PARLI Debate
Whitmore, Robin (*14)

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 302 Judge’s Name: GZ)Jb\ " \MW"’M»O"@’

Gov: 27 Shimizu - McDowell

8§rpﬁﬁn|:ﬁgsr3rgzgét2/a\?asrgty Judge’s School Affiliation: \,_i, L ol
PROP orP /
Team Code #: FAR Team Code #: a
Prop Speaker #1 Mc Do W{/L/\ ptsﬁ Opp Speaker #1 U tsot pts 2‘q
Prop Speaker #2 Sy V24 ptsﬁ Opp Speaker #2 QV\/OS — pts 30

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 fopelimination rounds)

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

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

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

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

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

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

Opp 1:

%ﬂ’@%— Spoke ikt +o
Me G~ CS \/tr\c,uﬁ . No+

fglM')C Uy @Mmmhﬂof- VoL
OWYW%{D\A)P?GM Cant perstie hbe;j

P% < Woldg — tHhadt

Gy fopic Y bman fev

#) . GodK refiati oy

A ltHe Fushed. Onofe

TEAM CODE #:___ ) onthe (DPP  wins thisdebate. ~ FEP €A1 LLa_
(Prop or Opp) :

REASON FOR DECISION: | ’
Their astcuunesnd Lo M ' O~ Pr wdo,D
bﬂ% Prop ao nét corneet uas SO @w/

ey oFHfere o more 5Wd} proven puwAS



sod N S W 3 ,
b sk o Hhe SAvormeSr aryinerd | DE CarEful of beirs repete,
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PARLI Debate

Whitmore, Robin (*14)

Round 3B 1:30pm Room 302 ) . ) w \
Round 38, 1,300 o Judge ste.%btp o ve
Opp: 16 Aguilera - Zhou
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: d ] "'& Loy
PROP; OPP
Team Code #: 5 Team Code #: | o
Prop Speaker #1 pts 2-'% Opp Speaker #1__ 2. )’\ 0 A pts 26(

AR ek erovEd A
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Prop Speaker #2 M 00 V- pts “ Opp Speaker #2 A% Cleve— 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 tgpic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority As well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, Communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaterg were to opponents and judges

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

each debater: ﬁ
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PARLI Debate
Zaheer, Affan (*8)

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 309 Judge’s Name: % Zq% ée,cz,

Gov: 4 Cunningham - Yau-Weeks

Opp: 27 Chu - Fraga
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: 2 % >“’/7le '
PROP orPP
Team Code #: ? Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 ch\v\'\vg»\% pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 f; AAHA / pts 2%

Prop Speaker #2 Yau - ‘UQQJ(/i pts 2R Opp Speaker #2 c /”/ pts 28

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

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

Using the above criteria, please off
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: L{ on the PY f% wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Zaheer, Affan (*8)
Round 38 1:30pm Room 309 Judge’s Name: %
1

Gov: 16 Kapoor - Berger

Opp: 5 Jia - Jiang . N ,
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: ) ‘4@‘ (n HL
PROP OPP -
Team Code #: / 6 Team Code #: 5
L
Prop Speaker #1 WPOOQJ pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 <3\ o\g pts 2¥
Prop Speaker #2 QQ)%QQ\ pts. 2 ) Opp Speaker #2 e pts 2 7

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

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

Judging Criteria

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

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support argu

evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as wel)as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the qugstions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, co
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were/to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: 5 onthe O PP wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Clark, Stacy/Wallis (*26 :
Round 3A 1:30pmy Room 301 ( ) Judge’s Name: @mw WK

Gov: 14 Sutton - Moon

ggfﬁ;;ggtzgzﬁeﬁgg/arsity Judge’s School Affiliation: @mﬂ A/IMMVY
~ Tpor O;P#f
Team Code # Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 lVl/Um/L’ pts % Opp Speaker #1 AIW’I/ pts %
Prop Speaker #2 fvbm~ pts (i Opp Speaker #z//%ﬂ | V} i pts i

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

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

Using the above criteria, please/offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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{(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

The 775 (M/l/al\{c,w ol WU’W%

D{W ’ pevqm&;w




PARLI Debate
Clark, Stacy/Wallis (*26 , '
Round 3B 1:30pn¥ Room 301 (28) Judge’s Name: &/m/ OWK.

