 302 , ) S'A NKARA N
Gov: 14 Yee - Morrell Judge’s Name:

Opp: 4 Walsh - Moser

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: D VHS
Team Code #: l 4'}' Team Code #: {{'
Prop Speaker #1 MoRRELL pts 2% Opp Speaker #1 WA LSH pts 2+
Prop Speaker #2 \/ Ee pts 2% Opp Speaker #2 MoLER pts 27

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 eliminatign rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude opinappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria ‘

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

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the dgbaters 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 gfganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

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

Round 2A 11:15am Room 306 Judee’s N . .
Gov: 16 Banisadr - Weiner ucge's Name ﬂmd\; ‘BW&JH/

Opp: 7 Yu - Makineni
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation:_Sg A Rawen V4 “(\{ H- Is

PROP OPP

Team Code #: 1 Team Code #: 1
Prop Speaker #1 \I Yy pts N Opp Speaker #1 B An1Sa4 4 pts 23
Prop Speaker #2 ) al{d.n(vu. pts '}‘( Opp Speaker #2_ W @4'/ M\/ pts} ‘/

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

Judging Cfiteria

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

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

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

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

e Delivery: How well the debatgfs 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, glease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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PARLI Debate
Bulger, Cindy (*24)

Round 2B 11:15am Room 306 , .
Gov: 4 Murphy - DeWitt Judge’s Name: (/ H\ﬁ(\-l &I/‘@'C(
Opp: 14 Cohen-Simayof - Drake
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: G Rauttuh Valiaf Hfs
PROP OPP
Team Code #: L} Team Code #: \"‘l’

Prop Speaker #1 M lAf pV\\‘ pts F1 Opp Speaker #1 doan - Q\W\é\! [ “" pts a%
Prop Speaker #2 ! Wlui & pts_’ﬁ_ Opp Speaker #2 —\}(a ke pts 24

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support 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 y¢levant 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 courteoug and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Lacombe, Victor (*25)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 529 Judge’s Name: LAUQMJB c
Gov: 2 Rubsamen - Partsuf

Opp: 27 Malfavon - Hulett —
Partiamenta DebateNarglg E Jud%_ s School Affiliation: FN
BN SENNTE. ? ‘tbdi] FRE ~

VANCE ) C TNCSA SIS ISAT "
BITH Dems RTigpap VAW OPP
Team Code #: a Team Code # >t
TRLNE
Prop Speaker #1 DR e pts_2%  Opp Speaker #1 MALEAY SN pts 27
Cecco A
Prop Speaker #2 Ra VaamiN  pts 27 Opp Speakgf #2. Mo L TT1T ptsF3

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

by the other side
e Points of Information: How'relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
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PARLI Debate

Lacombe, Victor (*25)

Round 2B 11:15am Room 529 Judge’s Name: (—-P\C.Q N\E =
Gov: 7 Alvarez - Baluja

Opp: 11 Yoo - Liu

Parli tary Debate/Varsi Judge’s School Affiliation; =S
arlamentary "y MAD ANCES . The QA CD. ASAESE PRt
PROP OPP (
Team Code #: j‘ Team CodeAt: /
Prop Speaker #1 A’ \«W’vﬂ—(s?’ pts_ <3 Opp Speaker # t\) pts 28
Prop Speaker #2 (b‘\ Ly \ A pts 28 Opp SpeaKer #2 \{ N - pts < 3
oA —
rAeT N

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

Jydging 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 ficts 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 delfaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
P g8 p r
each debz‘ttt;!!'Q { zk* . é:,\)c&\!“lllw T o - Nuf,(aem QN 3
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STy wreel prosencos cloen Koved
TEAM CODE #: \\ onthe_ QPP wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp) A
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PARLI Debate
/

Brogan, John (*2)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 301 Judge’s Name:
Gov: 7 Mattegunta - Nandakumar

Opp: 4 Basrai - McKenna

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation:

7

" S e
Team Code #: q/ Team Code #: L{}) Y.
Prop Speaker #1 M (L’k ¢ ? M‘{—L pts 2{ Opp Speaker #1 %C(/s ( 5"“ 4 Lg

