
P A R L I D e b a t e

Whitmore, Gerald (*4)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 5 2 6

Gov; 16 Aguilera - Zhou
Opp: 11 Kurada - Datta
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

J u d g e ' s N a m e : w O / < -

Judge's School Affiliation: /̂ /j ̂ Of 0
PROP

Team Code U: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 ̂

Prop Speaker #2

Dtsĝ  Opp Speaker UI A A \
Opp Speaker #2 \ pts^^

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

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge• Argumentation: How directly and effectively tĥ ebaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: Flow relevant and ê ctive were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

P r o p l : 5 k ' ' - ) 'O v i . U / ^ l l O ' d - y . r U t ) o f . Ao S . h fi y 5

Prop 2: foC. 'AW'C Opp2: foc.^ ; ) -^cJ

(a/ ( K k

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or Opp)

I k i J u K S C \ i 5

J i ^ - c y H c f. '<160 ^



Whitmore, Gerald (*4)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 5 2 6

Gov: 27 Skarr - Escarcega
Opp: 14 Katz - Huynh
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
T e a m C o d e # : /

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: /3/J OOouo
O P P

Team Code #:

P r o p S p e a k e r # 1 O p p S p e a k e r # 1

Opp Speaker #2 pts^C?

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/TOunds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude oHnappropriate behavior

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

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and referenceŝ  authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively d̂ debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and ̂ective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak irymi organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p l : S k j c O p p l : h ^
^ \ I . I . . n / 1 . / 1 1 j . ^ r L . - W v \ ^ ^ O . i X c i r K ' . / , 1 ■ 1 ^ J

A I V . 6 f ^ I A . « » f
^xc /y lc ) 0^ CoicX ^

7 , 0 f e i k j ^ ^ ^ C x y n j h jK t ( O A . U y L ? f c ^ l f ^ J y s j ^ j I I ,
Prop ?,• v) ^ _ Opp 2: S}/U ^ j-^ co^h:'\j^0yA y ^ c A < i 5 ( h ^ / C c l h
1 / c / y J t y C y f c y j - k . / / f v - c - S o / n - ^ ^

/ - e o o l u h M J

TEAM nODE «! 27 nti fhp i7)i 0)/'^ wins thicT 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 p/ '0̂ ^ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

U/i>v ^ ll/C'^ To Ti^e^ Ax /A\jc Z-CCA,
Ay vAe.''rxir\€ VS<- ^CATKX- Oj>f- TAxK^ar p!C.

AAacfeVv-ry W eX-^ph'c-^Aty i ^ ■



P A R L I D e b a t e

Miller, Jon (*14)
Round 2A 11:1 Sam Room 230

Gov: 5 Siu - Moore
Opp: 16 Ginsburg - Zhou
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

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

Judge's Name:_

ia t ion ;Judge's School Affiliation:

opp",("T e a m C o d e # : ( ^

Prop Speaker # I

Prop Speaker #2_

5 ' 0 pts^ "" Opp Speaker#!

pts*̂  b Opp Speaker #2 A JAii
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 eliminatum 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 anal̂  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— ŵhich may include facts and references to/̂ thority 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 effî ive were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in aiŷ rganized, 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 ̂ mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : / O p p l : • n ,■( - 4^<y^ pp fe i ' A p*> l /po i r \ J : /<_Sp<W f * " M l / ' ' ' ' '
t l / M - X w - ! / > y ' A - ^ 1

+ - o 4 r 5 - r ^ X - l h ^ c l ^ C ' l U u ' i h - '
v / \ i f v / N J j l i d i / s l y c /

P r o p 2 : / O p p 2 :
- I p i v y h ■ ^ j l o W ^ ^

T E A M C O D E # : on the ( y P[ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : i J ^ ^ \

pfiP: c\»'f/\ ̂ 4



P A R L I D e b a t e

Miller, Jon (*14)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 3 0
Gov: 27 Nevin - Hatcher
Opp: 2 Booth - Pracar
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judee's Name:

Judge's School Affiliationia t ion :