Gov: 17 Sweeney - Hsieh

}
Opp: 11 Deshpande - Lingampalli N/ WWWAM
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: / \/

oPP ‘ \
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 q W pts_ﬁ Opp Speaker #1 Véé M'V (M/LA‘(/ pts, M
Prop Speaker #2 H/, ‘e l/L pts W Opp Speaker #2 \/l VW\%VWV/( l ([ pts 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 qualify for elimination rounds)

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

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arg
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well/as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond 6 the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the quegtions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, commuficative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were

opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/orSuggestions for improvement to

each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Sawhney, Sakina (*7) .
Round 3A 1:3(;pm Room 303 Judge’s Name:%/g_%w A,W
Gov: 27 Inman - Young d
Opp: 2 Booth - Pracar o
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: DVAS . /
PROP OPP /
Team Code #:_ 2 7 Team Code #: 2
Prop Speaker #1 l N Man pts 29  Opp Speaker #1 [ﬁgan ) ts A9
Prop Speaker #2 \/Mﬁ(sj pts 29  Opp Speaker #2_&44,@;\, // pts L9

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding

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

28 = Very Ggod
ination rounds)
de or inappropriate behavior

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for,
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters,

offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the d

alyze the topic and the arguments

aters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and referencgs 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
Delivery: How well the debaters speak i
and easily understandable

Courtesy: How courteous and respec

Opp 2
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PARLI Debate

Sawhney, Sakina (*7) ‘
Round 38 1:30pm Room 303 dee’s Name: .
Gov: 14 Katz - Huynh | Judge’s meﬁw%

Opp: 6 Morehead - Andrews

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation; DVHS.
PROP OPP
Team Code #: /4 . Team Code #: é

Prop Speaker #1 A/ Qq 7‘21 pts .Zg Opp Speaker #1 Mpreleaot pts_2%
Prop Speaker #2 4 “9//\— A pts_Z & Opp Speaker #2_ Qadreess pts_Z
L

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 ina/ppropn'ate behavior
Judging Criteria Y.
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the tgpic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppor}r arguments with’
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatery'were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate
Young, Wendy (*27)

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 229 Judge’s Name:
Gov: 11 Yoo - Liu

Opp: 14 Cohen-Sima ’ o
Parliamentary ate/Varsity udge’s School Affiliation:

N\
@;am Code #. P]}OF | Tealn Code #: OI}I%
Prop Speaker #1 MOO pts % Opp Speaker #1 /° G}LM/ S(/rn%pﬁba? 7 S
Prop Speaker #2 \gﬁ () pts pflg Opp Speaker #2 %J&, pts _ﬂ

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for i;nprovement to

each debater:
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PARLI Debate
Young, Wendy (*27)

Round 3B 1:30pm Room 229

Gov: 4 Basrai - McKenna Judge’s Name: [/ J/M 1/ [ Qen g/
Opp: 16 Fogarty - Pister 0
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliatien:i—{AALA2al0 0] o
PROP (0)d
Team Code #: Lf \[eam Code #: l é

. . b »
Prop Speaker #1 leJ\O\A_ ptsyg 8 pp Speaker #1 P(Aill\ pts 2 (J/ S’

Prop Speaker #2 MC—/FLQ—/Y\/\OB— ptg/g pp Speaker “Q%Q&Ahﬂi yé_g

Please award each speaker points based on thepllowing scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstandirg_ 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify-fer-eliminatiomToAnds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inagpropriate behavior
Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the §0pic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatersAvere to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments ahd/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: ‘ on the i ) wins this debate.
' (Prop:oj, Obp)
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PARLI Debate
Cabasino, Mark (*13)
Round 3A 1:30,pm Room 529 Judge’s Name: M L_, C
Gov: 2 Holt - Mizin
Opp: 27 Nevin - Hatcher Z
Parllamentary DebateNarsnty Judge s School Affiliation:

Team Code #: @ / Team Code #: / 7 w
Prop Speaker #1 H {//( pts ZOI Opp Speaker #1 [\/ wﬁ 2-61
Prop Speaker #2 M l Z[ /\J pts Zﬁ Opp Speaker #2 }’V\T(/& pts 7/6‘(

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scalé:

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

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: peed  Clewr
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Oood oty ildtcoq
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; Opp 1: Good jb wth  dclinitions
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vo terT (¢ b Hads £ AFL CaSe .
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ok Your pun CaSe .

