
PA R L I D e b a t e

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

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #i rŶ cT)0\A/CL\ pts_23_ Opp Speaker # 1 / pts
Prop Speaker #2 3\n\ yyy \7-4^ pts Opp Speaker #2 pts 30

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fĉ limination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved̂ r rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1; -

b K U ) O y - e c d r - S p o i c e . r - i - t o

upuir Gsvuk-toOev-) dr i-P
/ Y o u l > ^ > e t L e j ^ , c c u K v f - l i t e s t

P r o p 2 : C f r f ^ a d t -
, 1 ^ ^ f 7 l , — ^ l e ^

U|(fEĈ  X<.js_dh, G>oĵN\{siîy\£̂_ûz ~ CsoCxd. r€.'/vctoi c/v̂  /
A t o t f l e . 0 - K j © t o

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

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

Opp 1:

ccrrn^^ IAJ^ sctu-A^
b ^ o n f J p r i ) 1 / ^ f > o



Whitmore, Robin (*14)
Round 3B 1:30pnn Room 302
Gov; 5 Siu - Moore
Opp: 16 Aguilera - Zhou
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P r
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:̂ yXp\Ptlo Q
Judge's School Affiliation: ̂  i ̂Judge's School Affiliation: 1 ^

O P P
Team Code #: U?

Opp Speaker # 1 ^ 0 pts '2S\

Opp Speaker #2 P\0\\K ^ pts ZS

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 rouî )
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inap^Opriate behavior

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppôarguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority/as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:
( M J T

b b c d " \ A L i
U J C L I

Co^-fxAS^\ rvo VfVOLvj;

cUojT on p6\v̂
foe>od -tvxJ C31A
W S A ^ r c ; n R e ^ O j ^ U Tb S A ^ r c ; n R e ^

TEAM CODE #: I

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

\ J

CXĴUThCktf-

O p p 1 : ^

a x \ c X . B e . o x r e - f W Q ^
o f t A S C + v g ^
C C r A - f u A S y

O p p 2 : O ^
( j K V t . C ^ O p p 0 £ > t - h ( 0 A — J
oi i j i r 4eA_vY>' js
"be (^AACfuil of

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

(Prop or Opp)

Th^ 'Trop CLfV\K:>ryyerd -Vr^ cnUu CLrAU-i AJ! 4li2_
Vi0\v\ does. 'M ]no[ is i , \ jn t4) \ I



P A R L I D e b a t e

Zaheer, Affan pS)
Round 3A 1:30pnn Room 309
Gov: 4 Cunningham - Yau-Weeks
Opp: 27 Chu - Fraga
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Te a m C o d e

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 70̂ '

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

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

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

Judging Critem
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the deraters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—which may include facts and refevences 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 â  effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speaiyin an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1:

Prop 2:

O p p I : ^ C .
^ ^ ^ ^ y y u z ^i o r o c J k j L ^

Y ^0 Yr\c^eL ^
C j _ t < 1 ; ^

\>eU^

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

Zaheer, Affan f 8)
Round 3B 1;30pm Room 309
Gov; 16 Kapoor - Berger
Opp: 5 Jia - Jiang
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

* 00^ p t s Opp Speake r #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 inappropriat̂ ehavior

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as weP/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 qû tions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, comimnicative 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 wer̂o opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:
c o a ^

P r o p 2 : y ■ /

/ate -fi^Ur-

O p p l : / ^ 6 o < / ^

O p p 2 : c u

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Clark, Stacy/Wallis ^26)
Round 3A 1:30pnn Room 301
Gov : 14 Su t t on - Moon

Opp: 7 Alvarez - Baluja
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:iliation: ̂ /ft

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

fl/to/u
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1_ Alwf-z/
Opp Speaker #2 1

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Pfop2:
4-

Oppl: -f-

fit kfitApvl
Opp 2: •— y] \X^

T E A M C O D E # : 1 o n t h e ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . J
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

(Prop or Opp)

jj l\|^, 16 0^ ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Clark, Stacy/Wallis (*26)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 301
Gov: 17 Sweeney - Hsieh
Opp: 11 Deshpande - Lingampalli
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_ WMiW
Pisjd

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #: I \

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2_ p . lfi
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 inapproprî  behavior

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as welfas general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond̂  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 qû ions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1:

- Y ' O W -
Opp l :

|̂ ^ b&nl OKUu '(V U

Prop 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 :