Prop Speaker #2 NOVV\& ahWWWpts 27 Opp Speaker #2 WK{/A NA_ // pts /)/(

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Go6d
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elifiination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters

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

evidence—which may include facts and referenceg’to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively tife 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 gh organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfyl the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1:

Opp 2:

[66 wencly W%
TEAM CODE #: 7 on the ?Yfa} wins this debate. g o

(Prop or Opp)

de or inappropriate behavior

alyze the topic and the arguments
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PARLI Debate

Brogan, John (*2) /?7
Round 28 11:15am Room 301 ) . 6\/\ “ Vo4 Gnn
Gov: 27 Ernst - Davis Judge’s Name: (\
Opp: 13 Sinha - Herman \“1
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: 1 ¥’} ,(Uk
PROP O},’P

Team Code #:;__ 2~ -7 Team Code #: 3

Prop Speaker #1 QV wak pts Z 0 Opp Speaker #1 A QJMQN\ pt 0

Prop Speaker #Z‘.D ¢ A }‘ 4 pts } D Opp Speaker #2 g \ V\\/\K — pts 23

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Goo
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimi
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rudé€ or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ana}§ze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatefs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to Authority as well as general knowledge
¢ Argumentation: How directly and effectively the
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effectfve were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an ofganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable *
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thé debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer co
each debater:

liments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Oppl L\j/ C/@"’JZM

A -
02 7 on the ‘J @vms this debate.

/ (Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

Sme
sy olide deciscon M@széle [M%?
MAJM Toam 0’27 Nailes W"M w@ﬁ%d‘

TEAM CODE #:
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Skarr, Teresa (*27)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 303 Judge’s Name-/l:@(/fﬁﬂ Skdl’r

Gov: 11 Munshani - Baveja

Opp: 6 Morehead - Andrews
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge s School Affiliation: W] I’MLS or H’S
PROP OPP (0
Team Code #: I ( Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 ED(/\VO,(Aa pts Q?' Opp Speaker #1 MOM\M/ pts 9)?‘
Prop Speaker #2 _MAAL a 3 Opp Speaker #2 W g pts :\)8

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the dgbaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently’the debaters support arguments with gj
Q.
~

P b gtens phock an Hnat-Fexamptia wendd he#fo.

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

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

o Points of Information: How relevayt 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 fespectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, pleafe offer compliments and/or suggestions for improve t %N\’ff/\ 0%
. .0 L(T . 9‘?
each debater: (/19" ; % b&*ﬂ‘wk -

Bovey Mo Lol
Prop 1: A d ROPP 1 © clear Cen, OO
+ “A%ﬁ%*%&ﬂjc i

Prop 2: A ."1, B L —— “1 & Opp 2A‘AW9 A ‘/Q@X~C, W‘Ml
g5 W‘W""‘""H ed. Pt + \V C/Q—Q-al\f - g T
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bl sy en g | B Do 2 iy e,

WAMO v
TEAM CODE #: (o onthe_ O PL__ wins thns(ﬁiate. m"wﬁﬁm‘i
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PARLI Debate

Skarr, Teresa (*27) -

Round 2B 11:15am Room 303 's Name-: ¢ § Ika rr

Gov: 2 Stamm-Kirk - Brogan Judge’s Name: L@NSJ&

Opp: 16 Stephen - Miskelley

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: W I\/\.OLQO( H’S
DU P d

2 Team Code #: I (0 /

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 PZ'LO Sm pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 M( SW pts Z% (| S'
Prop Speaker #2 %W IL{ Ykp‘ts 9\6{'5 Opp Speaker #2 5{»691/@(/\ pts Z?

/.

