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Erdelyi, Eszter (*14)

; /
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 428 Judge’s Name: gﬁ% g @ E-Ly /

Gov: 27 Rosenthal - Dondero
Opp: 11 Yoo - Liu ;
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: (’0 W 6/(/(/

PROP

Team Code #: 7 } Team Code #: (\
Prop Speaker #1 DO l\) Dm pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 /K( u pts Z g
Prop Speaker #2 Q/OSQNT W pts Zg Opp Speaker #2 // %OO ' ptszg

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 feferences 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 spgak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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TEAM CODE #: @' on the ?QO(P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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Erdelyi, Eszter (*14)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 428
Gov: 4 McAvoy - Hester
Opp: 27 Inman - Young
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

AT PP s g S 14 T

PROP
Team Code #: L‘

HESTEOR s 0

Prop Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #1 1 p ﬂ Pﬂ\)
Prop Speaker #2 HC/ P(V 0 Lf ptsgo Opp Speaker #2 % 0 U U 6

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: gg% %5107 /

Judge’s School Affiliation: w w Q/L/

Team Code #: 2?

ots OO
pts&j

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 arg

offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments wj
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as ge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the

by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questio

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:
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O—?/P on the Z} wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate
Liu, Hongche (*11) .
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 526 ) . ‘q"m:? /—(‘ o
Gov: 2 Rubsamen - Partsuf Judge’s Name: / ¢ l/é\e
Opp: 14 White - Hall

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: 7 V‘V‘\"‘—VS’ fon ( 0"%
Team Code #: 2 Team Code #: “;L
Prop Speaker #1 P“"d’s “f pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 (W hite pts_30
Prop Speaker #2 Rubsamen pts_= Opp Speaker #2 // [tall pts 27

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

Judging Cyiteria
® 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 r¢ferences 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
® Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: ! ¢ on the OEE wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

The pvop side focuses on y%oppi‘ug Soc,:a,(/ﬁa, y\.mjzufive ads, wWiveekh opp side 5&(((’557‘«4[5
yehuts (il cire ccvr\cera'( &g Free Spaec/L aad \bexrad ¢ ducetion .



PARLI Debate

Liu, Hongche (*11)

Round 4B 3:45pm Room 526 Judge’s Name: (Vl,d—nqoém 1_1( "
4 J

Gov: 16 Fogarty - Pister

Opp: 4 Murphy - DeWitt

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: ln,;,\fvlm\ f"h:fﬁ
- - e e OPP et
Team Code #: l /, Team Code #: 4
Prop Speaker #1 [DI s‘f’W pts_21  Opp Speaker #1 M‘*r?h‘,{ pts 2§
Prop Speaker #2 Ft?g AH";/ pts_29 Opp Speaker #2 Dewitt pts_23

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the ab

each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: (b on the Q‘ﬂ’e wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

PWPOs'ef\ ‘{'qulukg WNerease o 'raes‘(’_a,w/l\ ;N additton 4o, pwtfucﬁ'm‘l 9€ Mc/ear
%Mﬁy , w—aicl/\ a\d'aa,&a Wewa ‘h(\/,‘ytf t+p solve $u sa@»@/ issues v (seof L:f OP‘D.
wu?‘w\f the chome of ivxfreﬁuwd- caadents aiajusf the vast cud muh«waug bad ol

coal Phrblenm .

W oweay be aa wash-



PARLI Debate

Maxson=Tricia -t — J
RG%]\'/]?;%S'rﬁngﬁgﬂjr"iasg?Newbrough Judge’s Name: SANKARA
ggﬁna?n?ri;nrryn D}grbztei/a\zgg?y Judge’s School Affiliation, DV H-S

Team Code #: 3 Team Code #: 2

Prop Speaker #1 cUR L pts 2% Opp Speaker #1_STAMM — KIRK__ pts 23

Prop Speaker #2 A6 HADT AN - N pts 2% Opp Speaker #2 3 EOG/P\/ pts 28

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effegtively 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 gpeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

each debater:
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PARLI Debate

=Maxson Trcia =~
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 303 Judge’s Name: {A AN KA (A/)/

Gov: 26 Saxena - Duncan
Opp: 27 Galli - Girimonte

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: DV HS
PROP 0)d
Team Code #: 2 é Team Code #: Zj’
Prop Speaker #1 SAXENA pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 GALL| pts 27