4 - CACMa/ " \
— CWkJltl/L

O won the ^ yY this debate.
(Prop or upp)

I k f . o M k W ^ y C i € { i i /



P A R L I D e b a t e

Sawhney, Sakina (*7)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 303
Gov: 27 Inman - Young
Opp: 2 Booth - Pracar
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

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

Prop Speaker #1 In

Prop Speaker #2

Pts. AS. Opp Speaker #1_̂

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

; t s ^

pts^y

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

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 debatera/̂ 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 craters support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and referenĉ  to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively me 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 Mfective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak mAm organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p P o p 1 > - - I ^

'tx>
S - J

Prop2̂%Û
> t o A

0

/Ai. Â 6-<U.U <̂3̂  ,

h s ^ . I • t n I T ^ ~ t j e > A ^ f ^

O p p 2 : U 6 : ^
" 2 5

u u p f ^ 2 ^ ^ * ^
TEAM CODE #: ^0 on the

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

^^P wins this deba^.^ '

A f f J . A A ^ c r J i - -



1 4

I ^ i ^ ■ { ' J ' ' v

r.lf 1^ %ll

•3 ^

k j 5 '

1̂1

« P i

••feiist

fi t
'n^ ^

<3

< u

^\ . 1
I / '

r l ^ i i

I ' f tii 15'|i
^1 1A l i T 15

I P
^ ' • 3 ^ 3 - a -s ' s ^ l s ? P

,^14^
^ 1 ^ i ^ J ^
^ 1 4 \ t ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Sawhney, Sakina (*7)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 303
Gov: 14 Katz - Huynh
Opp: 6 Morehead - Andrews
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code#: /V

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's Name:|

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂  «
O P P

Team Code #:

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

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

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

27 = Good (but"possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rouMs)
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 argiunents

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 support̂ rguments with"

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authoritŷas well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters r̂ pond to the arguments made

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

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

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

Prop 1:

i s f t . .

Prop 2:. A 4 / h ^ /

T e M c o d e # : / C , o n t h e

7 ^ ^ t r / C t /

O p p 1 : . ^

' S ' H , /f O p p 2 : ^ ^

Uî yu,

o n t h e o p p w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . ^ '
(Prop or Opp)R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : / A ^ l ^ Z < ) ^ z 6

7 ^ ^ y y < u i y S = : , ^ A P P A « U i -
€ o a / ' / ' . i a . n ^ / u 2 f e >
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i ^
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Young, Wendy (*27)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 229
Gov: 11 Yog - Liu
Opp: 14 Cohen-Sirnayot--Bra
ParliamentarvPetJ^^^arsity

Code #:

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

hidge's School Affiliation:

Te^ Code #;

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

pts£^

p t s

Opp Speaker tel

Opp SpeaKer #2 ,-j27
Please award each speaker points based on tt̂ rlfollowmyscale:

30 = Perfect 29 ĵOCitstanding <2© = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly-iTotgood enough tî ualify for elimination rounds)

"̂20=25 ~ Fair 24=2ir̂ oor <20 = ̂ served for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

offered during the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and effî ntly the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts md references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly an̂ ffectively 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 r̂ vant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily imderstandable /
• Courtesy: How courteousymid 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 : /

Prop 1: Opp l :

dUixdjfTEAM CODE #: []_ on the wins this debate. LoOO —
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ ^ J J - 3 f / ^

oUo^
%o -(o
t ie , </• o/! /kuja^kx^AJUv\ljiJ>ao yn<eJ

J\>̂Ut£xJi£A
/uLjCUbsct̂ )
(tivJ- \fjL

/KA_ja|pert-\Wv^ Opp 2: "-Udoks ̂ô  QKcxJU -
6 £ K ^ . n u A d U ^ y r /

o n t h e

(Prop or Opp)



ijudL
S 4 ^ % L h ^
, J l ^ _ ^

ur\sJ yk̂ o/xW^ 1̂  ~f̂



Young, Wendy (*27)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 229
G o v : 4 B a s r a i - M c K e n n a

Opp: 16 Fogarty - Pister
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Nameii

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School

vTeam Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 ̂ôXOlACXjU ptŝ  B C pp Speaker # 1 _
Prop Speaker #2 ptj^ ^ Opp Speaker)pp Speaker

Please award each speaker points based on the^llowing scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstandibĝ ^ = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualtfŷ r eliniinattOTT5)gmĤ
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ina^ropriate behavior

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

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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the 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 debaters/were to opponents and judges

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

-VQJIQ o/,, ckfli

„ , I b a j ^ o u i - v

\ A ^ «

A / 7 . _ «

TEAM CODE #:. o n t h e

sJhO U.SLaA e,

O p p 2 : ^

I , V o ) 4 l M t / U .
^ p wins this debate.

