
" T W L - U S T G ^ a o \ c k ^ ( \ X K r ^ i \ ^vj PARLI Deb^e 4^ )̂>6 t̂\ir I
Erdeiyi, Eszter (*14)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 428
G o v : 2 7 R o s e n t h a l - D o n d e r o

Opp: 11 Yoo - Liu
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name: ; ^ 11 ^ f o ) g / . y /
Judge's School Affiliation:,

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

Prop Speaker #1 pts 23
Prop Speaker pts^5"_

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

JLAd
Hoo

p.s^
^ptsld

Please award each speaker points based on the followiim scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 1% = Veiy Good

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

Judging Criteria
• 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 efficiemly the debaters support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and /eferences 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 relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters sĵak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and re/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 ii Goof) sTUAjcruy^ opp 6:)cogLC/©^/^I S^G6e^H6WH<3MlnS ^ Di^^iOvLlT
G o o i > C c ' h k ^ ' T Q o o O D f f T A - .

^e^/QocrCi V6W' Wtm-T 'i>lD7 tWV6"THn? ( lAGlrrT TC ftDc/(^Tl5.^
Prop2:GooXi TW "to Opp2: (3c5oO lM'n2x>OUCn(2KJ( s c a ^ V J ^ T S i i ^ G ^ / y u N J C / M V T \ t [ ^ \ S

fcouaL-n^i /^& s stqjt. -pi b ^JCT- (i.K/rg' ^ ^ TZ tfW
u c oetiSTooD V o\)H0p^ -& V e^G u L-ffn^ JO

0>KiW)(focA/Ai<i
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 .

( P r o p o r O p p ) /
. REASON FOR DECISION: \KI0(AJ, \JPiPH ! OSP'
prCj5UHa^C^c;(^im;b36:ENi CP VoU DiSt/CXfeOTT+t Dtsussio/j wrno^ TiLTteD

T l 2 - G e D 0 M o r .



S t i o u u p l O o ^ ^ s g
' ^ J T O ^ P A R L I D e b a t e

Erdeiyi, Eszter (*14)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 428
Gov: 4 McAvoy - Hester
Opp: 27 Inman - Young
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

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

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Team Code if:

P r o p S p e a k e r # ] _ O p p S p e a k e r # 1 I t ^ U A i O

Prop Speaker #2_ He ̂  V pts30 Opp Speaker #2 M Q ̂  M ̂
pts 3(T
_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 behavio^

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a y /
• 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

evidence—̂ which may include facts and references to authority as well as gep̂ al 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 to jdpponents and judges

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

P r o p l : G i 2 ^ T ^
S ^ O U T u e \ 2 > 1 G o / 0 C c ^ T g > j i
(V-^lO - Soke STTPrr-^Gwr?S-pefeW 1^ \ SUGG^T TQ {pecrOf.

^ o o ( S o o O S o - ' i ' C ' U k D s
P r o p 2 : O p V T

G o o O k J 9 G T O J o \ -

I u T T s : C Y < T F S f ^ I T i C o s t D t S U S S i O A j
TEAM CODE OT? on the wins this debate.

( P r o p o r O p p ) ^ i T S p r V D l CREASON FOR DECISION:--[1^ CT^ MW OS^ O i^\J YVU^
^ X \ O C I ^ K ^ I O S T l i o o ^ i n i O G \ K I U / A 5

C M > S P Z \ G l a \ . ^ • o \ L X O M U H A G ^ e o K c m s
C X V ^ l s S C ? f ( ( k ) ( X O o v i r S f r 7 G ( D

o r ^ ( i v ) ( S o r § T O o r ? .



P A R L I D e b a t e

Liu, Hongche (*11)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 526
G o v : 2 R u b s a m e n - P a r t s u f

Opp: 14 White - Hall
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judee ' s Schoo l A f fi l i a t i on

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

Prop Speaker # 1 I pts_£^ Opp Speaker # 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 #Opp Speaker #2_ h£^jl

p t s

p t s ^ f

Please award each speaker points based on the followiî  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 = Î served for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria• 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 rperences to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effeaively 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 relevantyand effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : - r t u - O p p 1 :

Prcyp "yv\.T55^-eJ. (fppov -fj? powf-
^ ^ O p p 2 :
0 ^ .