Prop Speaker #2 Du F/CA N pts_Z 8 Opp Speaker #2 é} IRIMONTE pts 2 /

A A b 3 4

Pleasc 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 inappyopriate 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 suppopt arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority/as well as general knowledge
e Argumcntation: How directly and effectively the debaters rgspond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were fhe 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 debateys were to opponents and judges
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MacKinnon, Jesse (*4)
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 302
Gov: 14 Wilcox - Sutton

Opp: 11 Meswani - Harith
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

PROP

PARLI Debate
Judge’s Name: P‘U&\\ V ‘\\0\

Judge’s School Affiliation: CA\\Q:]Q’ &f'l{

OPP,
Team Code #: lq Team Code #: l |
Prop Speaker #1 SWH\ A pts 39 Opp Speaker #1___ MeSwpar pts o4
Prop Speaker #2_ ‘A ) \ (ox pts_ X0 Opp Speaker #2 /% 'L\A pts aé

Please award each speaker points based on the followjrig scale:

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectivgly 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 fagts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly ghd effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
e Points of Information: Ho

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 understandabl
e Courtesy: How courte

s and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:
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PARLI Debate
MacKinnon, Jesse (*4)

Round 4B 3:45pm Room 302 s . \\\A
Gov: 27 Chu - Fraga Judge’s Name: PO.U\ V\
Opp: 17 Sweeney - Hsieh ¢ ll
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: AL fark
PROP ?%P
Team Code #: 2 Team Code #: '
Prop Speaker #1 Ff “3“ pts >§ Opp Speaker #1 S\Nw\ '-j / pts i
Prop Speaker #2 O_'\\A pts }7 Opp Speaker #2 “S}()’/ pts 0'(\

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficieftly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts ang/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 releyant and effective were the questions and the answers

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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TEAM CODE #: / 7 on the O' y wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 306 , ) A &{/
Gov: 27 Skarr - Escarcega Judge’s Name: 22 = ‘
Opp: 2 Holt - Mizin ‘ : ///
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation:

PRO}/’) OPP -
Team Code #: Y 2 » Team Code #: .
Prop Speaker #1 I pts £ Opp Speaker #1 /’14 # ptsg g

Prop Speaker #2 év. /24 / Pts2 Opp Speaker #2 /}4/{} 11/ pts 95

Please award each speaker points based on the followin
30 =Perfect 29 = Outstanding

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 facty/and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly anf effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How felevant 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 courteops and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Round 4B 3:45pm Room 306 Judge’s Name: A/\ /[0/\/ /@V/ C/

Gov: 16 Banigadr - Weiner
Opp: 3 Wolfflacobs - Nagarajan

Parliamenta DebateNar5|ty Judge s School Affiliation: W //

Team Code #: ;; 2 oy k Z / Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 ,, ptséa/) Opp Speaker #1 ﬂ/ # M 9 4
s 27

Prop Speaker #2 A// fl pts 9? Opp Speaker #2
Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Ve ood
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fof elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserveg/tor rude or inappropriate behavior

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

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently/£he debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

Using the above cr iteria, please offer comphments and/or suggestlonz rovement to
eac debater . M/tﬂ%’é
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wins thls d bate
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PARLI Debate
Eng, Jeff (*14 " C
Rourgi 4A 3:45$)m R?Jom 229 Judge’s Name: &/jégg EIZUX/

Gov: 4 Figueroa - Choy

Opp: 5 Siu - Moore - ' » 14
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: Z_c)u) é( Hg
PR?-]P OoPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: 5

A}

Prop Speaker #1 Eg gg PO @ pts ? Opp Speaker #1 § L) pts, 2%
Prop Speaker #2 Cha :4() pts 2 g Opp Speaker #2 m (JO{\& pts%

o

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

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

Judging Criteri:
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debgters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

Using the above criteria, pleasé offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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TEAM CODE # on the P wins this debate. MA SUL}&% &) endoe
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Eng, Jeff (*14) : Sg E/L
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 229 Judge’s Name: 9(

Gov: 27 Nevin - Hatcher

Opp: 16 Ginsburg - Zhou h
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge s School Affiliation:_ Z'M e( H“i
P%Q?P OPP
Team Code #: (1 g Team Code #: (,(a

Nt 2% Zhao 29
Prop Speaker #1 pts Opp Speaker #1 Wgﬂ pts l
Lkt Neuin : "b‘fj, v
Prop Speaker #2 pts Z 7 Opp Speaker #2 . ts
—

oy

Please award each speaker pomts based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Godd
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elihination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved foprude 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 refergfices to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

k_ o= ADveetziv(s— o @’/"—DREZV

Judge’s Name:

Round 4A 3:45pm Room 528
Gov: 7 Alvarez - Baluja

Opp: 16 Kapoor - Berger mﬂ\/ = ,
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: A Ay

PROP @ OPP @
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 Al/ uA (dtz pts ZCK Opp Speaker #1 KA POD/F& pts Z
Prop Speaker #2 &L Y J A pts 72 Opp Speaker #2 W /&C\

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scafe:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =

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

Judging Crijferia
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively theAlebaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficieptly 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 releyant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debatery/speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, plgase offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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: . //L c_
Gov: 4 Walsh - Moser ! Judge’s Name: S
Opp: 14 Katz - Huynh CAB{S o (3_\
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: )

PROP OoPP
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 M Oygﬁ" pts Zé( Opp Speaker #1 K/‘LTZ pts 2 Ci
Prop Speaker #2 V\/M\ L SH pts 7/6( Opp Speaker #2 hi/é 7 N H pts Z ﬁ

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 effj¢iently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts dnd 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 r¢levant and effective were the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debagers speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous/and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

lease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each dcbater:
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td
Eound 4A 3:45pm Room 309

Gov: 16 Stephen - Miskelley
Opp: 14 Yan - Yan
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

e (AP

Team Code #: Ié

Prop Speaker #1 M\m
Prop Speaker #2 $+em4 N

= oo /.

pts a".’l Opp Speaker #2 \(0\

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: I\,( ah\/\\{ ‘ wnné {/

MUY-S

Judge’s School Affiliation;

‘

" OPP
Team Code #: JL Ll" /

s 27
w0

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scyfe:

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

offered during the debate

webfe stonld sy
reg e of ™
M.urlssl\q Y chanlde

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

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

by the other side
Points of Information: How relev

and easily understandable

each debater:

Prop 1:

,(.spac-‘v‘c &-em«f%

o\ ew\f\wS\s o T

e o~

REASON FOR DECISION:

on the
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(k. Mg
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Rhor gt

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

t and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters Apeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

Courtesy: How courteous ang respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate

PretettPautt277 Loting, W)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 309

Gov: 11 Deshpande - Lingampalli

Opp: 14 Lustig - Gerenrot Vi1
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School A#fifration———L._" ¥ W HS 9’]

PROP
Team Code #: I l Team Code #: [ Lf‘

Prop Speaker #1 D'eSBP_GfJe pts _82 Opp $peaker #1 C’I.,Q)UDY\J\/" pts _QS/
Prop Speaker #2 l/i nan pal l " pts 9 g Opp Skeaker #2 %U}Q’({%\ pts Q J

Please award each speaker points based on the followingscalé: UWSF & mh‘j ) neAlaf)
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =X ery Gouod S ‘)qr\— Ar nifar
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualfy for elimination rounds) erergy) .
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Crigéria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriately and efficien{ly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and y€ferences to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effgctively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side -
Points of Information: How relev4nt and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters/peak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

X0 OQAUAL “\‘OMQ/\LJ

Prop 1: Opplzp .
A0 - QAMQN\thQ o_hm‘ f\
Urtr, 508 g fitodie e woap
| s Srading - Snatdiodos.
%30@ akats G Lo ol %%WQ%% (@',
e L g« 4 e

Prop 2: . 3(0 %b Opp 2: Lowr \Q_,\
2&@;&* Ohudike, ‘ N |

TEAM CODE #: ’L'f on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

Using the above criteria, plgase offer compliments and/or sug estio{ps for improvement to
each debater: 0\ io

\
)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Vot Shntd Gy,
Loweaug Jﬁmﬁés(;'t s o i PARLI Debate

2 - .
Round 4A 3:45pm Room 527 ‘D ()M,wf , ) M ¢
Gov: 6 Morehead - Andrews “ Judge’s Name: \/6‘ % LCWW‘C(

Opp: 27 Malfavon - Hulett
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: W‘ [
PROP OPP
Team Code #;___ & Team Code #:._ L+
Prop Speaker #1 Ma\( MO’CMA pts 1 Opp Speaker #1 LW(L Mql&’d/ pts Z‘?’
Prop Speaker #2 ;-}— iy M pts (& Opp Speaker #2 Gl(.d ® ' E‘(’} ptsq/g
. /