Opp 2:
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("C M 3 j W&L)mej, Conterdsva .

Good (e w ‘ED"OQIV‘QAA— of  tr ouwn ;P“UL‘ ! Gooé d“‘éo"‘(ffv‘m o{—
Cuge N€7 [ Yaryloat Wl"" S Jroppe) Meg | c - X
TEAM CODE #: — on the wins this debate.
2 (Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: &gﬂo P
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PARLI Debate TosT (CY)
Cabasino, Mark (*13)
Round 3B 1:30,pm Room 529 Judge’s Name: M L
Gov: 3 Wolf-Jacobs - Nagarajan
Opp: 27 Rosenthal - Dondero Tudee’s School Affiliati m
i D Narsi udge’s School Affiliation:
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity ——
PROP OPP O
Team Code #: ‘,'/ (3> Team Code #: L7
. : 2
Prop Speaker #1_(AOLF ™~ JACoBS pts 1 Opp Speaker #1 DON Dero pts Zi

Prop Speaker #2 N4 GARA TAN pts % Opp Speaker #2 @03(1\/\)"(/—1/\ — pts Z/

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/,
each debater:

r suggestions for improvement to
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TEAM CODE #: N on the wins this debate.

(270 (Prop-of Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: OpPPr
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Reo™ Laws wiion protect citizems Prom %QM%VEARLI Debate

Banisadr, Allison (*16) ave “jortified
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 428

Gov: 11 Kurada - Datta

Opp: 14 Wilcox - Sutton

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

PROP

Team Code #:.___\\
Prop Speaker #1 P 06“'1 pts 9“1
Prop Speaker #2 & Vo dg pts 27

Pavi sadv

Judge’s Name:

Judge’s School Affiliation: lb

10)3d g
Team Code #: ‘b‘
Opp Speaker #1 W ‘\ \CD\[ / pts??
Opp Speaker #2 2 U‘Q{'O/ pts 27

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

Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fof elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterg analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the d¢baters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referencgs to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in

and easily understandable

organized, communicative style that is pleasant

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfu)/the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:
Wow -
Spe
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Prop 2:
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wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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ov'to
WVen gz fail J euforce e law, PARLI Debate

Banisadr, Allison (*16)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 428
Gov: 2 Stamm-Kirk - Brogan
Opp: 27 Amato - Ringstrom
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

Vigilwhom 1y justified.

Bovwzadr

Judge’s Name:

Judge’s School Affiliation; | €

PROP
Team Code #: .
Prop Speaker #1 &V'Of)ﬂ‘/\ pts Y
Prop Speaker #2 %&M\M-k& v pts 28

OPP
Team Code #: 271
Opp Speaker #1 AVWI{’D pts 27

Opp Speaker #2 qu stvonn 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 rou

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the t

offered during the debate

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappfopriate behavior

ic and the arguments

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters supportarguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority 4s well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters regpond to the arguments made

by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments

each debater:
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on the PVOE wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

3 V I
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 307 s . /
Gov: 14 Lustig - Gerenrot Judge’s Name: €/L ©en m%/
Opp: 11 Ganguli - Sanghvi
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: MD‘VC[‘:Q_ V@E
PROP -OPP
Team Code #: [ L\L Team Code #: // /