TEAM CODE #: jj

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

' f K k p Y O } f > 3

t h e ^ > v i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)

e 3 c r y \ j+oppiî  SC'Ci-a.&^ Opp success-fU^V ■ • U U ^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Liu, Hongche (*11)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 526
Gov: 16 Fogarty - Pister
Opp: 4 Murphy - DeWitt
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfTiiiation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

pts Opp Speaker # I ̂ AcLryl/iy
p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2

pts 2 S

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 general̂owledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the argimtents 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 ancpthe answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicativê l̂e that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p 1 : O p p 1 : ^ C c v J i J l * k j C .
' { ( r s .

Prop 2:
i$70PcJ jot) iH-d •tkaA, -ekt

lae Ho ^

(xhsoî heoL by Prop $r<(e Fo -fatU,
Opp 2:

(Tttle vfolc lo

^ s » A e s ,

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)

|>Yopo4;M (lACra^c^e ^ h) j pyo<U(chcn nMcf-ectr
a.cfiutJ^ fry;^ tT> so4^^ i^i-ues Uf Opp,

Wc CK (/Va-sU-



P A R L I D e b a t e

i a a * s © n f = We i a T t ) —
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 303
Gov: 3 Curl - Aghadjian-Newbrough
Opp: 2 Stamm-KIrk - Brogan
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name: ̂ f\t\) fCA ̂  A

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Team Code #:
P R O P

C O ^ L

Team Code U:

Prop Speaker #1 CO ^ L pts Opp Speaker #1 ^ I<. pts_2_^
Prop Speaker U2 I f\N~ f\J pts 2.*^ Opp Speaker #2 6> pts_28

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

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

Judging Critma• 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 efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and r̂erences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

Ci!X^Ov\ •

T E A M C O D E # : 2 -

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
«/v<> o lA lU ^-6.

P r o p l : / i / , O p p l : ^ ^

T > e . U . x / e ^ -
-pnr 0^ ir\r^J2ja(/9 CaC-OUTT

on the QjP̂  ̂ >vins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

JiovdC . . T , J ^ 1 1 . l U i v i



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:_

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

Prop Speaker #1 ^ pts Opp Speaker #1 G\h f pts ^ ^

Prop Speaker #2 CA aJ pts -26 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 roun̂
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappjx^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 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—^\vhich may include facts and references to authoritws well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters r̂pond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t l i e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effective wer̂ he questions and the answers
o Dclivci-y: How well the debaters speak in an organizedycommunicative style that is pleasant

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

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

U J O v d ' l U A C o i J e J i J y 0
Ipm yOtW On̂OcX̂Jl̂vCtr ' ($[ooc{ / ĈooJi

P r o p 2 : / w / 5 A , . c / O p p 2 : ^ I

O a a J I ^ ' J
TEAM CODE #: 2. ^ on the ^wins this debate.

( P r o p o r O p p ) L j o J I L ^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

MacKinnon, Jesse (*4)
Round 4A 3:45pnri Room 302
G o v : 1 4 W i l c o x - S u t t o n

Opp: 11 Meswani - Harith
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:_ Pgm\ \iAV\
A

Judge's School Affiliation:_ larl
G P P

T e a m C o d e # : '

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2_ ̂  ̂
pts_̂ 3_ Opp Speaker # I

pts *50 Opp Speaker #2 y -U-Opp Speaker #2_

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enougl̂  quality for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <2̂  Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judgi^ Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectiveiy the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

and easily understandaby
• Courtesy: How courtês and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

G < C « + u t W O p p 1 : U J < . - f .

P r o p 2 : " / i i d r l O p p 2 :

) ■ . . ^ V i l c 1 * ( i \ Q ,

. NT 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 .
(Pmp or Opp)

^ /Icj ll«.S Aa rt5^ of ®Kol



P A R L I D e b a t e

MacKinnon, Jesse (M)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 302
Gov: 27 Chu - Fraga
Opp: 17 Sweeney - Hsieh
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name: Paul Wt'
Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker # I

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

Judging CKiieria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively thydebaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—which may include facts and4eferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and ê ctively the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

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

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

Prc l̂: "(op o"f orckr \5

Ltd

3 t r c o ^ s .e r r o r s .