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =X¥ery 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 efficiepfly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and/feferences 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 releyant and effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

bat Puiyall
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: @) R
@) & .
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y " USP(’ Shel Sodtbat h PARLI Debate
i ’&M&&* ) M‘w’v noqwe.,;@
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 527

—
, - James [ awfead
Gov: 26 Kornfein - Stromberg Judge’s Name:_y ) Q foa

Opp: 22 Mubarack - Troup [ \
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: \
PROP OPP
Team Code #: L6 Team Code #: 72T
Prop Speaker #1 Rﬂm s ‘\"‘m\ﬂﬁ pts w Opp Speaker #1 MU‘GO{ud( pts 1'5)
Prop Speaker #2 Geleb ki ﬂ"iy\ pts A Opp Speaker #2 Tf L@}o // pts (s

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quali

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

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How g)urteous and

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

aters analyze the topic and the arguments

spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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TEAM CODE #: /Z’fz— on the OP'O wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate
Kovitz, Bo (*3)

Round 4A 3:45pm Room 307 , ) T-
Gov: 14 Cohen-Simayof - Drake Judge’s Name:__ 0 ko ‘/l
Opp: 13 Cummings - Ellsworth
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge s School Affiliation: Wkﬂ@ﬂ/y 5
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 14 Team Code #: / 3

Prop Speaker #1 PeA kg pts 2? Opp Speaker #1 cuLSWoCT i+ ptsw 28
Prop Speaker #2 o W S Imﬁ%qu Z @ Opp Speaker wnddnmi /\/166 pts 20

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very/Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify forelimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = ReservedAor rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effectjfely 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 spgak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: o Work caking pmove Oppl flwesome. oud,l/\b“’l’\ow-e a
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PARLI Debate

Kovitz, Bo (*3)

Round 4B 3:45pm Room 307 ) . 7"
Gov: 27 Amato - Ringstrom Judge’s Name: % Kﬂl// (%

Opp: 11 Kurada - Datta
reriementaty DRSNS [ULLER IR ENE sy s Schoo! Affation: MZ mmg,,z/g

PROP orp
Team Code #: 43 Team Code #: 11
Prop Speaker #1 AM ATO pts 21 Opp Speaker #1 DA TTA pts 2F

Prop Speaker #2 KN 6} STROM pts_w Opp Speaker #2 Ku V"-i VA/ pts 2(0

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

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

Judging Critepia
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the defaters analyze the topic and the arguments
oftered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refgrences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectj#ely 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 spedk in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

72{“”"— T educolh i~ eonvlen plan.
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() Prop 1: ety SOl . Yol Avst Grvatenbp Opp 1: Interes e &, while yaue/a/‘m Af Aas
was ﬂlﬂv&gé. eas e heer nosol , )o/a/‘m.o ™ r k lacked
2 mWac: red,uc:3~7 mssimsS +alter ondhonee ,(:,,_,;;‘E(um = teradote . (Fhanie
oM dehm% T Hesh st '\Jmmd.gd +v leeen sm%a%dmy —
petder 0 5 Nk ecot Yo ke depletel 2 Does
e ke D (et T v Rl s i
. weed ool .
fa" Tucksy {d rebnit- like /71,;( ) é.{w Agfw:mﬁr?b Ly 7.5 bill, ror- & Hill.
Prop 2: Thank yom endng, | opp 2: O e S,
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TEAM CODE #: @ on the wins this debate. i (4
A\ D)
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PARLI Debate

Deng, Bo-Liang (*23)

Round 4A 3:45pm Room 308

Gov: 11 Ganguli - Sanghvi

Opp: 7 Mattegunta - Nandakumar
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

Judge’s Name: &”ét‘ﬂﬂf’ )1'2/1{,

Judge’s School Affiliation: [ Lz mc

PROP 4 O |

Team Code #: / / Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 ff an ﬁU I(A pts_é Opp Speaker #1__ WNand ac\suwrad  ptg &,,P
A(,\ HQ(_‘,,LV\ Y pts, 077
° /.
- 4

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding’ 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough fo qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 5/ Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Prop Speaker #2 5 an \9 "\ vi pts & ;Z Opp Speaker #2

Judging/Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectivelythe debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficfently 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 releyant 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 opponents and judges