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

Prop Speaker # 1 M

Prop Speaker #2_

pts *̂ 2 Opp Speaker # I

pts Opp Speaker #2 Pc a
pts2i2

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

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

Judg ing Cr i te r ia X
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyzp̂ he 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 ̂hority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the d̂aters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effeĉ e were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an Manized, 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 and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1:• o p i : / h O p p l :

r ^ / o p ^ n o ^ V S-liJkM I .
( L

c y \ L ,

Prop 24*-Wo/() '
-lii

" ' / l i » ^

KfvMvllXvU/̂
T E A M C O D E # :

! / t ( KI 'K h

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

on the fro p wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

w l̂ JF O R D E C I S I O N : ^ \ i ) i 1

i J k . I a z U



PA R L I D e b a t e

Flrsov, Oleksandr (*5)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 4 2 8

Gov: 27 Chu - Fraga
Opp: 16 Kapoor - Berger
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂

Team Code #:
P R O P

2 -7 Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 ^ Qt^^Q. pts ^ ^ Opp Speaker #1 K ^ pts ^ ^

Prop Speaker #2_ p ts 2 ^ Opp Speaker #2 S > p ts ^

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

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

Judging Cnteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tl̂ 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 efficî tly the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and rffectively 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 debars speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteoûnd 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 - l - ^
^ / 2 ) / j

Vxo'pl-. Opp 2:
/ l ££ - c /

1 4 ^ ^ .

TEAM CODE #: ^ / r on the P^ wins this debate.
(Prop or 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

Firsov, Oleksandr (*5)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 4 2 8

G o v : 2 6 S a x e n a - D u n c a n

Opp: 27 Inman - Young
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #: 2. ^

Prop Speaker #1 S

Prop Speaker #2_

pts '2 %

J u d g e ' s N a m e : S O ^ t fi

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂

O P P
Team Code #:

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

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

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ana)5̂ e the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and referencê  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 ̂ ective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak ir/an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p 1 : O p p 1 :
6 - n s r O C / ^ , / / C - C £ . ^ ^ '

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :

4 o U c c j e c / c t o p

TEAM CODE ^ / on the 0/^4^ ^wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

: £ r

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

Sankaram, Nandakumar (*7)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 3 0 2
Gov: 27 Rosenthal - Dondero
Opp: 2 Holt - Mizin
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge 's Name: A/ /

Judge's School Affiliation:̂
P R O P

Team Code #: 2 - 7 - Te a m C o d e # :

Prop Speaker # 1 T̂ O (̂ 7̂ ^ pts Opp Speaker #1 fjo LT̂
Prop Speaker #2_ ^ 1— pts Opp Speaker #2 I ^ I

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

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

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

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelyme 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 ffective 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 resp̂ tful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

juu^, /uj "s" WW

P r o p 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 \ 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

Sankaram, Nandakumar f 7)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 3 0 2
Gov ; 14 Yee - Mor re l l

Opp: 4 Walsh - Moser
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker #1 pts_2^ Opp Speaker #1 L-^H
Prop Speaker #2 ! ̂  ̂  pts 2.7" Opp Speaker #2 M ̂
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

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

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

Judg ing Cr i te r ia /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analŷ the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

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

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

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

and easi ly understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful̂ e debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:

! / [ . / . O p p 2 : A / ^ P n T -Prop 2- ^ /
rir /A f Off 1 -f

p o i - /

Opp 2:

( i t . k ^ < 5 v - e -

TEAM CODE#: I

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ' ^ J )
P o r o p w ^ ^ Q j fl C t

A A i A ( U X ^ / *

on the Uo? _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

P o r o p d ^ e ^ y i ^
p-vo^^ c~l^no<I C<A~X Cola cj^n/r- .J H •Jit^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Bulger, Cindy (*24)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 3 0 6

G o v : 1 6 B a n i s a d r - W e i n e r

Opp: 7 Yu - Makineni
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Nameif AOt

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker

Team Code #:

pts Opp Speaker # I Rzl/T ( ^

pts 'yC Opp Speaker #2 \ĵ t\
p t s ^

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

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

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

of fe red dur ing the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and effichmtly the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts ana references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and rffectively 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 rel/vant 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/nd respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p l : / O p p 1 - ^
£ a t 1 S