(So ,J , -vA-

-Hvc ̂ ff /vN^rî TKt CP '3 OA^uvc <VVI
IW vok (^r.

Opp 2: ^OIA
* v v . f C T H t A

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

(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECISION: ̂  (d,30«̂ tcry ''f ̂ Avif«A/̂ <AW JtlfeS+̂ VkA
05 ̂ ofe" aotj. ̂ AV\ft»AM.eA|



Round 4A 3:45pm Room 306
Gov: 27 Skarr - Escarcega
Opp: 2 Holt - Mizin
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 s2̂
Please award each speaker points based on the following/̂ ale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough t̂ ualify for elimination rounds)

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

Judgin&Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectivelVthe debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and eĴ iently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include fact̂nd references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly ana 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: Hov̂ elevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Deliveiy: How well the deMters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandably
• Courtesy: How courteys and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p 1 : ^ ^ l a
i - r < g ^ ,

Ar/r O p p 2 : ^ ^ y - ™ , /

y p / ^ ^ v i „ 5 t h i s d e b a t e . . / /
y ( F r ^ r O p p ) / / Z > < 3 4 5 -



P A R L I D e b a t e

Round 4B 3:45pm Room 306
G o v : 1 6 B a n i s a d r - W e i n e r

Opp: 3 Wclfyjacobs - Nagarajan
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

PBPP o
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2 /j j/?,

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_ p.s^^
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserve^or rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteî
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the del̂ ers 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/me debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and r̂rences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effê 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 relev̂  and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaterŝeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Using the above criteria, plrase offer compliments and/or suggestions for in^rovement to
, ea^ debaters p . ,

A , I ' ^ ' > 0 / £ ? 7 / / / I I

P r o p ^ / , O p p 2 :
/ ./ ,yytUZ>lt

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 :

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

ECISION:;̂ //̂ ŷ̂ ^
. . / ^q / Ay AA y A



P A R L I D e b a t e

Eng, Jeff (*14)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 229
Gov: 4 Figueroa - Choy
Opp: 5 Siu - Moore
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name: s.

Judge's School Affiliation:_

P R O l
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #: 3

QL Pts?^ Opp Speaker#I l(J) pts
pts 2% Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Verv0ood

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify foi>̂ imination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved mv 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 ti(e 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

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 sĵ k in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

, ^ Y . - f oO p p 1 : - b C \ c ) o d I - ( I I J

. 1- CeUi pojSie
4 Imlc

4 -
O p p 2 : v i t s t f t v u

J r J i - i \ j u : -e
K ( m I ^ S O \ C t c l j L ,

wins this debate. O/Zul

_ J . 1 / I 1 ' * - c c u i p o j S i e ^- 4 l U l c
e i U v . , W L 4 ^ I ,UJeti (JvJA^IoiOu^A et^ "UWC di^icul'^

P r o p ^ ^ ^ O p p 2 : k J I s l c ^

^ . k J i c C J ^ c o i i ^ 4 ^
TEAM CODE#! , on (he _̂ fê _̂_wins this debate. cUuL (fi eOuiiltUii

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

e/\c)JQK ^pcDv'ciru ^Wl -ft)a;arcl a_3'W^^ • fee^tW "feuJcl (44cu^
Is oaI ^re -bdSc^ QM u^td .

f r t t r k . . oWt ec^S ih t^ce t l us 'e^ - t kA t ^ pe^guc t t iw

"h cUarA
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Eng, Jeff (*14)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 229
G o v : 2 7 N e v i n - H a t c h e r

Opp: 16 Ginsburg - Zhou
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Team Code #:

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

iation: / Hc'cf ^

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker # I

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debat̂  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 tĥ ebaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referees to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectiWiy 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 effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivei-y: How well the debaters spê  in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Oppl :^ • ° P P ' ^ + c c 4 ^ r v ,

- C ^ y A » n o r C ^ a ( s o ' f

I + W W v J a r t c t V c t A ^ , .