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

each debater: j(
. 2 énts
. /ﬁ/ Prop 1:.—)’&@0-»:,«24;{& 0»[ J/‘;’J”/\;’Opp 1: &/M(/‘d-‘d‘%}o}#-ﬁ‘, /{ 1477“’” 4 _
T, pef Vo] 7 VM “ fn-'m’?(e// MW’J/«,«%;A& /,9«;7 ”/?
el S fOV e
nele eay . |
TN, o % i e srnd
&/‘rﬂcjé %
M(—“”"/‘}é % Opp 2: W@//&/Mﬂzm %& 7«;;4,49&@‘
W%{\ 7 57 “men s, .Z/jwlhd aﬂf//(mzﬁs‘/a?/ 7 e
&.&/é’éa/e(/ oy > ¢'>714'””j’ :‘Vy-/ .
Corg Av condbrsdiend cvref é’TW
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“TEAM CODEL #: // on the ZD% wins this debate.

(Prop @r Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION;:
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PARLI Debate

Deng, Bo-Liang (*23)

Round 4B 3:45pm Room 308 ) . Lo D
Gov: 13 Sinha - Herman Judge’s Name: /); < sl eﬁig’
Opp: 27 Shimizu - McDowell

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity ' Judge’s School Afﬁliationﬁzn Rbi re 4zczé7

PROP 104 g
Team Code #: / 5 Team Code #: 9)77
Prop Speaker #I_S&_\ma_afl_mgq pts % Opp Speaker #1 ('OU\( kvw-) mon &ﬂ pts 2 7 /

Prop Speaker #2 gol\\‘\t\\p Siva pts /}7 Opp Speaker #2‘(;.3 Lhime AT pts

Please award each speaker points baged 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
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arg¥ments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as w¢ll 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
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, co nicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were o opponents and judges

d the arguments

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

. 2 .
'ﬁp 1: ’7‘2&407%% am%/a/ A4 Opp 1: 5/,‘;/(),07* WVW S |
4‘7"‘\“’, andt sl o mf‘/rafj arju 1enfa showed c¥ ek W
Gasy H ol ) ol tery STV F L prricad afrrA
‘f/@ Dot Fl

4 Lo (,;/:/‘071/ and flf/ff( o WM /4;; ay&m':’—n;_“r
Prop 2: e@wv&gw/y Fle ﬁ7:eme;¢fr

= ; PR/
. 2: . Ue- 74 ;
v A aob,/%’ww 7‘?%*”%/ P % %%e. .

/1/,)& 7
A Fle /vﬂfff.J‘o/» '/Wé% STl Cﬂ%wwé{a oz /6“”7'"/4 ,

/4}»4//)’ r~welp. zé, //é.— oAty 13;1/2 )

TEAM CODE #: &7 on the wins this debate.
/- (Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Dara, Ramesh (*11)

Round 4A 3:45pm Room 529 > .
Gov: 5 Jia - Jiang Judge’s Name: QQMI:S\* SOnRA

Opp: 7 Yu - Makineni

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: \_ @\ IN G7on Ml G &
PROP OPP
Team Code #: b Team Code #: 7
Prop Speaker #1 d ) A pts Zﬁ Opp Speaker #1 Y pts 9/;‘7
Prop Speaker #2 /J l v &\ ) pts_ 2%  Opp Speaker # MENTAA XYV pts 2-7
Please award each speaker points based on the follgéving scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstandihg 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enoygh to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <) = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effecti¥ely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and £fficiently the debaters support arguments with

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

o Argumentation: How directly And effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
e Points of Information: Hoy 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 understandabl
e Courtesy: How courteguus and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:

Prop 1: Opp 1: .

5(ow‘\Pfiop2:o\ Lol 6. Lo - ko LpS Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #: [ onthe Op ) - wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Dara, Ramesh (*11)
Round 4B 3:45pm Room 529

Gov: 14 Yee - Morrell
Opp: 3 Cramer - Griffin

Judge’s Name: Q(V\ML.;S‘ H DOARPr

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: & 2 \; / st T NS
PROP 7?1@
Team Code #: { Q Team Code #: ]
Prop Speaker #1 \/ ex_ pts 23  Opp Speaker #1 = W~ pts 20

Prop Speaker #2_ \\\ oo LA pts 29 Opp Speaker (’ AT PJL» v, pts 2.0(

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

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectivély 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 facfs and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly ghd 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

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

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

Prop 1: . Opp 1:
EZ 0,(9/} ok SZ))QJJCQ/‘
Prop 2: Opp 2:
TEAM CODE #:__/ LI on the P TQQ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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Sadana, Sumit (*11)

Round 4A 3:45pm Room 301

Gov: 2 Booth - Pracar

Opp: 4 Cunningham - Yau-Weeks
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: \((JMI‘IL faﬂ(m
Judge’s School Affiliation: | rvv'm(q,’f%w fC\(o)/; J téumg.