Prop Speaker #1 L hg t(jb pts 3—? Opp Speaker #1 6_5? ,VL?A/L ) pts_2. ¢ g

Prop Speaker #2_( ig yeun pts 2 2 Opp Speaker #2 'S WU‘ 14 ) pts 2%

Please award each speaker points based on the following sca {
30 =Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = ¥ery Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20= Rese/ ed for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Crite 4a
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently/the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and ref€rences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant
e Delivery: How well the debaters sp
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

d effective were the questions and the answers
in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
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TEAM CODE #: (L/’ on the ?k D!E_) ! 9/0—0‘{

wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

S e T
AL e

[\
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 307 Judge’s Name: C//\ ten -FM@/
U

Gov: 3 Cramer - Griffin
Opp: 27 Skarr - Escarcega N
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: M on U s V{ C;éL

OoPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: D? 7

Prop Speaker #1 Crﬂ mey pts >——? Opp Speaker #1 Eg cCAal( %% pts ‘)’7
Prop Speaker #2__( é t[-\:&i AN pts _D_X Opp Speaker #2 5 kﬂ r // pts P’/(

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

PROP
3

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support Arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority ag well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were th¢ questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, c unicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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TEAM CODE#:__ > /. on the ‘Qe()&wins this debate.
( (Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Keshav, Sineesh (*23) Henwselies anz 6"’"’6’6""’“‘9

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 306
Gov: 4 Murphy - DeWitt

Judge’s Name: Si NEESH l<€$ AV

Opp: 26 Saxena - Duncan o Wk‘u R amon
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation:

\ \ &T
— Acade mY

PROP orp
Ll—

Team Code #: Team Code #: 2~ é

Prop Speaker #1 m URPHT pts o? + Opp Speaker #1 O N AN pts_&_q

Prop Speaker #2 D(-: WIiTT  pts 2 b Opp Speaker #2 AXEN A pts Q 3

Please award each speaker points based on the followin
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to gdalify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reéerved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the/debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

Using the above criteria, please

fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

N
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TEAM CODE #: 6 on the @) o wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Keshav, Sineesh (*23) k
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 306 Judge’s Name: S INEESH ESHAV
Gov: 13 Cummings - Ellsworth
Opp: 11 Munshani - Baveja o s
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: 2 RN VSR SAo
Zarnorn Academ
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: ‘5 Team Code #: | |

Prop Speaker #1 E Ns ooy thn pts 0(2 8 Opp Speaker #1 PDCLV"-'-(\: - - pts & 53

Prop Speaker #2 C\,\N\ s ng 3 pts Q_ép Opp Speaker #2 Munshant pts /C;,z +

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppgrt arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters fespond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective werg the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatgrs were to opponents and judges
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X \’e/rjsj"n—v-f:) P evna 4 . ertda e LML:»=Q=CT‘Q”“
1. abebnad W - M&WD
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TEAM CODE #: L/ on the O% wins this debate,. — @ G J“"?-w-i*\_w“
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PARLI Debate

Dara, Ramesh (*11)

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 308 Judee’s N : oo
Gov: 27 Galli - Girimonte udge’s Name:_(CAMASA O AR

Opp: 4 Walsh - Moser

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: €N (MNUT I (I (i
PROP orp /
Team Code #: 2 7 Team Code #: L’f
Prop Speaker #1 (;: Q\LLQ pts 28  Opp Speaker #1 \QQW\ / pts O Q
Prop Speaker #2 G AN pts 9»? Opp Speaker #2__{1) 7 . pts_ 29

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: Opp 1: R

piips Fo biios e Gl o
TE pook o/’/woufj" oo boprc @ O

u /’c«m\}w.o/( A vt

Prop 2: Opp 2: L)
T et b vodisca Tophrhon-

=

TEAM CODE #: 9 on the QM wins this debate.

(Pfop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

W ™ Mo e 3&4#@\»&5(@ CQ“FQV\/L:M )






PARLI Debate

Dara, Ramesh (*11)

Round 3B 1:30pm Room 308 Judge’s N . M (=S 9 R

Gov: 27 Malfavon - Hulett udge's Name Rameasy (@ RA
Opp: 4 McAvoy - Hester o -
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation:_ — RV a5y %

PROP OPP
Team Code #: 9:7‘ Team Code #: l/’

Prop Speaker #1_[V) o ‘30 it pts_ 2 Z Opp Speaker #1 'IY} c AV o1 pts 2
Prop Speaker #2 H’U»LG/H‘ pts 2 9 Opp Speaker #2 H\‘ﬁ/"ﬂ) pts 2 9

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 argumients

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or
each debater:

ggestions for improvement to

Prop 1:
- > Y ()
ZacH oNE oF Nod oidp/ A AESOMI’E TH0R .