I ( t r o p o r u p p j \
REASON FOR DECISION: UJXXO (juOyjiĉ ^ \o VyoxLĈ  CTA J2A-̂ (A2/\ACje_,

( y v v # ^ ^ ' T ^ ' h I
AOl? VJ L^oJ^c i /v i^ iXU^
J L U s V s w ^ - fi x J L j - V D C A O ^ 1 c r K



\)MIolAjU\Jl <iJLL (jU>GbO

^uxS.̂
<̂iKciXo

^ Vix^^cno^ O^Mlovu^ , IV^^ ^Wio %
r r / ^ n ® - - f - 4 v ^ ( l ^ a A . 4 i . \ / ^^ Acx^^ W^s^yf^ ^ bUJW)

o/^ O/vxadwoi 4-tuL

"̂loilLĉ  CK oLfiJbcxJbi ̂  ̂  Oj&vjJci -~\yxA.AjL̂(LhD4iW\ Ô-WJL (yjDcŷ  (5-|aX̂t?yb ," bL̂U UDOt̂  Wcu_
\yOjlC/v_j GUXV CLA<̂ .̂̂/TM/Yvd -̂CXxdJo Oi. \jLAcixQ_d



U K u i S u j h \ M P i z c x t ^ c r C r r c i ^ ' ^ ^ ' J i B / ^ 5 6 t M 3 k f ^ X j - n P r n
PA R L I D e b a t e

Cabasino, Mark (*13)
Round 3A 1 ;30pm Room 529
Gov: 2 Holt - Mizin
Opp: 27 Nevin - Hatcher
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

/ V———-— 3Judging Critma• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d̂aters analyze the topic and the arguments
o f fe red du r ing the deba te /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficientlVihe debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and r̂ rences to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effet̂ vely 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 relevanyand effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters sp^k in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1: dCcc/"

f ' o S t J .

) ^^eA.4-
x4-<s)AS .

v / o k / —

Prop 2:

O p p l : j c i ?

0^ flP-f cc\S^'
O n

o < j t .
' J

Opp 2:

Gcoi yb
Co,'7+OA-V-»'toO .

r-t iV?

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

6tt<i r-eW«Ai 4^ AfF- (C-3C.
f ^ e j t c o ^ u )
;/?e€cii, Gooi

i c ^ l a .
w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISTDN:

Dp or up
PfLap

t W i i ( a A ( ( ) / i . I f
4 V . F r - c L l e J o z - e ^ - 5 T J e . f G _ _

4 V j b c " f c ) o > ( , F o o ^ > 1 0 6 ^
' U j / i « r k m c . 0 " * •



( r O U ' T F A l W T o ^ ' - fPARLI Debate X^S-T,rf5^
Cabasino, Mark (*13)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 529
Gov: 3 Wolf-Jacobs - Nagarajan
Opp: 27 Rosenthal - Dondero
Parliamentary DebateA/arslty

P R O P

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

T e a m C o d e # : J T e a m C o d e # : _ ^

Prop Speaker #1 _ pts ̂  Opp Speaker # 1_ DorjDtPfZo pts_

Prop Speaker #2 A^4 GA T4^ pts Opp Speaker #2 pts

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support ̂ guments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to authority asywell as general knowledge

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

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /

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

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

Prop 1: (poo^ o j Opp 1: /(dooJ
0 9 A - k A l 4 t J l f J O o c ) — k S t f ~
Prop 1: ̂ 00̂  (AfTc j

0(fl̂ cd->/'O<x J'
A £)/j 5~, C) bo)

iW

b ' - i f

CPOO') aij>Ov_A-

( f 4 ^ 6 - ^ h \ ( ^ — i h
I A Q / - C ? 0 0 < )