- 5 V u ) u > l c l ' ^ p p A ^ o f € . " f i w a - u a > i < a ^ U I T

- ' aZ'/rac*tv^
- C a w v n a a r C

- A l j i

aroô t- Ŝau\S hcM/e <»(xy4AlO(f€ •/»««
TEAM CODE #: ^ on the w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

a<̂  en rmr-eL

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

(4J -foprc &r % -Wi -td uj, ^ bjV OA
4 2b '̂ '>1 pcoa'Jl̂  mte. cL'J&Lpt̂  Tifo AjcUr <fvdu^^

t U t - f r - w I s U . W c S - 0 9 ,
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'>Ho0LP Sbf^fKTtAXiAVi^Y. ^OoUtc^

Round 4A 3:45pm Room 528 \
Gov: 7 Alvarez - Baluja ̂ ->-yi ̂
Opp: 16 Kapoor - Berger CAi^tA^-
Parliamentary DebateA/arslty

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2

I '^6-

K^P5^ , „3
Please award each speaker points based on the following sĉ :

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

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

Judging Gloria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tĥ ebaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

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

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

• Points of Information: How rele\̂ t and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debater̂ peak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p j o l ? Oppl: Cj^v) cXdiu. ^

S/̂  ̂  CS 3 '
^d^^i-hcn . j^Ux^o^ of

Opp
^ C > O l } ' l - ' x i / i V

i W r a d ) f j o d
L ^ i x ,

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

If- c<A>{(} uj^

Coô

Prop 2:
OCb̂

< u

bcb^ rc(JcV;H.'. ^cor^
a ) : > ^ o y e r
b o o d c

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C k

J<o
o n t h e

jood

(Prop oi>Opp)
r o a o

c ) ' y f t x - K ' i C v d y S f
k c r < ^ ( o c d - A y a s ^

jUUAJ , \ -CU/A WIS' , d- ( ) po.nt ,soe , •HJ A
cou' /T<<A^r l '^ 'Tno '^ , ov^-eAccU ,



f © / - A ^ o i ^ U ? \ ( 2 l ^ ^
' " " ' ' ? ? ^ 1 ' P ' " ) J u d g e ' s N a m e : . A ^ l LRound 4B 3;45pm Room 528 )

Gov: 4 Walsh - Moser /
Opp: 14 Katz- Huynh
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Ĉ4̂S1a>O

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # I

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

h A o ^ e t -
LAy5A,̂ SV(

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

KA'
p i s

Please award each speaker points based on the followiî scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding ̂ 2̂8 = Very Good

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

Judgins^riteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectivelwrhe debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and ef̂ iently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts/nd references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly an̂ 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 mevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debars speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p l : A j O p p l : U .
J y } ^ A n h - I t ,

y e . c i u y H > , o f - ^ c . w . , ,h ( A ^ \ X ( d L ^ C ^ i , 4 - t >
C o - v t p < V ^ , ( C k / k ( V S ' c V .

P r o p 2 : ^ O p p 2 : ,

( ^ o o 4 o v ( ^ d i . v i - n ^ c i c M ^ f C i u y t f
TEAM CODE#: on the wins this debate. Good cXec*^ c)e'fVeA.

/ C P Y ( P i w O F ^ p p A ( 'REASON FOR DECISION- ̂  /A P/2^0 p )
6^4^ iJej ^ ^ ^ FF ^
Uoi joi? oa / .c)ei C{h

? o o i o f i p o - k ^ J
hcAe '̂̂  GL)

Prop 2:

P̂ IuY<oa
•CWjjo^ lo'r-^
C > o o 4 r t b y H ' O y .

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Round 4A 3:45pm Room 309
Gov; 16 Stephen - Miskelley
Opp: 14 Yan - Yan
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: ^ .
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

p Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

ptsÂ

Please award each speaker points based on the following sĉ : Vl
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 y/Wtry Good

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

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

offered dur ing the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficieimy 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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relev̂ t and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters/4>eak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p 2 : / , . J , . O p p 2 : . < , . , . , u
1 ^ - r , ^ r A v , - v r v f v « ^ - ' - C r « « e ^ ^ D

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

on the /hijQpv wins this debate.
(Inbp o'Topp)

~ (fUVjl
i/Ch



Round 4B 3;45pm Room 309 ^
Gov; 11 Deshpande - Lingampalli
Opp: 14 Lustig - Gerenrot
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