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = ¥ery Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualjfy for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resepved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criféria

® 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 feferences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

ol end
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PARLI Debate
Roberson, Sam (*20)

Round 2A 11:15am Room 309 Judge’s Name: Sawr_hdw &b %/
Gov: 3 Cramer - Griffin ;
Opp: 14 Chin - Rosenfeld ﬁ /H"h\
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: | D
PROP. oPP
Team Code #: S Team Code #: L’L\
Prop Speaker #1 C oMy pts /L Ol Opp Speaker #1 Oh N pts_@

Prop Speaker #2 (, 20 H"P}V\/ pts 2 z Opp Speaker #2 \@() Sen F&/[,d ptsﬁ?

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Go6d
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elifhination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved forfude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debater
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the débaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referengés to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectivelyAhe debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and £ffective were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak if an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

alyze the topic and the arguments

Prop 1: Opp 1: LQ, Q;? )SO

(7
well  and ¢ (ar e @y Cn, o
Pusrie s g leay :V Q%]C‘/z%n%'fj JUb Og
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(Prop or Opp) %
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PARLI Debate

Roberson, Sam (*20) @ ?BE
Round 2B 11:15am Room 308 Judge’s Name: m

Gov: 11 Deshpande - Lingampalli
Opp: 3 Wolf-Jacobs - Nagarajan

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge s School Affiliation:
Pl},OP orPpP
Team Code #: ‘:70\/ \ \ Team Code #: OP]O ’g

Prop Speaker #1 D@gﬂ P‘lmlﬁ pts 7,9 Opp Speaker #1 bj pt&&z %
Prop Speaker #2 L{ \NB [/ qu“i pts 'LE Opp Speaker #2 2 M pts 28

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

Judging Criteri

® 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 rgferences to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effeetively 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

® Delivery: How well the debaters/4peak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

Opp 1: 3(90 Cl/s‘ob blﬂ“\'r'é hO‘\’é'U
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PARLI Debate

Eppanapali, Vanaja (*11)

o2 L o P 229 sigesname:_Vanaja Eppaviepalli
ggﬁigizeh:t:?;rggga-tg/r\cl):giw Judge’s School Affiliation: ' HS : HQ\N\M
- e s o
Team Code #: “.\'/ Team Code #: 22— -
Prop Speaker #1 S\l tk ow pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 M U bﬂ\f Qa C,k_ pts r)—q
Prop Speaker #2 MOO\\ pts 2% Opp Speaker #2 TYT)L\\P — pts 29

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 ¢fimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved foy'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 depaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenceg 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
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ayf organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful/the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: He S vem| ge
g Jeaorly ,\ouk Nof L
e iy T Coja
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Prop 2:
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TEAM CODE #:____ 2>~ onthe__ O PP wins this debate.
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Eppanapali, Vanaja (*11)
Round 2B 11:15am Room 229

Gov: 14 Yan - Yan

Opp: 4 McAvoy - Hester
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

'PROP

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: \[aVltqu E P'ﬁ’\v\ﬂ-()a\“?

Judge’s School Affiliation: I\'\"S . ‘_‘F’YG/\/V\(’\’\}-

OPP

Team Code #: { Team Code #: l\'
Prop Speaker #1 YP\ N - B pts )’1 Opp Speaker #1 N\C - A Vo lj pts ?DO
Prop Speaker #2 \l Q l\[.c pts % - Opp Speaker #2 -\—\Qg/ %{ i pts m '

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quali

26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor

ery Good
for elimination rounds)
ed for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Critéria

offered during the debate

Evidence: How appropriately and efficien

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

the debaters support arguments with

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

by the other side

Delivery: How well the debaters
and easily understandable

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

Points of Information: How relevast and effective were the questions and the answers
eak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

each debater:
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(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Tunnell, Nanny (*17) p ’ k ‘ /
Round 2A 11:15am Room 528 Judge’s Name;_ M ANNY Unwne
Gov: 4 Figueroa - Choy )
Opp: 14 Lustig - Gerenrot . m 0 P( g
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP,, (o f ¢ ™ opp (o)

Team Code #: Team Code #: | H‘

Prop Speaker #1 _ﬁSV‘C Yo pts gﬁ Opp Speaker #1 L\/g‘-‘ p) pts Ay

Prop Speaker #2 C "w 7 pts &é Opp Speaker #2 6"€ en V')T/ pts :)—?