/ ^5 Gbo> cUo.C^
O p p 2 . ^

1/^,1 J- —
v O » J *U . J ^ 0 0 4 - t , u ^ ^ ,
= r f n i , r

« u - v i 7 ^ ' ^ d < ( v C t t c i T 0 ' > F s y v : . / ' M ' J ~ c J •
T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop -̂Of̂REASON FOR DECISION: P pjj
^bi-U Sidef ^cTcl^ -kyryjffc, ^ i-^^j o'f ^

^ 4 ^ f v b ^ j I ) r d - p i o c ^
U)k.l*̂  X iLĈ e/̂ 4- AFF j ̂ -ciivy/VD/x j F̂ F(r!r d-eCvi (-tvbo

sSic? kfki C(_ ■(cuA CXactyipie,̂  , u 'Je^ ̂ leye<)e) ̂ OACreA:̂



U x i v b p \ r o i e d ' 4 V c i v j
Banisadr, Allison (*16) jo^+lfied.Round 3A 1:30pm Room 428 Judge's Name: Qoyi }t7Qa^
G o v : 11 K u r a d a - D a t t a

Opp: 14 Wilcox - Sutton
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Team Code #:
P R O P
W

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 ̂  V'/'a.
Opp Speaker#!

p t s Opp Speaker #2_

U \ \co- p t s ^

_pts_22

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatêanalyze 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 referenĉ  to authority as well as general knowledge

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

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in 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 ĉ pliments and/or suggestions for improvement toe a c h d e b a t e r : o n A U g r e c r i "
P r o p l : O p p 1 : , ,
(5 Good ^ociol) CovvtvncF i»rfo/ ® c^&od ire-defi IA\ 1

P r o p 2 : ^
(5̂  Q\oo(X
® G r o b d e r f - p 6 1 i 4 V >

w/ reb\Jttaf^.

Opp 2:
(5, «,ce. -H,«f 3 ' 'V+

PH AetYea>i-"<̂  ̂ orfi cipafion *;

T E A M C O D E # : | o n t h e ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , . . .
OveraM, Proy d<dv,'+ S,V.cvo hovo lOê ':, Ccv.3̂ 1ô  -HAct
WwA ^ocie+v) ovevaW. c>.iren'+ ^/c ^ec| don'f
W<(r«A "lA-fliC+IWP, -dOi^«^c., ftnd yiA-

'.M Mtndinc, -\U\ ' , .?rop CooW^vt s,fa+'k>fl+ 5.
» I ' V ' ^ — 1 - « - I I f

(xtiAzroJiiTjccHouf^ ) Prop c^>o(c/vc
^ c i e f v j , M o f \ l A ^ l i



<^-forC<i, "hlL l^vi;)
Banisadr, Allison (*16) ^]ci\ )xv\i\$>(^a
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 428 ^
Gov: 2 Stamm-Kirk - Brogan
Opp: 27 Amato - Ringstrom
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

J
Judge's Name:

Team Code #:
P R O P

2

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

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

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s ^ O p p S p e a k e r # 2 M / t

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

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

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

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to authority/s well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters r̂ ond to the arguments made

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

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

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

Prop 1:
@ (̂ oodl 0̂  Icujfviq C>Df

clef'7, »

L̂c>v
cA^aUewqt r defi

P r o p 2 : j
( ^ V e v v ) /

O p p \ :

^ gcxd 57-freî rMq iMâ hi-fyd€
j I w o V 5 ^

I(B> Cou\d'Vt. ixdd<rep'7eci
d e f t ' m e d i a e
Move, ep'feclive/uj

Oppt a .
@ joH? D-f
C3 (A>a:?u't eciS'q -for Me

-fl? fbllpu^

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

P r o | ? u x x ^ i k o o u d " ^ i ^ f ~ H a ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 307
Gov: 14 Lustig - Gerenrot
Opp: 11 Ganguli - Sanghvi
Parliamentary DebateA/arslty

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

p t s

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

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

Judging Critma
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d̂ aters analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e red du r i ng t he deba te /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficientl;̂ e debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effeĉely 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 relevanb̂ d effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spê  in an organized, commimicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p 1 : • / ^ j t ^ ^ P P ^ • i I J

yiiuL

/ / - p ® > - f ^ ^ 4TEAM CODE #: i on the frpp wins this debate.
(Prop or 6pp)

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

^ Bptji Xs^4i <4<c4X4JUX C^'QJS. . ~dtx? ytat^cak^^UJL UuLdCrrtAJZ OL ^ dU^rJtsL . O ^
< X a ^ c > f > p

T E A M C O D E # :



L^60$
"t/uîtyOlLQl̂^ <axU2- ̂ l̂ 'it-îAJlM.

t \ \ T y i

i f fi .
) 2^- ~ 1/(t4 ^A KjkS<U>^

\{'̂ :̂ JImj2^ / Jl lKc^cfjB^cjL^ F—
'fe (zJ2./$f>tjL^ t ^ n x o t f ^ o t j i i t i l j u .