PA R L I D e b a t e

A 1
Judge's Name: (y f'A

Judge's SchoolAfiRfrationr t o

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

Prop Speaker#! D€!&kpaî  ptŝ? Opp ipeaker #1
Prop Speaker #2 pts ai Opp %eaker #2 pts_^
Please award each speaker points based on the followih§!jŝal̂  \A S F

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =AeiyXjncFd ^\/y
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quajity for elimination rounds) ̂

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior24-20 = Poor

Judging Crî ria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively thêbaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered dur ing the debate /
Evidence: How appropriately and efficieiUly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and̂ferences to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and ef̂tively 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 releŷ t and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the jdebater̂peak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /
Courtesy: How courteous am respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, pl̂ se offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement toe a c h d e b a t e r : ^ 4 r O [npliments and/or suggestion*
4rO JluTx̂ o "W

P r o p 1 : / O p p 1 : p \

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :

( D U o a A ^ c n ? / C Q t < u C i t a ^ ,
TEAM CODE #: on the OaO ^ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :UJXxo 4o VV V-^ UJno fAOvcx^ UuL -fTV)<U flxj-

)Cjurt_^ ^ 4®^cMdU) JzLio v4l <^<93 C r p - p O A V \ < £ x ^ ^ j i 2 j a > C
^ /OACAJ:a_CÂa_hLle. ̂  U , JxcîLcCjâ tCc Oyv̂aLO'̂ -pî  "V? Socû ixljJZ/V^JLA

Opp 2:

"^fcd Aj^oJns/\.
aWIc^ Vo CQt<u cico^,

T E A M C O D E # :

C r p - O O A V \ < £ i ^ ^ J 2 j a > C^ /OACAJ:a_CÂa_hLic ̂  Ajî y\SLuu<3L̂  U , Jxc|̂LuLjâk)Lc <2bw<sC



Robcroon/Sam (*20)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 527
Gov: 6 Morehead - Andrews
Opp: 27 Malfavon - Hulett
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #: C

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:_

O P P
Team Code #: ^7-

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

Prop Speaker #2 . ) Aaaac*. nts Onn Snpaker#?•AnK 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 quaLHy for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Rested for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Crireria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tĥ ebaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—̂which may include facts an̂eferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and êctively 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 releŷ t and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debater̂ peak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1: O p p l : •

Oelr

Opp 2:

>V<^omh1 (h Ve/^ def.

T E A M C O D E # :

REASON FOR DECISION: Off

w

(Sl̂  U/ooltJ

on the Of^ ^wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)t ^ ^ r o p o r u p p ) i \ I
U / e l l W k h s A d h l ( / < ) o l t } i h ? ' '
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Round 4B 3:45pm Room 527
Gov: 26 Kornfein - Stromberg
Opp: 22 Mubarack - Troup
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Team Code #:
P R O P
2 6

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: \ yQL;^vV26

Judge's School Affiliation:_

O P P
Team Code #:

UvulIi

Prop Speaker#1 (Wft. pts ̂  Opp Speaker #1 /K>W«.ci<
Prop Speaker #2 pts^^ Opp Speaker #2 \/X
Please award each speaker points based on the following scal̂

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

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

Judging Crit̂ ia• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the Raters analyze the topic and the arguments
offe red dur ing the debate /

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

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

• Delivery: How well the debaters ŝak 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, pleâ  offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

C - 3 / C + i C - - >

-UliyLPrd

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)V I l u p u i t

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

lulp. ^
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Kovitz, Bo (*3)
Round 4A 3;45pm Room 307
Gov: 14 Cohen-Simayof - Drake
Opp: 13 Cummings - Ellsworth
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Team Code #:
P R O P

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! pts_ It Opp Speaker#]

P r o p S p e a k e r O p p S p e a k e r U l C i M y i f y i ( fi J > Z A

. ^ z £

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

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

Judging Criterî
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the del̂ ers 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 tiie debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and ref̂nces 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 ŝ k 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, pleâ  offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : l i t b e e i - t b / v u r t O p p 1 : fi V