Prop 2: Opp 2:

TEAM CODE#: 2.7 onthe [ROP  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

A Uy Céo’sﬂ Colk - OP?- bmf\)wd v /(l)\u; Qn/@,(c,a,wa/v(’ O\NC{
PYP  Yightly Callod Ue owb -
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PARLI Debate

Jia, Jack (*5) -~
\
Round 3A 1:30pm Room 526 Judee’s Name: B,.M e
Gov: 14 White - Hall fcge’s Name le- 7
Opp: 16 Stephen - Miskelley .
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: WO
PROP orPP N
Team Code #: L "" Team Code #: | (9

Prop Speaker #1 WHA/V\S 7/0} Opp Speaker #1 L-;W;,/ M pts 30
Prop Speaker #2 %W g’ -% 0 Opp Speaker #2 ‘\j\/\ 6 K@J v pts j) 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 rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
- evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
¢ Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
\S(Q’ \&0 Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
'QW\‘Q.@Q e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
O,N v and easily understandable :
52\ T e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

¢ X8
;@[\ \\‘\P) Using the above criteria, please offer o{nphments and/or suggestlons for i t to
. 28V{P/mﬁeach debater: 7 N w&v vﬁl’?
W\/Propl %994 oM Vr‘ﬂ-’? opplyy%vv\u\é 6L/7WU’W% rLOM
hooal eifeck, (oot fave L LT provmt A R
 tond poini ok lnfd buddoe/h ok Good Turusre
\@/Wga/)w(/\m\z,a A’WWJ% (&l}» hwhva o ST Vi
ot 059, = “Crperiat vole— vorn goodh
Prop2: _ Opp 2: W"‘ UL |
caavo\%ngvmy/v@ h7w%’m/\ d?/wmﬂg~\ |, The W‘/l/\(/rwkm
LYoo 22l %w U Aatrin v ol .
o V¥ ufkbvws 5 4hroms ot yig s Om SR

{
TEAN CODE #: |6 on the D witeiis Aob .
|, Grod dov s ponts | (Prop or Opp) wvﬂz % WWV;‘&M ment

W@wvﬁﬁmcﬁﬁ“‘s‘ﬁ,‘; hae o |ittle VWW&WL&W@ WW@VZ/&YW@% pout
W%V\zwvlg% nh 900t & At degpew n "DWVWH(/(M7
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PARLI Debate

Jia, Jack (*5) ~ %
Roun,d 3B 1:30pm Room 526 Judge’s Name: ?S\ m m 6\
Gov: 27 Ernst - Davis
Opp: 3 Curl - Aghadjian-Newbrough
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: (,@L/W!()/Q -
PROP OPP
Team Code #: }3‘ Team Code #: g

Prop Speaker #1. WW pts % O Opp Speaker #1 (/M/Yk pts 3 O
Prop Speaker #2 Q(l/ AN pts "% (O  Opp Speaker #2 AM\‘WV\ pts-lq’

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 inappropri

behavior

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

d the arguments

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

Propl:\\(L\WVl/JC‘) GOA WN&MLUZ
Jomoyy cam W /tlvgw

= Move AMA
M(f}’%nuwi %WW &

S Wiy
Rl (e
ﬁgp%k_’ 1614 MTW !

frosd bor G707 _ ’ S
%Lé ViGe Lot om - Wiy \ v i MMW VAN
TEAM CODE #: 21 on the]zﬁP_wms this debate. q/{; %M/[ are

(Prop or Opp)

N bW’hW Vz/wvme/ohvxka aaomi @0 WS
p

No Wwyv\,wm WMWK \/l@l&vﬂ/h%
\J Wiy oMY ong MMWP’UL (615 yehavnt
WMM’@M"M Mavhn exawple
ot SV Che e ok colf