^ d̂ (L(c<Lê  /
oJst^

CAMy<J2̂  oljyjur̂  ̂ o
A'jA-° ^rertJ^t A6\> inefj^ /

^S>gist's, ^MJ^<i . /

/'O Gout it ^it i-tsir /
t > } M E c ? c e ^ f t f ^
0 < G ' o p t C M A ^ .
C&<̂ aCIO\ ̂

.X^CAJula^^ <^6yt

■̂Q T€>̂>vC«Xt̂ J Ĝ̂C'V<j2̂  ̂JiyÂ<M̂ ̂
/ C « U J 2 . ^ C ^

cAcLytA f ^ QJOLSA,

^J^7

TpOccv2j|- •; /tfp
MuLMiePl̂Tf'cT) Ko r̂you r̂

I [m&o^ r
j '̂ OtZsit̂  -

^ dy(Ẑd̂crĥ^ ~ /L̂-vx
,- Ge,^ 0-r-et- r-Gxci^

^ t̂ yZj l?HH\£jr ftjicAta£t̂
C G ^

iT'Ujpt Ŵ  i>hu\̂  uK>
cdtiM^;v^ oi^J^\9i,' W-e A-«-^ f), SocaA^

C c M / O t C t ^ £ o l p ^

/̂ Ajt/iAr lz.e,̂ tt ̂

(̂) Têer/̂̂ î̂y •. ̂J?660 ̂  '~fer>
^ /ogyCc«c{

^ i/0̂  (X-02. (ô oPT
aAxL^6e-̂

^(ju^ y(^ OC^^ty^yx
^ ^ ^O Jlyyjl



P A R L I D e b a t e

Round 3B 1:30pm Room 307
G o v : 3 C r a m e r - G r i f fi n

Opp: 27 Skarr - Escarcega
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Pts

pts 3)-̂

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authority ̂well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters reŝnd 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 th/questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, ccmimunicative 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 â /or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : - ^ D /

P r o p 2 : /

- V /
0 >

/-V Bxce.lCzACC' -f (̂ croci ZVUdjiJixJZ-.

Opp 2:
i" CyceiU-tX

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

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

i o M l o Z ^



A ^ i

J>) piTUJ-̂  ̂ ^ <ULC<̂  ~r̂ 6 ̂ J2 CKtrẐ î /f̂ ,

X̂iJUt̂l?̂  ̂  ̂  i{ ̂/h o AJ14̂
'̂ ^̂ ÎcLiAtiot̂  V̂ . OÂ eÂ

< 3 ^ 1 .

lUiÂ  . OÛ ZC(A/̂ t̂  -pL̂  ̂ ^̂ p̂lZAĉSohAÔ i ̂ OufuyjoijL i f>l\̂ â tsi6
V-\̂ ŷ tcx̂ X̂  ̂  <̂ o-Ocl /2-ê ĵ .

£>f

, 6 ^
( | ) " - " p L

A-fp c lcd /c^ d^ .

C - 7 £ > ^ ' t .
^ ^ d c A ^ < ^

>̂C>UxĴ .di MMJ2 (zdtcvUjî / Va<̂̂'Sv^JZ-cAiî  '> f̂ Thitl;̂ ^ ̂  So/iajkJZ — ̂

^ t>ê i ̂ puT^C ~ -̂ oll̂ -tO^ (toM/s
.JŜ -̂̂ Â̂CAL̂  ̂ĉmJA £aAX)<̂' .b) f>f-eMr^« 1^1^ ^cdJbs^

ĈO <̂OD<̂  ̂  -̂l3r̂ <̂5~tO DomJ
^ 'vX̂ xHouAĴ  ——

^ b j i K ^ u - e A u C t /
— - — —■

T̂ 2Â <prH toM d̂i k̂ j ̂ D̂ \JL
(d̂  ̂€u?t<̂  /t6̂  pt̂ \Ĵ AXL̂  \rẐ  'jhvCoî L̂̂e<yL^ CcrttJlAau^C^d

yUiM̂ j iAŷ ĵ  <0Ĉ dt
*

ffTTl T^c-f^1—(Ajt^ilX ctft U/<2 6u*wf" tA>-Ax^. Sx>k£Cr4̂j:̂  ̂ '̂<̂ ĈiL{AAj2Â.
%ĥ jd̂  govt -ftŜodSL •̂aXJ}̂
^ /Co WjuicAskjA

'y-ta.U bcxAlA t̂

VA<^ p (2?<5\st s. ^
^ ^ - < - o ^ o a _ .