, J / U j M

i A j i S J t s p u J h y p p Y i h L t k A
P r o p 2 : O p P 2 : c j

a.YaJlpu(MHtryor>...)Xctiff<3SbHtlu
fewnjiy. iJd

jlfXS iukfo
m m t h e

^ (
f/ • REASON FOR DECISION:
. het f c ifi c i / tA jCh-fi/Zd

adw^Sf*^ (^JrccMyui m^vndc>c^s u/^e4^
t t c f u , l a h t J y * ^ TA C I ^

wins this debat^
PfJr Opp)

-cOASL
loicHficiAA acbccj J6h 7KC pw/AJ/0//^
( ^ J h c o M x j f a C s t it i n T n a T J U t L 9 ^n c f u l a h t r ^ ^ t n T n a ^ c M ^ A x r t - a m H € £ ; t 9 ^ u m z o a

"TKt̂
; 7€ e 4 ^ T ^ ^ .
>̂ )cploffciJy6y\ ? ThM̂M jLod ̂  iMXJr<rhpn6fi.



PA R L I D e b a t e

Kovitz, Bo (*3)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 307
Gov: 27 Amato - Ringstrom
Opp: 11 Kurada - Datta
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affi!iation:_

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Team Code #:

mPrTi> pts Opp Speaker #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 pts

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

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

/

J u d g i n g C r i t e c i a - i C• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the deters analyze the topic and the arguments 8
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 efficientlyytne debaters support arguments with ®
evidence—̂ which may include facts and re fences to authority as well as general knowledge v l

• Argumentation: How directly and effect̂ ely 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^d effective were the questions and the answers H

• Deliver̂ ': How well the debaters sp̂ k 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 re ĵectful the debaters were to opponents and judges a
7 /Using the above criteria, pleaŝ ffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement

ProD 1: hctfu Sffitd■ iiUj/
A j O - i j j u n n M y > M t r > k l a x M - t j d
a u c i € ^ h > n r C J r h ^ J P V U t - / [ C U U M f ^
% iin î i/yc recUictŷ

0 X 5 ^ . / T H t K / c
^ » I J L c & u l e l ^ h c * ^ ( c • —— ht\jh

^ P r o p 2 :

n AJ rce

r ^ T 6 ^ 1 A Z - f ^ 7 : r ^ y / ,O p p 2 : ^ ^ fi a ^ y - )

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

firr nu /^CUd^ y>iCL^
sOP) wins this debate. ih/C^

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
fJd- c\.^aAA a-^ ivyjL I cicnl-'hu\u^'iyu l^AoyxTThdVii^ rhtK^as

- t \p \A ty — uu i t -es r p rp i / ^cC yd ny -e ^
/1^G€JJ^juv. ieLi5^-Ji}fpSAoHv^ a^yL^o^-H> Ic""s—/ CiOTiAvî  cĈ Kdj'fŜ -ec,. 71130̂  I acrvrf "Wnk -̂ olu.cccfxTVi/̂ lk.ei.uvs



P A R L I D e b a t e

Deng, Bo-Liang (*23)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 308
Gov: 11 Ganguli - Sanghvi
Opp: 7 Mattegunta - Nandakumar
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker #1 6" ̂  ̂ ' Pts 2̂  Opp Speaker #1
Prop Speaker #2_ ̂  Q hv I pts 2.̂  Opp Speaker #2 /̂ 'v ̂ •g.M..cvv \ pts S]
Please award each speaker points based on the follo>̂ng scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enoughyW qualify for elimination rounds)

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

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

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

evidence—which may include facts atra references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and Mfectively 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
• Delivei-y: How well the debateiyspeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

^ P r o p O p p H - / ^

^ P r o p 2 : ^ O p p 2 :

- f L e , J , ^

T E A M C O D t # : / ,

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 d\' Opp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation>̂?o
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#] pts ^ Opp Speaker#]
Prop Speaker #2 ̂ SltVW. pts ̂  Opp Speaker UlXu
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 inappromate 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 topiĉd 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 argimients with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authority as ŵl as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respondto 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 qu/stions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, comnmnicative 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 ro opponents and judges

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

loppl:^ — ^

Prop 2:

L ; . A - L a a ^ .