-fcci/vju

P r o p 2 : W ^ -
M - a ) ^ W v

Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #: ]}£ on the proy? wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ j
UAJ -U-3V> bOvi O^ol C. 3..^
^ 4 1 ^ C A M 4 ^ ^ t ' A 4 i l ( l d U & V ' A o f

O W Y t u L c ,

o U d C a 3 » l ( ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Bulger, Cindy (*24)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 3 0 6

Gov: 4 Murphy - DeWitt
Opp: 14 Cohen-Simayof - Drake
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #;

Judge's Name: L (A U

Judge's School Affiliation: tCAfU'

O P P
T e a m C o d e # : I '

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_ p t s j f

Please award each speaker points based on the followî scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstandingyz8 = Very Good

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

JudgingCriteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectivel/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 fact̂nd references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly arw 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 deb̂ers speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1:
\|ijn, UJ/
ri5v\+' + 'I

u w *
" a . - I k )

Prop 2:'t/ V M

Oppl: iyv\4<t<~ Vj/v. Uey/ Imity

4o r ^ lV

O p p 2 : l u f T + t n
U-y of ' i tN"

TEAM CODE #: o" the ppnp wins this debate.
(pJopoi'Opp)

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

buy i/vh ^ p^4r\aKs«^
-fwCrCi.



P A R L I D e b a t e

Lacombe, Victor (*25)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 5 2 9

Gov; 2 Rubsamen - Partsuf
Opp: 27 Malfavon - Hulett
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

ebateA/arslty p Judge's School Affiliation: ^
A v e s

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_ ̂ IVpts_2̂  Opp Speaker # 1 /
D > /P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s O p p S p e a k ^ # 2 V \ ^ v - i E " T " T pts<^

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

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

during Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectwely 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 fâs and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly Mid effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by t he o the r s i de /
• Points of Information: Hoy relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the deleters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

11 1 > I d / M P - P c M ' ~ ; 4

- ^ " P r d p ^

X aj/I AT ( c>fj IVA- f ̂  PpL
Opp 1: -z ' ^

0 - .

(VJ

k . . V A i - ' - p -

^ O p p 2 :

C y a - C i - ' a C ' ^
—\ C AC_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 .

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: APf ^ ^,'L c

V 5 - -

u J Q - A -



P A R L I D e b a t e

Lacombe, Victor (*25)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 5 2 9
Gov: 7 Alvarez - Baluja
Opp: 11 Yog - Liu
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name: i:rr

Judge's School Affiliations
el%A£^l.zJA.L^.

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code

Opp Spê r

Prop Speaker #1 T\[^{f'hrAG'7^ pts 2.'^ Opp Speaker # 1/ 1— yj pts

Prop Speaker U2 L. VJ ̂  A- pts Opp Speak̂  #2 ̂  ptŝ ^
Please award each speaker points based on thêlowing scale:

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

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

Jraging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effê vely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

Propl:

Lf.

Opp 1: _

— /\}̂  t̂ (* G.j\ i z. %'f S
, x r r . - . , /

1 ^

P

P r o p 2 - ^ -
r i , S t ■ ■ '

^ - t c f

j Z c - f ^ V / ^
Prop2:^

14,^^ , l l^ ^ /y.c - J ' ^ tm

TEAM CODE #: \_\ on the Q pP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : X ' L X t

- ' f t A £ ^ — . O A

T E A M C O D E # :

^.<U^ I'S-snv-.V- <■ •-



P A R L I D e b a t e

Brogan, John (*2)
Round 2A 11 :15am Room 301

Gov: 7 Mattegunta - Nandakumar
Opp: 4 Basrai - McKenna
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

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

Prop Speaker #2 N Opp Speaker #2 k\A p t s

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

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterŝalyze 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 d̂ aters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referenĉto authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively 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 ef̂ ctive were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Prop 1:

I j ju

Prop 2:
5

TEAM CODE #:.