^ \ 3>-̂f: vX̂XLPJĵ
I Vet̂  /a(A.i>jc d̂ '(«_e_f i 0 / v v { ^ ^

*axAj) / (^hXX\ayî
/ cA-^ (XS .

ŷ  3i[3/iA âj2c §oft cleJ2P7iĉ
\ TlW«- CUJ!_ deiĤXXjXt'c. fA-t>cê

\̂  3̂ (9 AJLoti-f̂  ̂ Oiji:' IA>J ̂  ̂OMjUroilsiPJC
V- t g - R a ^ A j d .

^ MAudfljQ ^iVfet/^'^ cL

ff-i^: OyU^tka^H- 4 -

ki<z



K e s h a v , S i n e e s h ( * 2 3 ) ^ x / v ^ i
R o u n d 3 A 1 : 3 0 p m R o o m 3 0 6 J u d g e ' s N a m e : O I I v J e s H f v v ;
Gov: 4 Murphy - DeWitt
Opp: 26 Saxena - Duncan
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity Judge's School Affiliation:, A c / v b e

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

U R. P H T pts o? ̂  Opp Speaker
' C v o 1 T T p t s Opp Speaker #2_

Oi/nj ^a-A/ pts c3 ^
y e: NJ A pts ^

Please award each speaker points based on the followin̂ cale:30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 2̂= Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to (palify for elimination rounds)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: r(Wm
To O

Wo rw.-./cJU.
t-»-V\TYMV-> • -•

Opp 1;

Opp 2:

D\Jfs)6AM.
-f : ^ctjro&vo-crj^

, I X Jh — FVu-c* V-)A-P<-«»-V\.- . W o

I ^2'^^ ^ 2- cXj^<3-rv-v>-«s_ . .

- V P o t
- ; W r o . • W > A c m e « ^ - b

TEAM CODE #: tv G on the O p-c wins this debate.
• x n o 4 - X > y > ^ p o T C

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

- crXidLu</-eyy^
" -^pTtirrvjU^ Lo-cxo



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: 5 I K/

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1Prop Speaker # 1 ̂  U t̂onsH-> pts ̂ 3 Opp Speaker # 1 ga>.
Prop Speaker #2 .3 pts Opp Speaker #2 ^ 5 V\0-r\ i

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaterŝ spond 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 wê the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organizê  communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

^ P r e p l : / p p 1 :

\ r v - V m / u u o U c r r > e r v > ^ L v v e
P o n ^ W u c J R . ^

^

< r o c A e i J L e j t t c « ^
TEAM CODE #: / / on the ^/y> wins th's debate. "" » .r^c-Y-e-oJU-H^

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

cJLXJLC'-̂ Ẑ̂ —<



P A R L I D e b a t e

Dara, Ramesh (*11)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 308
G o v : 2 7 G a l l i - G i r i m o n t e

Opp: 4 Walsh - Moser
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:_

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

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

LU pts ^0 Opp Speaker #1_

jL^OOQr7/-<2_ pts Opp Speaker #2_

pts_2=S

Please award each speaker points based on the following scalê
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = N&ty Good

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: Opp 1:

Prop 2: Opp 2:

'Xf (p-i ha Ye-du-

T E A M C O D E # t 9 "

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)



(jjkcA
; y W o - - • . ^ . < L J

c T O ^

4 - t ^

O^ ' 11^

M f ^ - . .

l-



Dara, Ramesh (*11)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 308
G o v : 2 7 M a l f a v o n - H u l e t t

Opp: 4 McAvoy - Hester
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: 1

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

Pts ^ ?

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

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

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

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

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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communî ive 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 tô ponents and judges

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

Prop 1: Oppl :

i r A c H O F y o o

Prop 2: Opp 2;

TEAM CODE #: 2-7
(Prop or Opp)

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)



u i L . A " * " 1 1 ^ A - /

, ; ' g W ^ ' ^

/ / / ^
A/»-A/- ■

^ U 2 A / V \

1 .

\ ^ /j) k^ ^
W ; -

0̂  /Ux3v ̂l)pY<r\ŷ^
2- ' //o '̂« -̂

pie^di^ai

(fl tA-

jU-- yw



Jia, Jack (*6)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 526
Gov : 14 Wh i t e - Ha l l

Opp: 16 Stephen - Miskelley
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

0 Opp Speaker #2_

p t s

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

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

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

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

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

« by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

f • Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
qVF . Jl/ y and easily imderstandable

Kfi \ ̂  • Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
/ . /iN V Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for imprpvement to

d e b a t e r : / .
/ Oppl: V^/'\W I ^ l/M"-

[ M 6 ^ ^ e v , t a x
\ L v n X W v •V Prop 2: ^2MmS£^.Ov,v2-.

Vvvvr"-) ><, yycnvb ^ ^ elf
T E A M C O D E # : \ b ^

I Qc&^ lk VWnf^ ' (Prop or Opp)^ ^ R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : " , . , ' ,
O i > p a l i t f U V i ^. . . . . f > n ^ . y ^ A r . k / • ! / ! H i ' s A / , i U / W ^

o n t h e

■ 0VC(U/\k^^
wins this debate.

i r v ^

( U / ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Jia, Jack (*5)
Round 3B 1 ;30pm Room 526
Gov : 27 Erns t - Dav is

Opp: 3 Curl - Aghadjlan-Newbrough
Parliamentary DebateA/arslty

Judge's Name:_

Team Code #:
P R O P .

> •

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P
Team Code #: 3

Prop Speaker #1_ _pts 10 Opp Speaker #1_
Prop Speaker #2 0 pts ̂  O Opp Speaker #2

3 0

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 inapproprî behavior

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

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to authority as v̂ ll as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters resp̂d to the arguments made

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

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

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

P r o p ^ i
^ A ( U / \^kX\q I'? 1*7 yeAe-VMv1~

hVv I2.vfuvr|9l̂

l i ^ h ' V v n - " N y ^ g \ j ^ ' V ~ - -
TEAM CODE #: _ on the prop _wins this debate.
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^

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 :



P A R L I D e b a t e

Choy, Suzle (*4)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 527
Gov: 7 Mattegunta - Nandakumar
Opp: 14 Yee - Morrell
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2j

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:,

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1_

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively me. 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 rampliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: Opp l :

Prop 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 :

Opp 2:

on the OP/P _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Choy, Suzie (*4)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 527
G o v : 11 M e s w a n i - H a r i t h

Opp: 16 Banisadr - Weiner
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

PROP I
Team Code #: I I

Prop Speaker #1_

Prop Speaker #2 pts ix'l

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:^
O P P

Team Code #:

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

Opp Speaker #2 ptsM
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

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

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

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to authority aŝ ell as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters rê nd 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 ̂  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 debatei/were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:

Prop 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 :

(jr\A.dMAj\x^ ^
WiiMA l/Wt-(A HaM/K

O p p 2 : ^

on the V ^w ins t h i s deba te .
(Prop or Opp)

D V f J a ' A h c V e r C r ^ ^ f / ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Mla3(soivfrteTal*T)—^
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 528
Gov: 22 Mubarack - Troup
Opp: 4 Figueroa - Choy
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

\

• Ocicols

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:,

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2

pts3^
pts<—

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2

ptsZlJ
_ptŝ2L?

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

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

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

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficientlŷ e debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and refîences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speâ în 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, pleasê ff̂  com
e a c h d e b a t e r : / /

^ N i r f

S

Prop 1: WJj) flcvP' 1̂0̂

0 ^ V j M i J J | 1 \ 4 i i J - i Q . v

rcomplimrats and/or suggestions for improvement to^V c Lr uiTHfW £NDClAT(eM
i;niM£lUb/e. -'tKi Ife'ortVAiywljvTl.

> o i \ l ( h v y c i f $ 9 W ^
F o / v T c W ' ! * 1 ^ W

I C H / A i u v v > ; r r A W R V r r ) ^ 9 I r r « B v - ^ l i f t r n Q . i r < i - > r i c ; w (

uuo»̂ 4PProp 2: OVervieui Opp iKt/fYine< oip2:fQi\: rro/p"^int (s qS Av
A - - k o A - I i . » ' / A ( j 1

191/T Jwit^ Prop2; "lervKW ewiwf', (:Wp2:|'0I: rfOjp ^oinT 15 Otft <?Di>l/T al^Klit ttU A . u o ^ r i ' t A o \ m 2 I j / ' w i r l * i u J ^ d x i / e
^ h u s .c k j W s r, ! - h m o C e A i z r ^ | L c m - o i ^ J i r r l t S n t . k

See oa ijts,Pwjo^ . SuA'iv'il VcAolf; i-fK te»l. psopit ITBI*. W,r,l x £. . 11 I4 i k ^ r t o t t l " ^ i m \ - 7 P r , t U y t r T l t ' ' ^ '■wTTEAM code#: I , T on the mns tms debat^ . wOCuM^e-tc- m (Kt \
(Prop or Opp) C\w Ae^ 4o l(ijr\-toV«

, ,o,/W L REASONjRORDECISION: FWo^ cA ()jt if , ifc ariouJy.T.J<(5> itUJOi/IJ ̂  q
A A 0
A) d̂ oice . 0,

U o T ! ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

-IMcixsum, Tricia
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 528
Gov: 16 Ginsburg - Zhou
Opp: 14 Chin - Rosenfeld
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker#! /^.P

Prop Speaker #2̂HfV
2°! Opp Speaker#! 0 ^

Opp Speaker #2

P/nfl -. ■
CoÔ<jS>

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

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

evidence—̂ which may include facts and references to authorî  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 were4he questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organize^ communicative style that is pleasant

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

Using the above criteria, please offc^ compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to i _ Je a c h d e b a t e r : I # ^ x M ^ U V W ' '

kM n ocof ?i pr,t^ce ^UhtUl%/\} 0mei^y6mv43oA/^u SO.7 /Y^oVi^ vr c\rsu\f{i 1/)W

r r o p z ; 1 i n i , r y h v *

X Wvi o/«r

T E A M C O D E # :

tut Opp2:o, ()OtU cW- \l\jo/ o r M - % ^ U
1 , C O I ; / T W I " / r W - 0

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

( P r o p 6 r O p p ) , \ i lREASON FOR DECISION:0fl|; m'm ^ fir jfcgi. V,q,U^ i<^ of W
o v ^ r e ^ ^ , > W b . t W

n ^ . J I tfl r o * ' 1 C c u l a o r



P A R L I D e b a t e

Byrne, William ^20)
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 230
G o v : 1 4 Ya n - Ya n

Opp: 13 Sinha - Herman
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

M i lJudge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

f(Xy^

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

PROP ̂  ̂
"(o-rt

. u

Team Code #: ' 1 ^
Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

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

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectiÂy 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 speal/in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1: W a^e °PP •• "iiw, ejcTdellcnf 9pe^f'^ ^

r - A i - t

TEAM CODE #: X / nn fhp

T s e e y o ^ ^
S e a S c fi a s , c i ' b ^ c t A ^ h a y e^ C L S c t i a s J r

Opp 2: eZ$e h say ^ :X
yc\^ cA i^rSS ft

o n t h e wins this debate.
(Prop or'l^pl^ r i u p u i I l i tREASON FOR DECISION: l/tiS /XC^ Otj;^ Of^

\ ^ c u J J ' l i i x v e d l c s ' e e v s v r t T i k e c ^
d̂ KiSe <̂ f̂ Se ̂ 3 ciyisctdeê -/x4.i'



PA R L I D e b a t e

Byrne, William r20)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 230
Gov ; 7 Yu - Mak inen i

Opp: 26 Kornfein - Stromberg
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: f (Affiliation: ffjie. Val[0
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#I

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

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

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

p t s

Please award each speaker points based on the 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 rude (̂ inappropriate behavior

Judg ing C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyẑhe 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 s/pport arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to autl̂ rity as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

P rop l : 'X Opp l : X X CTxJJ 5<^

Prop 2:

CAM CODE #: K

' - w c 1 i ! ^

cify e7c<ielXe -̂t

O p p 2 : " % e i f K e
o o G 0 . 9

cut (!QACrŜ ({'̂
o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

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

X h c ^ i h e 9 e c f e > ~ ^ v c t x e
-(kx/yr̂J theGp̂  cis iXe