Ae-{einse)

REASON FOR DECISION:

deboaly W\”W Q’U\/mé d% Vg
oo and it gt 1 o W
WW -Hm wo,@l#%ﬂ K)f YW% (%, 6\, \H’h ngm '%l/\w%



Choy, Suzie (*4)

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 527

Gov: 7 Mattegunta - Nandakumar
Opp: 14 Yee - Morrell
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: S’MS "ﬁ CW

[
Judge’s School Affiliation: gb D

PROP
Team Code #: _7

Prop Speaker #1 NZMMMWI&V pts Lo\

Opp Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 W{Mﬁ?\ pts 28

Team Code #: OPP j4 /
Yee /,{ 29

Opp Speaker #2 Mb\/l’f/(/(/ / pts 29

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Gp6d
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eljfhination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

<20 = Reserved for fude or inappropriate behavior

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

offered during the debate

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

by the other side

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in

and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous and respect

organized, communicative style that is pleasant

the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer gompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:

/\7

Prop 1:

Zg@,& prxne 4 Mﬁ’g
N
\

Prop 2:

—obo V‘/»’/Vg
o g o

PN

%MW R Falk o I

i

TEAM CODE #: ||

REASON FOR DECISION:

Opp 1: .

Opp 2:

Ok Jolo addrtery Progss gk

on the Op { wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

Mborgln OVES poinds wene wok Jhat PR, ey Aedd  amn excelloot
o akdrriy pwy’s poms d kv ey e



PARLI Debate

Choy, Suzie (*4)
Round 3B 1:30pm Room 527

Judge’s Name: S (/IS(C C h(ﬂ/()

Gov: 11 Meswani - Harith
Opp: 16 Banisadr - Weiner
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

[2oD

Judge’s School Affiliation:

PROP OPP
Team Code #: / l Team Code #: / Q
Prop Speaker #1 HaviUa pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 Ba MSOA pts 28
Prop Speaker #2 MLS VWMNL pts 2 Opp Speaker #2 ij ey~ pts 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 qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair

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

offered during the debate

24-20 = Poor

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
d the arguments

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

by the other side

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

and easily understandable

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

Using the above criteria, please offer complimentyand/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:

Prop 1:

7 ﬂuimyf g weo

Prop 2:
Towmaed Ho uelr on A

A Haam M/W:\n( Opf s

/e

TEAM CODE #:

. pp 1:
Fandadh o Gondadn, ¢ 4 ot !

_ Yy Ay .
ke, ks ot g s

{owwb .

on the Dpd& wins this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION:
PP Ak a beler Job

ma, b'ug

(Prop or Opp)

taze fp Ma(/l—wﬁl»f /70%%5 6 //VX’

Irop friled. Ao rebute o0vre & s e Uke ek/17Ts .



Uacolo PARLI Debate
Maxson, Tricia "D

Round 3A 1:30pm Room 528 Judge’s Name: d 01 co S
Gov: 22 Mubarack - Troup

Opp: 4 Figueroa - Choy @ }Q
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation:_{)p/ i
PROP - OPP L/
Team Code #: Z?/ Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 mUE («\rﬁ\t\ pts 2% Opp Speaker #1 Q’\ o\ / pts 2'1 5
Prop Speaker #2 Tf ptszrl Opp Speaker #2 Fé/)dé ptsAp

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

Judging Criteyia

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

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

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

e Points of Information: How relevant’aj{d effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

Using the above criteria, please gffer compliments and/or su gestlons for improvement to

each debater: Wnw 0 R NI ATeN
t ‘ LLS K)IT i fa
pop s ol o e b AL o131 80 AT, 2 "iﬁ o) by UG w5 ek

L @rconissten” Shadbeon 2 okl bl Jus“cs@ "YU \L‘or“w%n V(“
&J d’” SVﬂ sye Sur‘v\v«‘j Vs {\\ om 16 & Oresk How o
% R&mb ‘)Jdﬁe) lS 4 Qc o, f\o‘& Value " | Dok, P/vf} Q*P #SH th Sq«) np hat 9U (onva ny
o 0

H,wqbo,\' l,Jt 5,,,\ vp ur m%ﬁnbmu, gm; le") ‘TU Me T Sl‘iob 5’4%%‘@\0&2 SE«JWJS 0/9,7

oﬂ .», b ée\(‘—u 0{\9 H d 1egite ftm L.u/; ‘\C(TUM" la"alf
q e 0 0 !(t 01 'w) o ° o
‘\hoioﬁc On (\rcz‘v_g)on« ‘tﬂvzml 15. ’t"”"t vr /(43 ytls ’5514'“ Q CW {1 /V-‘S;Mw:’) M o f@b b US
‘ftw.ft | d(tqu hc,fﬁ *tﬂ MQOCQA{,S U thair MM I ceell wc\ [ '&0 over Q/Y)O\/e/ q ‘~ |
waat do Seg Morg onﬂta by V6 . sunivel LadkofE: M’y el feal: f' ol Magheq] ma"b(;m?
0n Sorn | o, |65ty % 1Kol ConorTionS Vg2 %nmn(m‘ hafq’m

ai ﬂQ ‘q ‘t‘ on (] [a wnls S deba n Ve(;n&
iy COLbE: yoxd th . this debat ,\QS;,L oot BT

REASON FOR DECISION: Freoo,, of rlpor bt £ ke £ Sroudy. Takig £ urd
X:j Jysz g 4o more g boct 4 MYCI naq‘tgéwﬁ/okﬁhwm 9"‘3@1& Jemh:) r{ (s i:orst’u“
Aol g mvwl;rtwrt‘v% ol twf{a J pacties who bore Kiny bl
o’j: i 5{3(3 P/bf std of ot u‘b”y &M anof wing Doneg
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Q oo PARLI Debate

Round 3B 1:,30pm Room 528 Judge’s Name: JQ(O
Gov: 16 Ginsburg - Zhou

Opp: 14 Chin - Rosenfeld
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: @?fke,'f;g
PROP l orpP l H
Team Code #: ((? Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # l? h o ptsZO[ Opp Speaker #1 Cl/\ - pt52:] 5
Prop Speaker #2 @(‘\5&]\} pts 30 Opp Speaker #2 %O%M() pts Z

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

offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authonpl as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters réspond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were/the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized/ communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatefs were to opponents and judges

Using the aboma riteria, le se %e_ﬁ complimen nd/or suggestlons fori 1m5)fovem w ] ham’je)(uﬁ\
0 10

each debater: q-¥an ov /! mr\ W
t o counds like v(\ﬁ,,\;kfﬁ&( W \9:/\{\0(,?1&, | Q%ul/'t\wteaolvm
J\}&JG%I lblrop lu,li\\; . OET[,\,( ‘ﬂ\a fﬂ‘\‘)\’hd\ pp 1: )&- Vs EIMJU] “}/My 0 FO’M%, Cak, ( ‘{ﬂ'\ﬂl\ ‘k” M whit

WRA yiglontes 1n ocovpl?() Frce oforcyng tha by 'V AT 00 Coz. Puy ’Jc"‘ “%"\ "W/“/"?"//6 WV‘&‘M/%?

orf W a Wiy G I oll mom "‘br o\nu\w AUt 1 goil) nend
PmR- |m0)‘|QJ 0,138 ot Vs are exforciog lws 15 e “010'“ $alk O!(wtf;f Rty ln’) was 0 h’?
Co,,pvg,, &f&. bff’ (}g{?ﬂ V ahch s, O&eﬁ/ﬂ’cw (re doén“t Soy Ve u’@rc\a) aw M ,fahu,g

w/ (e, [ 0 feed ‘&) More 3:)«{'1{‘ "(: aghow Mtﬁjiwhm ﬂw V ()

\ Ca ~Eur on R\ Qe IR Clang . whel 5. 00

Vs o MAM o {. -t 300: %"( ‘:or B:; fa’é’ }%b{;@ Opﬁ)eé&’u ('/@@n‘)/fb V (fmf
’ Wy i No Sam 6;0 eV

Btﬁt 5 Po' Peq;,\« A m\ ﬁW( E‘O\”(%?P%:tasg';%z”ﬁ eglevant - i 9{7l pﬁ‘ﬂ/“(:’ (’AQYQ

A ol Y19y Qxelam»kmr\, |{\/A oJ} ()q:bﬁ Jd. ? J Oph‘)bm 'mare 9@‘""\‘9 ‘H'm m08M7 jl{y [)0% e
TEAM CODE #: l (? on the P wins this debate.
(Prop rOpp)
REASON FOR DECISION: Oﬁ’ Mieses Rresk B drees. Vg \MQ% & s of ferble thugs (relinke ogund
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PARLI Debate

Byrne, William ('20) WEll fam %mf

Judge’s Name:
Gov: 14 Yan - Yan 7 l[
Opp: 13 Sinha - Herman / 0{ V
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: f nele ya f}'

s _— OPP R
Team Code #: lﬁL Team Code #: i Z

Prop Speaker #1 \(o‘ﬂ pts Z’y Opp Speaker #1 H€ rMan / pts Z’ ?
Prop Speaker #2 Yaﬂ pts Zé Opp Speaker #2 5 foﬂh Q/'/ pts Zq

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 fér elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserveg for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

o Points of Information: How relevant

o Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable

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

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

Prop 1: Tou are @ 47 Opp 1: (leat spoakers with
speaker Tow, ar® exr 1 Tt
%’( € WCQIoh[ , A‘S Q ’&’th/‘ﬂne 6«/" of
i ’%:' yow ¢:°;0%l\c’tf6 W" other WLLMA
the 'cez:ng T see o Ll 5‘{: jf'rzt_?r Chs
more growplp repo.ratic SeaScn as a team 2 ha:f: o
PropZ:Mm JA ] Opp 2: rmw& else ‘b& S“Q] ‘t‘fj Qa
)I think 7%@1' éfﬂ’lzufs ’&r)m at Th ffmé’,
' cw nedd to tproea_sew~ \
‘} kia s@‘d: as the leag \27/'\_/
lisas i case, Agjlies 4o oth speakers.
TEAM CODE #: l on the O _wins this debate.

(Prop ori@pp)/
REASON FOR DECISION: "L'[f Cfﬁ’c‘%?ﬂj  ~tor Lere vas nct oqé He 0//3”
alwse case whiph T L for the Vietery) bat D velatial that
1ol hase “omé ertromlt s 1t The gy i he everrt Bk Doe

douse case VS unsucteSs 7 L.



PARLI Debate

Byrne, William (*20) q | &
Round 38 1:30pm Room 230 Judge’s Name: ( ( Um /Zzé
Gov: 7 Yu - Makineni
Opp: 26 Kornfein - Stromberg / 40[ V " (@,
Parliamentary DebateNarsity Judge s School Affiliation: e Q
PROP OPP
Team Code #: q/ Team Code #: Zé /
Prop Speaker #1 Y(L pts 2—? Opp Speaker #1 /< orn 706’ 71 pts

’5/9%09&5 vk m(gng

Prop Speaker #2 Mak?/\ fﬂ? pts M Opp Speaker #2 S‘éﬂfmé&q plsZ?

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatigh rounds)

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

Using the above criteria, please offer complim
each debater:

Prop 1: I w{%’l’ ﬂlq‘f—.fcml«!

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 sfpport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatgrs respond to the arguments made
by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant and effective Were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the 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

ts and/or suggestions for improvement to

Say more éu‘lé/c"t 7 More bt Yoo ae 5’9»«/
S9M/l} an epPlbit Gn Sococliont S/é@?k@/‘
S/m <or;

Prop 2: opp 2: The chcfee o wse §0<>€c4 e

y ()a&" /’E’p mfapcacf one af
T A
26 T o e

_wins this debate.

AM CODE #:

REASON FOR DECISION: A’ h @ Was an C’X’Z—/E?a,eg lese J@!ﬂd‘éf

T feltas tho%/,% The -ﬁé& framaprk and safely alue”
'y%c,wre! ‘fheﬁ ngers oA Foflerte sustiee were well
élfte(fh é’/lct (3 iée
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