4 ^
Opp 2:

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

> n t h e r w i n s t h i s
( P r o p o r O p p ) . «

t ^ -Vu^ck. uW
j y C h A ^ P f '

o n t h e



P A R L I D e b a t e

Brogan, John f2)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 3 0 1

Gov ; 27 E rns t - Dav i s

Opp: 13 Sinha - Herman
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

tx

P R O P
Team Code #: -̂ "7

Prop Speaker#!

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2

p,sjp
D t S

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

Dts/^ 0

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 rû or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an̂ ze 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 debates support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references tOyauthority 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 effeĉe were the questions 2ind the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an (̂ anized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easi ly understandable /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tl̂  debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:

i

Prop 2: 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 - { o n t h e V w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)



t t c C U i j ( y \ C ( r } A M 1 ^ c ^ A J r
\)-'(JUAM6(XfiUr<c \J{iJiuJ^ ' PARLI Debate

Skarr, Teresa (*27)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 3 0 3
Gov: 11 Munshani - Baveja
Opp: 6 Morehead - Andrews
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

p t s

Opp Speaker #1 iy\clYtiA£t!l,
Opp Speaker #2_

pts 9̂
_pts_2B

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

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

Judging Cr i tma• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d̂aters analyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e red du r i ng t he deba te /

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, plê  offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement t̂ i
e a c h d e b a t e r : / C S ' v i r s fl

It-. ^ i\/\ A 11^ CJA/I AAA !
Prop 2:

A IAac

pa Opp 2:
nt" 4 M-i CjU<M, A c a j ^ T

T E A M C O D E # :
WA<tf (Af (ukH

o n t h e 0 / w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . < 4 > ^ ^ c r i i > u a {
( P r o p ' o r ^ ^ ^ ^

( icu^on
o i w . ? e P ,



p/̂ La_
Skarr, Teresa (*27)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 3 0 3

Gov: 2 Stamm-Kirk - Brogan
Opp: 16 Stephen - Miskelley
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

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

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 O p p S p e a k e r # 2 _Prop Speaker #2 _ptsZ9
Please award each speaker points based on the following scaled:

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

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

Judging Crit îa• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively thêhaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered dur ing the debate /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiê y the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and̂ ferences to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effî 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 relê t̂ and effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

Prop 1:1034
%od U(lMvJAVnt
i n ^ T 7 ^ X -
I ' h S A j t D A U C t t

Oppl :
. A A / -

(d M' C U i v / ^ '
i

V " ^ r o p 2 : O p p 2 : _ S i l J 2 ^ ^ - h

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

f^*^orbpp)

qtXc A
h€tUn

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , ^ , n n , . L ^ . 0 ,



P A R L I D e b a t e

Roberson, Sam (*20)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 3 0 9

Gov: 3 Cramer - Griffin
Opp: 14 Chin - Rosenfeld
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

P R O P.
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters/̂ alyze 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 dAaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and referents to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelWme 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 anî ffective 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 resp̂ ful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

hoiê ôoThitc."WMwe- I
T E A M C O D E # : I M o n t h e Lo n t h e

(Prop (ir bpp)
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 :

Oropiffed PiOiyifS aff \jjtn vi^



Roberson, Sam (*20)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 3 0 9
Gov; 11 Deshpande - Lingampalli
Opp: 3 Wolf-Jacobs - Nagarajan
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 pts Opp Speaker #2 ^

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

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

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

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

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

• Points of Information: How rele-^t and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters/̂ eak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1: jO 'yk

team code #: —^ on

Oppl ;

'Q>&'

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

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

^ ' h " p T a f c h i ^M ' : ' * c x h k i r



P A R L I D e b a t e

Eppanapali, Vanaja (*11)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 2 9

Gov : 14 Su t t on - Moon

Opp: 22 Mubarack - Troup
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name: lA A

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Afflliation:_

Team Code #:

eAM^rwlr

Prop Speaker # 1 D Opp Speaker # 1 ̂ biAV" '

Prop Speaker #2_ Opp Speaker #2_

pts_2:̂
-Pts^S

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatersyanalyze 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 d̂ aters support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and reference/to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively tl̂  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 efrective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in a/organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Propl: ^ W'^loppl: f footer u6 fU
r _ . _ . U r J . A . 1

deov^ ^ 6 1 c e

<rpp
Spe<rO:-eir •

Prop 2: Opp 2:

VjuuLvvtOffraL̂
CAcejuI

u t i l e

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 I f d e b a t e .