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: Pidant ©4S

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Gogd &libpstor rul&
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elipfination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for p(ide or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak iff 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: -v(-DﬂiMfgf [54”’:)/( \/‘zqe > m’;@oﬁ ;‘\ W%
Prop 1: ¢ | Opp 1: ¢ ~
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— Deliw . Ao 2 (/.4,? fm{oe"y
O y 2 Eulerg Chever AAnNen
*th.;( pw(/ufﬂ_ e fEU

met .\,\__arl)vw-)
- DI|N\I8_ CW}@(W arymgt/@b% &
=YV} (M" ez N st _W,M)alqé
—adrrtyss (shoald 0F o0 o ol

whe aed fo 1ahe (R
Arsnng o AboAT sk Alibavha

rguaaeshcl g ) .
ﬁﬁY”N"/b(-..le;w( 0"')('0“'\1.‘% o {MCIPAOLD
P 2: NVt \) . * e\“a o fﬁ\‘wﬁ
—\r;p“w Cnaed MS(OW%WH e e flns i (5 Hn €1 s Ve
guww(‘wd opofe ceRs) ~Delt v&- m/\a_ retanl gpat
:{:ﬂ” zin e dtfinn Capd O USF ummar A frgansrien C poidhas vagpon, ‘107”9”‘“7
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TEAM CODE #: i ‘+ on the O wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
F : \
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Tunnell, Nanny (*17)
Round 2B 11:15am Room 528

Gov: 13 Cummings - Ellsworth
Opp: 16 Fogarty - Pister
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

Team Code #: |§

Prop Speaker #1 ]E‘ ’.S b(/U('h'\ pts(‘)g Opp Speaker #1 R\.ﬁ"‘e’r

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: Nq nnv (vainne ( (
<

Judge’s School Affiliation: mu H5

oPrPP
Team Code #: I Lw

pts ly

Prop Speaker #2 CUMM |\f‘l4 S pts Q{b Opp Speaker #2 F‘)f)@ /-h@-—/ ptslo_,

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 28 = Very Go6d
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eljmi

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

‘ AoloarQ mted
QSsuV‘Qdk o&Sd’*’v(:ﬁ
morlees fcé/;\.&-\

<20 = Reserved forfude or inappropriate behavior

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

offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the

baters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and referenge€s to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively/the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side

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

® Delivery: How well the debaters speak i

and easily understandable

an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Cedhd ) o nth omeht

each debater:

Prop 1:
gty (uroe /i)
— Euiken, C Mone G d‘“ﬁu |A

Sl

Prop 2: (
— Doty ( UM
0 W0y Ny

< “\AMI’,M&I

042 antrot)

. e Wﬁqnizvﬁh
—aralysu C a2 m_ b R
a ) Ners € AV\((WF 1s At MICL,/
X Taan ol b T )

on the

(Prop*or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

ke vt 2ol etk agunstt

— el O‘(SU\V\f
— oW cix\?%

jake]

+
Oppl:_ . oS

' P nan s~
| L argaanii, (Vgﬁg‘/f;;/(/e re )

Opp 2:

fpurShens)

+P01‘ (W
: : o/ use leapiey

- _ Frelz
2 t&n:af%% T e e burdes
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PARLI Debate

Kapoor, Ram (*16
Rourﬁ 2A 11:15am Rt(:om 5)27 : Judge’s Name: Q A KM 0o R

Gov: 11 Ganguli - Sanghvi

Opp: 27 Amato - Ringstrom
Pgrpliamentary Debatharsity Judge’s School Affiliation: M LAMOW TE
PROP OPP
Team Code #: | Team Code #: 277

Prop Speaker #1 4 A G pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 'A\M AN D pts 277

Prop Speaker #2. SANGN V| pts 2 q\ Opp Speaker #2 Riw 4 ST 04‘/’} pts 27

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Propl: /[ pqicat Opp 1: P S5ie oV E DEGAARR
' /

FASIN TEC PRrReyw O
OGO (2 Déﬁ PNVl WY

Prop2: PR Y /[CTR oG Opp 2: CGoop D& Lty
e\ . AESPINSE
™ Poi/ wbs Gooo.

TEAM CODE #: ‘ l on the PR Y P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
MOLE ThoRouan Sesul AP0 LELuTeAlor
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PARLI Debate

Kapoor, Ram (*16)
Round 2B 11:15am Room 527 Judge’s Name: K AN\ KA 00K

Gov: 14 Wilcox - Sutton
Opp: 27 Shimizu - McDowell

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation:___ M (£ AMonTE
PROP oPP
Team Code #: / Lf" Team Code #: 2"7
Prop Speaker #1 § vivown pts 28' Opp Speaker #1 M cPowcc pts Zg
Prop Speaker #2 W -Cox pts 2@‘ Opp Speaker #2 S HiM (o pts 2 7

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eljmination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for fude 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 débaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenges to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
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 respéctful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate

Li, Caroline (*23)

\
Round 2A 11:15am Room 307 Judge’s Name: &rorﬁne L!
Gov: 3 Curl - Aghadjian-Newbrough

Opp: 11 Meswani - Harith o ‘
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: 4 A j

PROP% e .
Team Code #: 2 Team Code #: l l

Prop Speaker #1 cur L pts SO Opp Speaker #1 E& é Sw/an -\ pts lq
Prop Speaker #2 /b‘?l\ AAS-MI\ —-)J_i pts sh 2q Opp Speaker #2 HA( :"\"(’\ pts_Lq

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 = 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 suppoft arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authorigf as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters fespond 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 organiz€d, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the depaters were to opponents and judges

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

Li, Caroline (*23)

Round 2B 11:15am Room 307 Judee’s N : \TV\ L\‘
Gov: 26 Kornfein - Stromberg udge's Name C‘Aro e

Opp: 4 Cunningham - Yau-Weeks
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: ) e/’V\ 7
PP

PROP ()
Team Code #: ’)if) Team Code #: [—I-

\ 2 ]
Prop Speaker #1 S“'fo MLG"‘I pts 'Lq Opp Speaker #1 '\(a pn —wiee kdpts 7/0[

S/
Prop Speaker #2 k o{yy’(@h/\ pts _M_ Opp Speaker #ZM ptsiq
: = ;

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 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 argeiments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as yell as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respofid 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, gommunicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatey§ 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
Burrous, Eileen (*22 .
Round 2A 11:15am Room(308 ) Judge’s Name: 6 m g Mf{au S
Gov: 5 Jia - Jiang
Opp: 27 Galli - Girimonte
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge s School Affiliation: San \M Ay W\ ng\/\

Team Code #: PRO% Team Code #: 05})/]

. \
Prop Speaker #1 D { (L pts j\(b Opp Speaker #1 Ga\\ | pts Q’()
Prop Speaker #2 :) [ aY\ q pts l/) Opp Speaker #2 G{ %"\ V\/\W\/m pts 27

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 elimingtion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rudg’or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters a
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referencesAo 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 ¢ffective 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 respegfful the debaters were to opponents and judges

yze the topic and the arguments

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

Burrous, Eileen (*22 .
Round 2B 11:15am Room(308 ) Judge’s Name: \ an U’{ ( O\/\S

Gov: 17 Sweeney - Hsieh

Opp: 14 White - Hall (/\
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge s School Affiliation: %ﬂr\ M&V W\ ‘l’ lg
PROP H
Team Code #: \ 7 Team Code #: ‘

Prop Speaker #1 6\]\/'@8 M\’, pts ;U)O Opp Speaker #1 W b\\'\/O pts rlq
Prop Speaker #2 Hﬁ\ 2»\ pts Q\U Opp Speaker #2 H a\\ —~ /pts 2%

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Go
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elindhation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rde 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 referenceg/to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively th€ 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 gh organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfyl the debaters were to opponents and judges

alyze the topic and the arguments

each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: l H on the é F g wins this debate.
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