TEAM CODE #: ^

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)

f / A ^



Dara, Ramesh (*11)
Round 4A 3;45pm Room 529
Gov: 5 Jia - Jiang
Opp: 7 Yu - Makineni
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliationi^Hl ^\J ! G To AJ l<f\ (a

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

Prop Speaker #1 f A

Prop Speaker #2 ̂  I

Opp Speaker#!

pts 2JP? Opp Speaker #y QO 0^ | ̂

pts '2^

_pts_^

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

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

Juĉ ng Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectb l̂y 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 f̂ ts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly End 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
• Delivery: How well the d̂ aters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1: Opp l :

(s-
Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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



c A ' ' " ^ '

fJiisA- 5̂_B3fvÔ. l!?'̂

V/A

^ . ^/. ■>^"' ■
^ v < # -



P A R L I D e b a t e

Dara, Ramesh (*11)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 529
Gov : 14 Yee - Mo r re l l

Opp: 3 Cramer - Griffin
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School AfTiliation: \ ( a ^ O K J

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code

Prop Speaker#] V 6,^^

Prop Speaker

p ts Opp Speaker # 1 V s r ^ ^ y \

P t s Opp Speaker

pts ?> O

_ pts

Please award each speaker points based on the follpving scale:30 = Perfect 29 = Outstan̂g 28 = Veiy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enoî i to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

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

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

evidence—which may include fâ  and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly ̂d 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: HoWrelevant 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 courteoi(s and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: Oppl :

7L C/wo/-

Prop 2: Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #:. 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 :



VaKOUL>=>A^ i^fo^ I

H - Q iv^e^ .

- h 6 5 ^ f ^ -

^rJy\ {liAl^

6P

Hj (htS'--'̂  '

[ f \ 0^

d P ^
i o ^ih



PA R L I D e b a t e

Sadana, Sumit f11)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 301
Gov : 2 Boo th - P raca r

Opp: 4 Cunningham - Yau-Weeks
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name: ̂

Judge's School Affiliation: fTvi

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #]_

Prop Speaker #2

pts ^ ' Opp Speaker # 1 \(X^-

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

Pts 2^1

_p ts_^

Please award each speaker points based on the followins^cale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding Very Good

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts ami references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and ̂ectively 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 reliant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debater/speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p 2 : 4 - O p p 2 : - I - c -
/ . / ■ - 4 ^ - f K

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

^ ( J r U F i > ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Sadana, Sumit (*11)
Round 4B 3;45pm Room 301
Gov: 16 Aguilera - Zhou
Opp: 14 Sutton - Moon
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P
/ fc Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_ Pts ̂ 8

Please award each speaker points based on the follô dng scale:30 = Perfect 29 = Outstandiî  28 = Veiy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enouglyio qualify for elimination rounds)

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

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

offered during the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and ef̂ iently the debaters support arguments with

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

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

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

.Propl: + ^</ Oppl:+-V'e^

+ ^ o ^ y J L h

P r o p 2 : c . w y \ w v A i o ~ N
f L U I C M C

— Scarwe rcpd)
TEAM CODE #: %

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

O p p 2 : " h ^

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Sharma, Kashyp (*7)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 230
G o v : 1 4 C h i n - R o s e n f e l d
Opp: 27 Ernst - Davis
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: T)VH S.
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

pts ^ ✓ Opp Speaker #1_

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

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters aĵ lyze 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 deters support arguments with

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

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

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

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

CoJiJlVvV- ckiWjr!' M r

P r o p 2 : /"CccA W . tcU-ljy/tAiiAV
C c i

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 C> ^ ^ ^>vins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Sharma, Kashyp (*7)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 230
Gov: 11 Munshani - Baveja
Opp: 4 Basrai - McKenna
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name: KAQHNAP

Judge's School Affiliation:_

H A R H A

P R O P
Team Code

P rop Speake r #1 \ J

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 g

Team Code #:

pts_ IT Opp Speaker#1 pts_ _29
pts_2_? Opp Speaker #2 M WV\ a pts. J3

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

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

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debpers 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 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
• Deliver)': How well the debaters speak m an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectml 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 : c M .o p j : / O p p 1 : , l u / U /

Prop 2:

C o a / V ( j ^

Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

on the (I'VC VP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)