<rxwj^ WxA c\cvO^
cfp<2ate'« (pyejewty Ljcl'



Eppanapali, Vanaja (*11)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 2 2 9
Gov : 14 Yan - Yan

Opp: 4 McAvoy - Hester
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: ^

Team Code #:

eVAA<fvJ-

Prop Speaker#! VM-B

Prop Speaker #2

pts M Opp Speaker #1_
p t s _ O p p S p e a k e r # 2 _

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

/ 1 1 1

P rop l : opp l : UeWl tWh VfTi f 2 , ^ ,
-b tW cklbafe ci^o-v ^ ewLajn<^'^-

P r o p 2 : /

cu\A ■ Uhle VM^

Opp 2:

I t

VFO 1C e .

T E A M C O D E # : on the ̂  jp p ̂  _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)( P r o p o r O p p ) IREASON FOR DECISION: Opp y CUOY

'Iajl. I ojjJi QftpreJJcd



P A R L I D e b a t e

Tunnell, Nanny (*17)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 5 2 8

Gov: 4 Figueroa - Choy
Opp: 14 Lustig - Gerenrot
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Team Code #:
P R O P , .

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

/ r \o f^5
C )

Prop Speaker #1 K><A

Prop Speaker #2

p t s * ^ I Opp Speaker #1_

Opp Speaker #2_ (̂enên t̂T peslF
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: / ^uJ?eiy\jc uS

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Go/eta I >
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elmnnation rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for̂ de or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterŝ alyze 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 (Raters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and referen̂  to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively ine 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 and̂ fective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak î ân organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

-thj i l i

Prop 2: ^

^ Vov^c C5<if2!vri.3i!e

T E A M C O D E # : / T " o n t h e ®

f ( - 1 ^ 7
jWlVO aW "T tVO

Opp 2:

- V b v i

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : / , „ r - 4 . -

{jrv\j4 pû u■ r̂.dLM cIslŴ ^

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

Tunnell, Nanny (*17)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 5 2 8
Gov: 13 Cummings - Ellsworth
Opp: 16 Fogarty - Pister
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

P R O ]
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

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

Prop Speaker #2 0c<'̂'̂lVv7$ pts Opp Speaker #2 _ . . a
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: '

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eUmination rounds) v)mM^S v

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fon^de or inappropriate behavior

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

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectiveWhe 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 ffective 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 respêful the debaters were to opponents and judges
C ^ r M - /

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 2 : / u * ! O p p 2 : .

TEAM CODE #: I )o on the C)CC wins this debate. 1 i ^
(Proper Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ 5 k ^

O p p 2 : ^ \
- vPfl- C f fwd

< i M ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Kapoor, Ram (*16)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 5 2 7

Gov; 11 Ganguli - Sanghvi
Opp: 27 Amato - Ringstrom
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

P r o p S p e a k e r # ! p t s

Prop Speaker #2 p ts^ ^

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:
O P P

Opp Speaker # 1

Speaker #2

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterŝ alyze 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 d̂ aters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referenĉ  to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively 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 and̂ fective were the questions and the answers

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

• Courtesy: How courteous and respeĉul 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 : /

P r o p l : /

C\0 i P

O p p l - i j i ^
r A v 5 \

Prop 2:

ce-x.Av̂ y ̂
^ P 0 | / v a / v ^

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

T v \ o i < j - o o H i A A - K P

O A v i g w r .



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:,

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_ ̂  TP pts ̂  ̂  Opp Speaker # 1 aOo
Prop Speaker #2 ^ ^00/<j Opp Speaker #2 I M (Prop Speaker #2 pts_2>'7
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fô de or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debater̂nalyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thê baters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and refereîs to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivê 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 aî effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speabin an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p l : O p p l :

O 0 ( p L ^ 5 S O o C j i ^ ^ r ^

P r o p 2 : A j
4ooD

T E A M C O D E # : /V-
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 r - w r o C i < f ¥ ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Li, Caroline f 23)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 3 0 7

Gov: 3 Curl - Aghadjian-Newbrough
Opp: 11 Meswani - Harith
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:_ rp\Tir>€.

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2_

C u r L

LIN—KJ. Pts

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the t0pic 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 supp̂ t 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 v/e/e the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organî d, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

* COir%\̂ in
Prop 2:

T F A M r n r i F a . ^ « « t w

Opp 2:

■ Cf:+favl

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

/ (Prop br Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : \ J • I p y ^ \ u U k l i

L j f fp i /V l *. i J a t j o f M v ^

• 9 ^ ' ^ ^ f h € > ^ a j U
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PA R L I D e b a t e

Li, Caroline (*23)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 3 0 7

Gov: 26 Kornfein - Stromberg
Opp: 4 Cunningham - Yau-Weeks
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name: r o i T n e u

P R O P
Team Code #:

op Speaker#!

op Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation: _Alh

Team Code #:

pts Opp Speaker # 1 LA — K^pts ^
Pts 2̂  Opp Speaker #2 Qa Wn t̂  pts_?:5

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 argilments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authority aŝ ll as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters resĵ d to the arguments made

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were dje questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized,̂ mmunicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1: Opp 1:

Prop 2: O p p 2 : J W- c r : - v n > \ '

o n t h e ^ N v v i n s t h i s d e b a t e . i
(Prop oi70pp)\

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 :

Cri'-+^Cf\



y/V!Cu,(

] " ' ^ ; f ; v ' * V»<:w.\v; Cj C-̂

-/■i v' ' \ !

, v . :

/ V , i • '
f

^;;--f:iA-iTj :»>Ai

* » >■ ' ' ^ > . ' . v ' . • • • ,

? - / u I f , . , .

v - K . a W " < ^ v ^ ; 1

/

t ■»'l--.-;>.yi-^ i.-H- :jr«vf'i-
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Burrous, Eileen (*22)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 3 0 8

Gov; 5 Jia - Jiang
Opp: 27 Gain - GIrimonte
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_ u r r d u

Judge's School Affiliation:S4nJ%n̂ igla
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # I

Opp Speaker #2 &(r(v\AiN\te . ^ 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 quality for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rudp^r inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters angflyze 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 defers support arguments with

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

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

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

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

Prop v.-piu iirSllM/djAA/P 0̂  Opp 1: hfl̂|lAW\gyrfAof (Xb

- . p - z l / ' T S ( ^ J n / i A A

^ ?xô 2-.N\DjaKikXJt
K w h W b l c w i i J l A / f

kmM, fucti'i cU<i\y'(n/iTil PtyixZc '

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

WPropJor Opp)REASON FOR DECISION: ĴCmtS J/VAA/̂  ll Ul
hi^lruU^ -ikjL, df-e^Avcnir^^ yp&udjfu fikoh , ■
, p r \ ^ C ( J i a U ( ^ U d



(Aa Mmci^ lAutwaili/ 6(5<uAi'4 JlgsH'u(/iwv iv\i)̂ U/> \m î '>|'<n piflcc-P A R L I D e b a t e ' '
Burrous, Eileen (*22)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 3 0 8
Gov: 17 Sweeney - Hsieh
Opp: 14 White - Hall
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_ HMh.
ptsii
p t s

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #: 1

Opp Speaker #1_

Opp Speaker #2 WA\

^S<in Mitrih-Hiak

p t s

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

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters artalyze 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 referencêo authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

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

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

Prop 1: I I?itdOMi
I yvi/JcCi /

P r o p 2 : i M / m U

T E A M C O D E # :

Opp 1: (Vtii CinAtrhoiiiy

o p p i - . M v i V X a a J
O O n t l i v h - .

d j & l I h d m
y îvAjiA- iPul'ivt, d

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

REASON FOR DECISION: (/̂
yfAl-aJ' d&iiir& iu-,