PROP oPP

Team Code #:. 2 Team Code #:__
Prop Speaker #1 B bo% pts 21 Opp Speaker #1 .{'M— MCL&& pts_2-1
Prop Speaker #2 ’p Yo LAV pts L§ Opp Speaker #2 v n N’Bf [,Ww pts_ 29
i’;eas~ewaward eachs;)eaker points based on the following/scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to gualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20

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

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

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

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

e Delivery: How well the debaterg speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous a

Using the above criteria, pl

each debater:

respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

se offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

- LY

Prop I: 4 Cnod op dz{:M{\W Opp 1: + Excedle~t Cye < condmt carnnmnm cfron
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on the 0 wins this debate.

TEAM CODE #: 4—

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Sadana, Sumit (*11)

Round 4B 3:45pm Room 301 , . - ]
Gov: 16 Aguilera - Zhou Judge’s Name:__C umﬂ" Sr Lo

Opp: 14 Sutton - Moon

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: } Yv ,‘.«(7/7 fuw Mvu‘ik ~Fc A,o-v(,
Team Code #: / b Team Code #: / 4'
Prop Speaker #1 Z/t\omf pts 2-9 Opp Speaker #1 f/{/‘cw pts 29
Prop Speaker #2 A’g W/% pts A Opp Speaker #2/ MO‘V‘F\/ pts 28

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

e Points of Information: How rélevant 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 courteouy/and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: + Good ?“f/mh?’ Opp 1: +Vo/7 Q{éci”l've Lo aana
i gl S e L it s e

[ . ;O[LA S'dW\W"""J' 50\(‘@ Dlw

Mmrmhl’/“ef’

Prop 2: -\-eﬂvwf Conmmanin Cal Opp2: + Svecellet, Wf\clw!' shut 4

Shle KOJL"&VJ?H*' -{"éO%W*CA'PW%J(L
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— Some Neowd
TEAM CODE #: '@ (6 on the f[iF wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Sharma, Kashyp (*7)

Round 4A 3:45pm Room 230 ) .\« ¢!
Gov: 14 Chin - Rosenfeld Judge’s Name: \ fr\ SUNA F SH A QWA
Opp: 27 Ernst - Davis
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: rDV H S 7 qﬁx\r\ QQ\M\-\
PROP oPpP
Team Code #: \ '4 Team Code #: Q 7"

Prop Speaker #1 QO QQM pts 29 Opp Speaker #1 C—"’G’V\S“ pts 29
pts_L9

Prop Speaker #2 CD,_.{V\ pts 28 Opp Speaker #2 jb\\)'\\ﬂ

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the depfaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenceg’to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively te 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 inAn organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respectflil the debaters were to opponents and judges

alyze the topic and the arguments

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

Prop 1:

Opp 1:
£ collind dovrdov PPE Eredle d dobak e

Prop 2:
"Cm \:K‘ QCUL C/Q.Q_Q\r

i’.»ﬂ e Q‘Qo\."‘ C&Q\zﬁ\ﬁ‘(

Opp 2: > C,_QLMMJ’ OW'W

TEAMCODE# & F onthe O wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:



PARLI Debate

Sharma, Kashyp (*7)

Round 4B 3:45pm Room 230 , .
Gov: 11 Munshani - Baveja Judge’s Name:_ KX AS HM AP CHAR YA

Opp: 4 Basrai - McKenna

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: D V Y
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 1\ Team Code #: % L{

Prop Speaker #1_ oy \R-;\} o mua Syoa pts 2 9

Prop Speaker #2 {‘q (AMEQ sn___ PtS (2 9 Opp Speakir‘iz/ \\’\3 €V a pts 29

= .

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

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debgters 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 effectivelf 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 iff an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

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

Oppl: T 70ty GrrD
— @:je } Cueryert = Guod Yo torceche

- pl NN ,-.‘ &,n [} \5)(\ @?‘v\ m YS

Prop 1: gcmol B/

»a;—l/row J "HO( €c)€

Prop 2: Opp 2: ’ . .

D oo, e |7 e o LHRL
9@’5‘!)\ , 4@&1 \E“,,(Y»(eg G e
Cam Ve o rolli)

TEAM CODE #: | \ on the ﬁ( o) wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:



