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Michelle Place (MS)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 1 3 6

Gov: 10 Chan - Foley
Opp: 12 Burrous - Marr
Parliamentary Debate/dV

^ V l c y u J i c L ) Q - e f e l - ' / 3 L
P A R L I D e b a t e ^

Judge's Name:_ Mic-heulb

Judge's School Affiliation:^ fegOTZ-ey

P R O P
Te a m C o d e

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_ F\) L£

Team Code #:

PtsA^ Opp Speaker # 1 fil/t f TOICS

pts_2̂  Opp Speaker #2

pts

Pts9v8̂

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

27 = Good (b̂possibly not good enough to quality for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-2u^ 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 eiSciently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts anH êferences 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 ef̂ tive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an or̂ îzed, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1:
(JOCJUJ? ̂pcSkx̂n , CC-'OCAT

Oppl :

a y Y \

Prop 2:
tl/cSji-

Opp2:

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 : ^

^ <9:^
on the {/ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)





Michelle Place (MS)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 1 3 6
Gov: 3 Szeto - Keychenko
Opp: 10 Dickerman - Millar
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name: M tC^HElLLE. pLA<^t,

Judge's School Affiliation: ^ /^7\) /!-£)/

Teahj Code #:

P R O P
3 Team Code #:

Prop SpWer # 1 I O nisOil Opp Speaker # 1 0|CklQgyM.f6

Prop SpeakeK#2 B^VCH klQpts 3^1 Opp Speaker #2 L ̂  pts^^
Please award\aeh speaker points based on the following scale:

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

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

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

offered during the debatX
• Evidence: How appropriâ y and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may incluoe facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directlyS^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: How relev ît and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spê  in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfulihe debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:
ÔO

j U O j u
10/ncl
Prop 2:

<^o of ^ —
cx^ck

Opp 1:
/ r . ^

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 p p 2 : \

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

AjfvJIxjX <̂ CA^ LL/tjUL .

-CcnoU^cJL^
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Arna Katewa (*12)
R o u n d 1 A 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 1 3 9
Gov; 13 Murdough - Donaldson
Opp: 10 Eng - Ying
Parliamentary Debate/JV

3 - S u < u - » M h e < t - « / 4 ^
PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

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

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

Propŝeaker #1 ̂  J ̂cl Pt/f
Prop Sp̂er #2 Qo n < IJ So

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

pts 2-^ Opp Speaker #2 £^6

P t s

p t s

Please awar̂ ach speaker points based on the following scale:
N. 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = î od (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 reasonablWnd effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

and eas i l y unders tandab le \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the deckers were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p l : . . - O p p l : ^
LZjJr t-y> IMjJv7 I f

I A L ■ l U u j X M , - M A j f I
^ ^ O p p 2 : •

^8«. XJAA. Q<rtci. ̂  (yrdx CUAV C/daiX
A y < L ^ y C c M O y ^ " ^ 3 %

TEAM CODE#: 10

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

on the Opp ■ _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

I C S L O ^ C ^ A A ^
O p P o ^ i V o i O C t / i

' f r < J L o L x u M , ^ U U x l a ^ S - h ^
n



PA R L I D e b a t e

Julianna Phillips (*2)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 1 4 2
Gov: 6 Chang - Steuart
Opp: 10 Lee - Goldstein
Parliamentary Debate/JV •

Judge ' s Name: J "
Judge's School Affil iation: 0 •

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

Prop Speaker #1 pts li
P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 C U a V N a P t s

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2 Ci Of'fi

' \Apts

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

27 = Good (bubppssibly not good enough to qualify for elimination round̂
26-25 = Fair 24-20 =^oor <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 efficiehdy the debaters support arguments with

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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Inforniation: How relevant and effectivevwere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organiẑ , communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p 1 : . O p p 1 : \ . »

j r . P r o p 2 : . O p p 2 : U H

T E A M C O D E # : on the 0 V i wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

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

T H i i k t ) w ^ » w i o k j L h ' ^ V j o H V
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PA R L I D e b a t e

J a n e t C h a n g ( * 4 ) ^ i jR o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 1 3 7 ^ C H
G o v : 1 0 L e e - L i c h t m a c h e r ^
Opp: 8 Murdock - Shotwell
Parliamentary Debate/JV^ »0 i_ fl /^/ l ^ Judge's School Affiliation: 3

^

P R O P -Sĉ lSoT
r t v i V

iK. (C~1'2. «>c_t((0<?l5..

Team Co^#: Team Code #:

pts 2̂  t ̂ pp Speaker # 1_ _pts
cV'^p pts Opp Speaker #2 pts ^

Prop Speaker

Prop Speaker #2

Please award eacĥ eaker points based on the following scale:
0̂ = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good27 = Good\but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

• Analysis: How reasonably and effectivelv the debater^analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate \

• Evidence: How appropriately ariR efficiently the debatê 5up£̂ £)irguments with
evidence—^which may include factŝ d references to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and eifectively the debatersCrespoM to the arguments made
by the other side• Points of Information: Hov<feIe>̂ t̂ â fective were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in aî rganized, communicativ̂ tyl̂ )hat is pleasant
and eas i l y unders tandab le \

• Courtesy: How courteous aî  respetifoTjhe debWrs 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>rnt> '

s - k r l k ^

P r o p ^

dc&fiuck

Skrl k^Jo^yi^xpus

TEAM CODE #: [ f? on the
(

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

on the _DY^P__
(Prop oil Opp)

\ 5 ^ c > {
A a \ J

O p p J

S K r l ' i ^
z!̂ «rt<̂ ,ycr4c b)fspŝ . i/

— -

O p p 2 : ^ f c r ^

ŜlCi I (f ̂hx̂fv̂SWtt $0 rni/icî
r c ^

(S)'a/Tv̂ -̂  skrlk̂ îo Co ̂  i>CtrD ^ ^ Ic'^^re sapp^t voryn^s ,



T U t s , h o v A f e e - r w
$i/U.o«L S(;>IM<1M6 fS i>«vve-(i6A«A . PAFP A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: ' /

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:
G P P

\ o

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2

U u pts^^
„ fc2.7-

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

^ = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good27 = Good ̂ ut possibly not good enough to quality 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 an̂ Nreferences 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 effdiqtive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an org îzed, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p U f O p p l : p ( J

O ' ^■ ^ y L O C f C ^
v M A v ^ e , V f l ^ c r / i / J \ ^ / T i X / n > » . n i ^ .

Px>l C-c/C^i^L

(-Mop
TEAM CODE #:_ lO _ on the_£

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

Opp 2:

r 2 >

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

(Prop or Opp)

/ ] i O O ( j S i c ^ " H o C I A ^ < A
C ^ & \ : s i < P < ^ T l u ^ ^ W c s - V S

CO^\JIKL£^ tA-X loojc^ e^Qufli
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' X h ' S h o k ^ ! } 0 ( > e r r s t - S ^ & Z
P«ici.z.b.ik>.r2, r 'tkfyiaioTakJit^Patricia Zabaiios (*2)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 11 6
G o v : 1 2 B a x t e r - N a m

Opp: 10 Morgenstein - Kerr-Stein
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

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

Pts. Opp Speaker #2 16
Please award each speak̂ points based on the following scale:

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

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

NJudging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effeĉ ely the debaters 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 and reWences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgarHzed, commimicative 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 debatersVere 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 : y i rd Spc^f^r- Oppl: , ' fbOiS• Propl: Yini Svc^o^r
^ j i f p r e r i / r c f r / L ,

-pi
"toofS A- S-tf
WiAtl. A. S'f'OrLj

Prop 2: Qlê r f- I on ' Ca-̂ Opp 2:
J / . . s j c L ( / "

arjii>nCA.fS.- GtoocL rr''5pviS<6-jv luff 's Voi'Tt^ ■ 5ic^cvff/ ,
T E A M C O D E # : on the t7/2>0 wins this debate.( P r o p o r O p p ) . I n

f , R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : r ( M ^ d ' ^ ^ ' St > c r f ^ - h : a J ^ r s /
^ A H y n o S i - n c t ~ ] a - a - I the îfifS wcH Sn.'ppoA'A-ĉ ^ Op'p citvcH^AL bif'' 'foo h-iuci<.S > 1 ( 3 ^ S k - ^ ^ j ' o b S ^ I ■



T^/5 i>dL€Yl-s:'fh4;t SchoL UHrfD'^MS ShkJ^
-fhr K-I^SchdS- ' PARLI Debate

Patricia Zaballos (*2)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 11 6

Gov: 13 Barton - Saghafi
Opp: 10 Ng - Huang
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #: I 2>

Prop Speaker#! t)iirVor
*^foo Speaker #2 \

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

u r A

Isl̂ op o'Qiu/̂
O P P

Team Code #: 10

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2

pts'd-

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

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

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

offered during the denote
• Evidence: How appropî ely and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may inclhde facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directlŷnd 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 debaters spê 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 complimems and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

Prop

cl€(̂ fky Pijnd̂ uU

-fluidltj.
Prop dchiTCrl)-

-h d-ff Cz)uld
h e -

Opp 1:
Ceye'f..( cf

\DintS!

o p p 2 - . ^ ^
plop's
U;<1

TEAM CODE #: ' J on the 'P/ VT'p' wins this debate. \
( P r o p o l - O p p ) \ _ A _ . .REASON FOR DECISION, , „ , , o, OAitf'NCFF/ C' ̂ '"<7 ''

Vcaitloiî rpK î -
V J

d o fi l i a l / , I ^ % v i > m / 6 / K . h i - t



PA R L I D e b a t e

Bill Windsor ^6)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 1 3 3

Gov: 10 Stroumza - Chen
Opp: 5 Vafai - Wan
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name: E(1i Wiyvfor
Judge's School Affiliation: 4 n

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

pts_5̂
Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

pts_2J
pts-̂ 7

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

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

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

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

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

by the other s ide \• Points of Information: How relVant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters sp^k in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respect̂  the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complin^ents and/or suggestions for improvement to

^ (W'or ̂ lyW(fv, [»r«;«uŜ Vb(Aflv,̂

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 th^ ri^ur y wins this debate.
(ProporTJ^)



Vg- lax/ycS : PARLI Debate
Manning Sutton (*1) — <2^/- . ^ ^ _Round 1B 9:00am Room 134 - ATf Judge's Name: S&Jl
G o v : 1 0 Y a n - S u n j r ^ v ^ - t s n J L - c /
Opp: 13 Clawson - Schade
P a r l i a m e n t a r y D e b a t e / J V J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A t fi l i a t i o n :

P R O P
Team Cod^

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

a r-i ptŝ ^ Opp Speaker # 1 CLAkTS>î
ntc Opp Speaker #2_ LL Arissrr

Please award each spe^er points based on the following scale;
30sf Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (bubpossibiy 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 em^ctively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

and easily understandable
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters werbsTo opponents and judges

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

O70^>fc> -
Prop 2:

TEAM CODE #: iD on the

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

o n t h e

Opp 1.^ tw-c

-hoUcS»i^4U t tHttvesZ-

>rr-U^ C<3Vr^T^t2^i^
t v ^ T E :

Lof wins this debate. Wu C.v\J \dL
(Prop or Opp)



T V \ ! 1 W a V ' d & i o o ] d k a ^ U | ) € M ' ^ h d ' ^ ^ - e c i' J L - , / U - \ i r ^ / L ^ \ c P A R L I D e b a t e
k-\2^ e>doo\s

Ceslavs Belinskis (*3)
R o u n d 1 A 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 1 3 5
Gov: 10 Lyons - Wyszynski
Opp: 13 Corbett - Bohannan
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation: C^ roC t̂vi

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 pts 29 Opp Speaker #1 CotIbM' pts_23
Prop Speaker #2 \ pts 2.7 Opp Speaker #2

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

27 = Go(̂(but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 2^-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ Judg ing Cr i ter ia
• Analysis: How reasonabl^nand 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 f̂ s and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly an̂ ffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

and eas i l y unders tandab le \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thê baters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 2: - M
- 12.5

r i D E # :T E A M C O D E # :

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

o n t h e

A
^ Opp 2: __

- r o /

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

(Prop or Opp)

C^rta:^ twe locuce^



Scott Engstrom (*13)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 1 4 1

Gov; 10 Tran - Vainberg
Opp: 11 Jicha - Thrasher
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PA R L I D e b t

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:. Si V
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

p t s ^

lavnVcffl pts2̂ '̂
Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

P t s

7^ 3i'cA/k pts^^
Please award eâ  speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Go6d.(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 and̂ f̂fectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriately andWficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts ̂d references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and efî 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 anireffective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ansnrganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i ly unders tandab le \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the deb^ers were to opponents and judges

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

'?ropl:(3>i N W ' - P r o p l : O p ^ : \

( ^ I ' s - l - j r s t - h t ^ T p p c > i V 4 - o i p - ' - t < i h
/ _ _ A _ ! r « / C " « X - ^7 K i 3 r t > 9 u ^ ^ a ^ i ' d t - ^ c c m , r

iic.ce,4e*^ vreSe^f-^-

spi^Up <^fpkoJ(A^ for parses A- aMriSi JOA^^
T I T A 1 \ ^ ^ I ^ T h T T / J m m r v n c 4 - | « a c

',pi^k^ for p«>s<-s A- fMc/b^Aon^To aJMs5
T E A M C O D E # : on the ̂ .pV ̂ wins this debate.

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

ffaf AfqwJ frsi'ani-fA'̂ A.i- ĥ re.Pi'h ̂  Û t ■j>o:>ip̂  â x̂ cofil̂
/ l A p r t f r i ^ k i x / J / / " - J ( A f 4 ' ^ n j y c t l U i ^ ^ g j ,
p-f Aejt, a f-50/hW-j , Brn^si'^es f-" H^r/oiP^toKi,

Frbp ̂ fsô c. PU- -Hu. h.Mh<of̂ sfrâ xh H'̂ xcch>ef̂ p UlP'h Ap̂ sx/A>m



h i s i i . d ^ o o l
r A K L l D e b a t e

Ceslavs Belinskis (*3)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 1 3 5

G o v : 1 0 W o o - M e l m a n

Opp: 16 Cohen - Hall
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:CeXi

Judge's School Affiliation: H -S*

P R O P
Team Code^: \0

Prop Speaker # 1 \egQV\ tAt

Team Code #:

pts 0.S Opp Speaker # 1 Qok̂n pts '2-3

Prop Speaker #2 Son̂îOQ pts 2̂  Opp Speaker #2 CC.0 /] pts ̂3
Please award each speal̂points based on the following scale:30 =̂rfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but pô bly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Po^r <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ludging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectK(ely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficien^v the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and refê nces to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelŷ e 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 effectiveSvere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organizê communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters wer̂ o opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:
OC( U3eĵ

C » v -

C - < X c ^ c - c l 2 < * r .
a \stt(2uji ccuC-^

Opp 1:

C o k O / I ( j d e l ^ ^

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : G - e o : ^ -ho
L<jo /

-T-fr "lx>

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 OFr wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

(jOCJW OUt̂ lMĉ eJl , Gi/irecdt cix̂ 'vaî



Cbuj^ Sch^ot ^keJule ^ehefyc/lat
P A R L I D e b a t e

Arna Katewa p12)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 1 3 9

Gov; 6 Wang - Darukhanawalla
Opp: 13 Madsen - Engstrom
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P ,
Team Code #:

Prop Ŝ êer #1 gri/?̂A \}Jr
Prop SpeakeKJ2/(gig<̂ j/ry

Judge's N a m e : K ! ^ e A / \ / 7 ^

Judge's School Affiliation: M -HA.a^

O P P
Team Code #:

pts Z-?- Opp Speaker # 1

2?" Opp Speaker #2 ̂
>Si_pts_25

Please award̂ ch speaker points based on the following scale:
\y 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good27 = Ck̂ od (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

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

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriatelŷ d efficiently the debaters support arguments with

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

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

and easily understandable \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thê baters were to opponents and judges

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

^ J > U U J L 0 . ^ ^ U

^ iyxA^'^ \r \HJX. ^4X^tJUx:XAAHJLcL^ I: cxp o^rr^'UAneA\y
P ^ :t y N L < X . y U i K n X x d ' £ U t A . ( L A c j i c L - Z U J L . k

< f v A J I J q a u a A j i A / ' ( y /

TEAM CODE #: on the OPP • wins th is debate.
(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECISION: JU^ /JOA^aaj. olC^ ^ 9 ^ .

x u s L y u c c J U ^ U Z j u / L c k A J u t t o A - ^ ^

ey-*^ AQ^g-Cu-' A2^aa>C^ ^

Opp 1: •• CfAJL<̂  AipjLstÂ  ̂  ĈACCL cn>̂
' a / L J S f & e n ^ 4 -
S ^ / v v - g ^ ^ C t t . V / ^ C / U a j l .y J t A X X X . C / U A J L ^

kujuXesiAuî
/tJLhctWU - \AVC^

icL ixp ch/r̂ 'UAV\.eA\̂

T E A M C O D E # :



PA R L I D e b a t e

Bill Windsor (*6)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 1 3 3
G o v : 1 2 G e r s h - F i e l d s

Opp: 16 Campanella - Brown
Parliamentary. Debate/JV

Judge's Name: B)ll lAl̂ SOf

P R O P
Team Code

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2_

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

27 = Goo(̂ fbut possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 2^0 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ Judging Cri ter ia
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriately a^d efficiently the debaters support arguments with

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

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

and eas i l y unders tandab le \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the\lebaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliment̂ nd/or suggestiment̂ nd/or suggestions for improvement to

StŴ f /vi d wJc&lHdke htnmjS
O p p 2 : w J k p f \ . . . . _

0frc«Moe -

CODE #; 7 . o n t h e wins this debate

(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECISION: ^
< [̂WuJ 4/nV?.

■feSio'



M a n n i n g S u t t o n ( * 1 ) _ f hRound 1A 9:00am Room 134 ̂  O-C'zi Jjy
Gov: 13 Ambrose-Oiler (j
Opp: 3 Jiano - Jia
P a r l i a m e n t a r y D e b a t e / J V ' '

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: T O r - ^

Judge's School Affiliation: ^

P R O P
Team Code

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

pts Opp Speaker # 1 7 i 0^

P t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 J ' 0 ^Opp Speaker #2

Please award each sp̂ ker points based on the following scale:
3̂  Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good27 = Good (b̂ possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-2()V Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

. — . \ J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a
• Analysis: How reasonably and eJifectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—̂which may include facts an̂eferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectĥ 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 and eff̂ ive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatersVere to opponents and judges

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

^ B i t

P r o p 2 : j a

^ c e -

TEAM CODE #:__3 on the _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

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

Opp 2:

C — •



PA R L I D e b a t e

Janet Chang (M)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 1 3 7 , . , , ,
Gov:13Bodisco-Ransweiler-ru-. ^ Judge s Name:Opp: 14 Owen - Coscarelli V^0vJ'b6 b6UOl'(':> VWV
Par l ia>qenta ry Debate /JV ^Wdo\Schoo l A ffi l ia t ion :_

\ b € Y \ e ^ V t \ ( K \P R O P ' G P P
T e a m ) S ; o d e # ; T e a m C o d e # :

Prop Spe^ #l pts 2̂^ Opp Speaker # 1 ̂rK(l TX
Prop Speaker Opp SpeakerOpp Speaker #2

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

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

\ J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a
• Analysis: How reasonamy and effectively the debaterî nalyẑ he topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriatefyv̂ d efficiently the debaters(jupp̂ )arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include ĵ t&_and referencesjo authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How direclly ̂ êffectively the debater̂ jespon̂ )io the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \• Points of Information: Hô r̂efeŷ t̂ d effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak im̂  organized, communicative sfy]J)that is pleasant

and easily understandable• Courtesy: How courteous and ̂spectfid̂e ab|̂ters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

tXJialPvU -

Xv> t!(yMxP7rn

slfrlls ^ \/c^(C£,

- ' ~ r — ^ 6 - 1 f t s O O

.

^oe>A. ■ />P r o p 2 : ^ ^ O p p 2 : ^ ^ .
pc TinX yxM. ^

T E A M C O D E # : w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .^ (Prop dr Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

(J) <»1 7^"" ^/3 to « iji't i>^€lr-,

T E A M C O D E



^ulianna Phillips (*2)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 1 4 2

Gov; 11 Raven - Sweeney
Opp: 6 Shaik - Gnanakumar
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Te a m C o d e # : 11

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

O''̂ 0wJ.

Speaker #1 pts Opp Speaker # 1 Kocr vv%» it Qnov.nokV^vrtv^o.'v pts '2."7

Prop Speaker #2 pts. Opp Speaker #2 Sv.a.\V, pts^?
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

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

\ J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a " •
•. Analysis: How reasonably and effectwely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—which may include facts and rererences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively, the debaters respond to the arguments made■ b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and effectiVe were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organ̂d, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters >̂e to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

P r o p l ; p o m fi , O p p l :

c.t(aJ\V
u -tWr V«> ■(tre-lf'M--ncc<l«°

Prop 2: cfcfMT poMtf Opp 2: XkAik
- CieOYi

ViA^VoiA^

0^^^ ^ h look Of -N

« v e y 9 ^ o i o - h \ j « ^ •
T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

Plr«J> -kAMA Vv^ WtO*^ ^OAVlA^w^/\A / t ^y i .Ko^ re f v -K /v^ , . -W4^A v i / vV .
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Scott Engstrom (*13)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 1 4 1
Gov: 3 Wu - Ayalon
Opp: 6 Mandal - Zheng
Parliamentary Debate/JV

ScLcd9 . jPAR
, (M3)

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 #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

f

5 tCcr f f \

;fci/

Please award eacn^peaker 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 24̂ ^ = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\

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

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriately ancrefficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and efrectively 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\ffective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in airorganized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p 1 : ^ O p p 1 :

t̂ vr̂ pKU f̂ 6o\.i Sc>pfi}\ ,
Prop 2:^

t,Q.iuA

u

T E A M C O D E # :

T o \ V » • V ^ z > M A v . : S s . V - J
" P i ' c ^ v v b f i x o W f U S i i a , u •TEAM CODE #: ^ on the wins th is debate. j ( # ^y^

( P r o p o r O p p ) O JREASON FOR DECISION: l i feb^'^e.t i+5 -ks-| . ^jk'S^dtS
(vux Ac»V^ VWf U^o ls KO^- VP^J/ 7V®p

4fc> ^ cX^ aA^y ' i v ^c^ueA 44M^ f

TT&vjJi- -j'U, opp (S.r̂ vM.<«H- rworc iVyCi'r-̂ .



O M I < r C V L - i / v c ^
PA R L I D e b a t e

Tina Donovan (*3)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 1 4 0

Gov: 6 Lin - Lee
Opp: 13 Woerner - Woerner
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name

P R O
Team Code #:

Prop SpeakerVlv
Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1_va)ô O\££_

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

p t s2 . ^

pts2L^

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

27 = Good (biif possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fa i r 24-20 HPoor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and ei&ctively 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 an̂eferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effecwvely the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

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

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

P r b p l : " A o fl i y j p O p p l : i . i S V v

» S^^AcJi4- Wife;
r 11 TTi-g.

P n

Prop 2:

^ L<PC:r̂Ĉj
^CTTL^ /4vTf^ >7$^ (^LLoK^C
T l ^ / S J T Z P ^

Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # : on the _0__̂ __wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

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

^ f \ P ) c A j ? v t c > P r
^ U - / A - S . A H - r L > ^ ( l A ^ o r T >
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TV-k.V) ̂ 3̂ -̂
Emma Sutton (*8,1)
R o u n d 2 A 1 1 ; 2 0 a m R o o m 1 3 7

Gov: 13 Madsen - Engstrom
Opp: 10 Chan - Foley
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School AffiIiation:_

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

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

DtslV Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_ _pts_2i'
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy Good
27 = Good (but possib!y not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

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

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

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

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective wp?ertne questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an omjmî d, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
• Courtesy: How courteous and respeĉ rfme debaters were to opponents and judges

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

A \ . . 1 / ^ . I . V U - l
Prop 1:
e. \5AJ1Vc

^ (̂ 00̂

Prop 2:

I x - r b .

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

Oppl: Ô w.̂ 3 \J<̂

O p p 2 : ' U S . ' " T
»3- -^ u^ -v

0 k o , / ' - j - o
• .I.- J K, / ^ ■\¥'f.c-

1 j j j i g d e b a t e / — '

(Prop OT \Dpp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : . K . k v V X i n . K r y

es.okWV ^ A cAAs\



M a r c l e S c h a d f e ( * 1 3 ) . r .
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 1 3 6

P A R L I D e b a t e

R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 1 3 6
G o v : 1 0 D i c k e r m a n - M i l l a r

Opp: 6 Lin - Lee
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name: V̂CMJ
Judge's School AfTiliation:_

Team Code #:
P R O P

I d Team Code #:

Prop Speaker# 1 W\[\\0/{ pts 9^
P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 D ( ' p t s

Opp Speaker # i

Opp Speaker U2_

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

/

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : ^ V 7 T

X ^ . I f .
P r o p l : l ^ A l O W ^ M k K . V r ' . - ' ' J

•J '..HMotAl i j:- '" .
i-v. W,; flt/V

o n t h e

iv/tI? ,v,nj: r.,j, %Mv-<-Cvj ^' b v c i . .

• V w i n e f l i l cw i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or ©pp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , , , i . . h . a

"fH CX <Uo\^ -k MuM.



D e b a t e

J e f f O w e n ( * 1 4 ) V W - ^ - n
R o u n d 2 A 1 1 : 2 0 a m R o o m 1 3 5 , 3 ^ a m e : 0 . 0 ^ 0 ^ -
Gov: 10 Eng - Ying
O p p : 6 W a n g - D a r u k h a n a w a l l a . i c i . c i
Parl iamentary Debate/JV Judge's School Affiliation:U-yjw

P R O P O P f
T e a m C o d e # : L C ^ T e a m C o d e # :

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code U: PRÔ^ T e a m C o d e # :

Prop Speaker #1 VtNG

Prop Speaker #2 Em&

pts Opp Speaker # 1 Br.',

pts-3^ Opp Speaker #2^^

p t s

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

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

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

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

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

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

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respecmil 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 : /

' - j O p p 1 : - 1 ^

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :

T E A M C O D E # :

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

on the TV _wins this debate.
(Prop of Opp)

f i t s —

ie»e



P A R L I D e b a t e

Rob Stone (*2)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 1 3 4

G o v : 1 0 L e e - G o l d s t e i n

Opp: 11 Raven - Sweeney
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:_

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 A/Ĉ iSi

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

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

• Analysis: How reasonably and ̂ feetively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate \

• Evidence: How appropriately and efikiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts an̂eferences 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 efifective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an ôanized, eommunicative 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 respeetful the debat̂ s were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p 1 : ^

P r o p 2 : h ^ e j U ^

A i a i t > e I d
-^oyuiXfrd^ d^f'aAM»AAuS^'h>

^ Q M n p t f b c G u o A c Z ^ t t > P ^

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

(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECISION: ̂ £4̂  P/ief̂ >û 4Â î  Û K
p i / o p / f A ^ d M . t x 5 < a a ^ , L A w ^ ^ ^H b U n d J ^ k < y k ^ / t r n r ^

fupnt( SKKj^OfTA^Sic P/ipp^f/iA^^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Ajay Nanda (*4)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 1 4 2

Gov: 6 Mandal - Zheng
Opp: 10 Lee - Lichtmacher
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Te a m C o d e # :

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

pts_2j

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 authorifŷ as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debat̂ rs^espond to the arguments made

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant and effeetive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speal̂ -̂ n organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
• Courtesy: How courteous aî -espectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p l : f W ' : 4 o p p l : > s ,

U ^ y . . . . i ^ d - ' a d J - • \ j t ^
1 - , '

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 - \

( / ? ^ - h oTEAM CODE #: lO on the i^y*r wins this debatqjT/

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

o n t h e y j A f f - -ho

(Prop or Opp)

oLjccilw Acr>u-^iv'C
y "9 €AK-i Cn ̂

ijt



PA R L I D e b a t e

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P
i f a

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

G P P
Team Code #: X

p ts Opp Speake r # 1

pts yy Opp Speaker #2 pts_2:i\

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstsinding 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 debateî '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 referents to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelyyme 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 ^fective 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 offer ̂ ompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : 2 - 7 Oppl: 2-7

Prop 2: Opp 2:

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

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

a , , ,



> . ' . F A K L l D e b a t e

J e f f O w e n r U ) " ^ " . .
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 1 3 5
Gov: 10 Morgenstein - Kerr-Stein
Opp: 13 Ambrose - Oiler
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Team Code #: PRO^

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:^

Team Code #:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

and eas i l y unders tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfu^e debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop l : Opp 1 : UCck

Prop 2: iiAwtLe,

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 : A r x f f ( V

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

(Prop or Opp)



hdev^s • ' * ^ ' ' ^ PARLI Debate
James Nam (*12) hâ /e. /ootî (/osf
GrilNg-Huan7"° -h Judge'sNa.e: ^
Opp: 6 Mao - Tong-Seely ^ *
P a r l i a m e n t a r y D e b a t e / J V J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f fi l i a t i o n : .

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

pts-̂ ^ Opp Speaker # 1

pts .2B Opp Speaker #2. pts-^8

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Propl: tytcehetot
i i m e C A O ! c a s e ,

-tracjiee/ies
y N - j f . . / . J I - t i

J oh heneft-t o'f
t ) e e c l i , - t o c o s i - c f
pek-t/y/e. to n'o )c\je.,

p e ) e \ / u h t ' u j e r €
P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :

i-htjjas c/cô eiT to fyiv
^ iAihat

— — — ' / ) 8 « ; t l \ e u j o t " ( ( L

C O D E # :

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

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



1 ^ : T l n \ s - t U a - t - i r * ^ t < g h " i r H Q l c e s r f q U t
PA R L I D e b a t e ^

James Nam (*12)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a n n R o o m 1 4 0
Gov: 6 Shaik - Gnanakumar
Opp: 10 Stroumza - Chen
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

O P P
Team Code #: 10

6 , O p p S p e a k e r # 1 C M S LY )

StOvVpts ̂ 7 Opp Speaker #2 p t s

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : s j O V ' f Opp 1' ^oinir ho CO too
lead-to

r / / ■ / y U , S . ' - c eb o ' d j c k U u t ^ 4
P r o p 2 ; O p p 2 ; o

(jeotfjoh *"eit'efC(h'i"^yoy>/^ ^ ^ iinc lHd4/e^fi-
ar\c/ Jiscuifki^ the checAso/t up 4Wr
- fi f e m r h e c e s . d d f 1T E A M C O D E # : f O o n t h e O o p w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . /

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

Al̂pk'y/e. ar̂ĉn>ê& ahojt-Hw oLîie. o-f 4oo muck fXîec kein̂
^roklemdh'c iM't s



Marcie Schade (*13)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 1 3 6
Gov: 3 Jiang - Jia
Opp: 10 Yan - Sun
Parliamentary Debate/JV

lo'i

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # I;

Prop Speaker #2

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂A/y IWvŵ  \l' I ̂  ifylv
G P P

Team Code#: lli

pts_̂_̂  Opp Speaker
Opp Speaker #2

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to 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— ŵhich may include facts and î fences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and efj^tively 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 dejbmers speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Using the abo^»e^5:nteria, 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 : K O p p 1 : fl n t y
v i X f g j M . ^ L i s

j)V/̂ iv4rct v:' 0-̂ '
" ' A ' ' h '

f r

b i d : T ^

Opp 2: d iwA-ffivv it̂ &r vM)- ifcN
D d l i - l f s ( M M M i L

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

L hlou jdV IjvAqM^
w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

U / O I r I A r # l ^ t k I I a 1 J _ 1



P A R L I D e b a t e

Ajay Nanda (M)
Round 2A 11 ;20am Room 142
Gov: 16 Campanella - Brown
Opp: 10 Iran - Vainberg
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name: /if?)

Judge's School Affiliation: HS

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2

O P P
Team Code U : 10

ptŝA. Opp Speaker # I
Opp Speaker #2

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

, H/y ''kpj; fj'' oppi
S u C > < ! M F S T I i i A / W p ■> 0 ? ? ^ l - L .

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 : / / ^ . / * / • wT U o / > f > U J k t U M ; . u i M y
on the OtT ^wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)



' ' -~AHsha-Eastep425)__
Round 2B 11 :20am Room 141
G o v : 8 M u r d o c k - S h o t w e l l

Opp: 10 Woo - Melman
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: /yC/cM

Judge's School Afriliation:

Team Code #:

pts 27 Opp Speaker#! pts 2.S

pts lit Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterŝ alyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: a/Zij^fh : Oppl: Pkra/

Mc/ft/zyy/^z/z.

Prop 2: Opp 2: //yueAz/zxie

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 :

Htff fol-iWdPc/

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Rob Stone (*2)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 1 3 4
G o v : 1 3 W o e r n e r - W o e r n e r

Opp: 5 Chang - Steuart
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Team Code #:
P R O P

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code U:

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker U2 P's ̂
P r o p S p e a k e r # 1 p t s

Prop Speaker'

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

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

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

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriatelŷ d efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include faists and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and f̂ectively 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 ahd effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in sm organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the ̂ baters were to opponents and judges

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

U e ^ - P r o p * J P P 2 : 1 / k r t r C y
VitfJiU-ueA

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 : , . ^ ^

F n > i > ^
A w A

ht^ mi i>r.'traU^

on the jPfVP- wins this debate.^A ^ hfinrdu îP ck ntar&f*i~
( P r o p o r O p p ) '



P A R L I D e b a t e

Ellen Lee (MO)
R o u n d 2 B 11 ; 2 0 a m R o o m 1 3 3
G o v ; 1 3 C o r b e t t - B o h a n n a n

Opp: 12 Baxter - Nam
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P o
Team Code # : 1 ^

Prop Speaker # 1

Judge's Name: 6 l -an

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2_ ygtfn pts

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

Opp Speaker

2 7

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

f - ▶ . J _ . ^ 1 . . v y- P r o D ^ P P P 3 a ^

. r C L U - ) P O O J ^ ' J & i v - > + ^ > e S ^ / ^

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)

"if\t Olf F's Q>rc,uim-fnt6
v ^ i \ - / p p y ^ / AREASON FOR I.K.S,ON: flfPi aF<.U«nte -

facK. Oi\c\ro o4 VV«:
\ ikK^-£' cX^ FL>pf6. ci iAip KFF'5 ^ (4P»!55W\i-C> 4 -vc>s>4)pcX4 ̂  KVf's iP/̂ tntvcnV UjCfS VWV'ThJL,



P A R L I D e b a t e

Ellen Lee (MO)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 1 3 3

Gov: 14 Owen - Coscarelli
Opp: 12 Gersh - Fields
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:. LovJ^W H ^

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2A-S;W\€(

Team Code #:

OAJgrc pts Opp Speaker U1 _

pts_̂3r Opp Speaker #2
Gc/A
4-el J!

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough4o qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 A 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 facts ^nd 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 debatem speak 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, 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 : J e p t W l T l O p p 1 : i - h . j p I ^

and difscuM'n<e)
i fl  i n - H y n A t i r t i / y n O i
f A c / c O , p l 0 ^ c > 0 /
pom'VS coJ^ \n(»i-i'awn uveg," -fippieciaVzd \VJ^P r o p 2 : _ ^ ^ M X A - n n A ® P P ^ - t h f c c ^ f n S / ' ^ , h
Q0V,\\S CcVUr tewi vrjiHi

Î rojp 2 *

H t i r t e qH9 we l l0 pp6
\ . . M

Did a (^ood jcJb ^nd,
6fpl6 pcitifS.

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 ) T j .REASON FOR DECISION: OeqclH UIQS « ̂ YuLA J4
Wrvf- t i - lS -VVFe Opp(»»-5 i i^ad
S Y i V e c t ^



+i> f\A)ji~y IashaA- lot̂ J ̂  <jUJ
Mark Cabasino (*9)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 1 3 9
G o v : 1 2 B u r r o u s - M a r r

Opp: 3 Wu - Ayalon
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: l(?A9(̂ JD

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_ /VlAej2̂
pts Opp Speaker # 1 ^
pts Opp Speaker #2 Y t s ^ l

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

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

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze thp^opic and the arguments

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

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

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an̂ ganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfUnhe 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 : /

P r o p \ : h o o } 5
^ /

r < X ' > ^ H c } s ? r J C \ . . ' C

f r o h : ' ^ F P : i c ^ J ^ X ° P P 2 : ' m ^

J J C C r l r C I , A f f 1 c a ^ )2 - . f / i e f f L O ^ L ^ J f / I , , J i r r . c ^ ^
0 C ' ^ r o y ^ r O P M ' ' '

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

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : O r . . , / I f "
1 I v . t , 1 / ' ^ T A f f - c < c s s . ,

Ca.^ r^]-f~

w f y i ' y r ? ^ u

C m I . r I ' • / ' - ! T ' ^ < A v .

C I2 ^ * / v t ^ / v > T h c ( e > r o L ^ . O ' .

H t o o r - C c y S ^ ( e ^ ) '
T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e

(cheAktJ<; oXc^yjH



Mark Cabasino (*9)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 1 3 9
G o v : 11 J i c h a - T h r a s h e r

Opp: 13 Murdough - Donaldson
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: CAP)'is('^

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Affiliation: ^

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

Opp Speaker#! A1"£0oU6-H
Opp Speaker #2 ̂P̂AuPStA) Z 2 -

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

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

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

— ^ f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e / '• ̂ Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debater̂ support arguments with
^ evidence—^which may include facts and references tô thority 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 ef̂ tive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ̂organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

— ' 2 ^ s ' i P 0 o s fUsing the above criteria, please offeî ompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

/

P r o p l : G « , ( 5 ^
r u c p A . 7 . ^ ^

I c l r

(s)̂ oh f
b (̂ Obd (Mriiic

(JDoS poiî fj
T E A M C O D E # : / Ty v o n t h e

Oppl: 6:.^ J.l, rehoit^^ w

idA,, .f 7^^ J'-kovo-ff ^ rt
O p p 2 : J ^ '

• ^ - Av f T ^ / V a r ) ^
w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . . / . . .

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

O A f d b p } : J e _ . h ) e < j A 3 -



^ [ o d \ -
P A R L I D e b a t e

Emma Sutton (*8,1)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 1 3 7
Gov : 16 Cohen - Ha l l

Opp: 13 Barton - SaghafI
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:_

P R O P,
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

i a t i o n :

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

pts_̂
D t S

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for impaovemeittto 'e a c h d e b a t e r ; ^ k - V o
Propl: Cyoô

Prop 2:

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

REASON FOR DECISION: ̂

Lv WV. V.iV ■-!««- /

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

\ V.( ..,AL(Prop or Opp)
K t , A ^ > U I N r U K U l i U i S l U I N : v ^ v t \ A V j & 4 3 ' — } . 4



R a j u l D o r i w a l a ( * 6 ) - v v ^ x / J ^ w v v i —
J u d g e ' s N a m e : .

Rajul Doriwala f 6)
Round 2B 11 ;20am Room 116
Gov : 5 Va fa i - Wan

Opp: 13 Bodisco - Ransweiler
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

r# 1 UJ,.^ ptsOX Opp Speaker #1Prop Speaker#I ^n-'*' ^c -\ pts 0^ Opp Speaker# 1 cJI/I pts
Prop Speaker #2 W n V/ »v̂ \ pts Opp Speaker #2 -̂ A/Q- pts
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: Opp 1:

P r o p 2 : v r ( L v y J U ® P P 2 :
/ > ' '

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or Opp)

Vf'vovi VWV.VU'tvp



l/CiCObi
Aiisba-Caotcp (*5)
Round 2A 11 :20am Room 141

G o v : 1 3 C l a w s o n - S c h a d e

Opp: 3 Szeto - Keychenko
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: /ycuoS/

Judge's School Affiliation:, (OS/CQ^

P R O P
Team Code #:

O P P

ptsZ^ Opp Speaker # 1 ZIh/'q/

Te a m C o d e # :

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:

l/f/y'oo'hf
O p p l : u / / i e r / 7

Prop 2: ^ O p p 2 : t ' / < r

l A / i l - h m r

T E A M C O D E # :

REASON FOR DECISION: jiy,
, o / f > W > imii //y

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

(Pî  oirdpp))



Regina Muccillo (*2)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 135
Gov: 10 Chan - Foley
Opp: 13 Corbett - Bohannan
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # I

Prop Speaker #2_

P R O P
10

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

OOoy/Q

Opp Speaker # I

Opp Speaker #2 Aioc Be Pts

Please award each speaker points ba^ed on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vê Ĝood

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and rjrferences 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 releyaht 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
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p i - o p p i : V c r v )

C o i a I A V c o r v Y v \ f f r y t . «

Prop 2:
(̂ ocL

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 r P k

f h o v o ^ a y ^ u - c T T x - Y i t ^ w c v ^ r ' £

, "fyvt. WwV \*a K>6r
o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

(X}̂ h)VO^ "fhẑ  avm-crTytrV^
^ v y A o i r I f c



\i\oV^V\^ \/\Oieo (A(KmCS \r^cK^t t.V\\\clr€lr\ l\Weiu
MXOVe'TvCt,, PARLI Debate

Regina Muccillo (^^2)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 135
G o v : 1 2 B a x t e r - N a m

Opp: 10 Dickerman - Millar
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name: una // luc^i i lo

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: \

Prop Speaker #1_

Prop Speaker #2_Jk,Wj

Team Code #:

pts Opp Speaker # I _J

pts M. Opp Speaker #2

P.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

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 tofJic and the arguments

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

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

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

and easily understandable y
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the '̂ebaters 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 : /

Vropl-.Ut/^
aXcAK cUi^ifVfy^ •

Oppl :

d c o M c h ' f M u • S / ( 4 ^

f i
9 ^ ^

I i l 5

Prop 2; CJUajT' I Opp2: <ioUA
/ u f

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

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

F f l - o l : - 0 ^ " 2 ^ •





P A R L I D e b a t e

Devandra Kumar f 6)
Round 3A 2;00pm Room 116
Gov: 3 Szeto - Keychenko
Opp: 10 Eng - Ying
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 L KJ

Prop Speaker #2_ g{L\ P

pts7 ̂  Opp Speaker #1 CKfj
pts 2^6 Opp speaker #2 \ fcvv P 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 eliminatjfm rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude^efr inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an̂ze 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 debars support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references m authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

Propl: RiiAcW

' b i z ' i ' V N O ' V y

, ^ Prop 2:

O p p l : n

Opp 2:

I fI 1/SWY<

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 :

SC 'PTN' i •

no 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 ) ^

aô l •=\™l033i (Kcehr.l



Kimberley Haulk (M2)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 136 I \ 0Gov; 10 Lee - Goldstein VJ (5V\d I
Opp: 16 Cohen - Hall rto^vvvaVaJlO
D o r l a m a n f o n / H a h o t a / l \ /

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

tiopts opp speaker #]_(̂
p t s O p p s p e a k e r # 2 p t s

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eiimiiwion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rud̂ r 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 efficiently the debars support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and references tŷ uthority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the/febaters respond to the arguments made

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

and eas i l y unders tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfuMhe debaters were to opponents and judges

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

V s fi r u ^ > c > L > e A ^ ^
v / o a < ^

P r o p 2 : c r \ ,

V s M

V 0 \

I Opp 2: n1ovL4 O C Cc/3 NKOvvo\t?U Wi*

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

(Prop oi-ppp))

REASONFekDECISION:^ ^ ^ ^ JOi,



P A R L I D e b a t e

CC Zhang (*15)
Round 3B 2;00pm Room 133
G o v : 1 0 L e e - L i c h t m a c h e r

Opp: 11 Jicha - ThrasherParliamentary Debate/Ĵ^ j
P R O P

Team Code #:

Judge's Name: ^ ^

V k J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f fi l i a t i o n :
J.

op/ , /
Team Code U:

Prop Speaker # 1 MotH' liQtJ pts ̂  Opp Speaker ̂  1 CI ̂  »ôv<̂  pts ̂  ̂
Prop Speaker ZA^̂ ^v^̂ CtCrpts Opp Speaker #2 ̂  pts^ ̂
Please award each speaker points based on the followiî  scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to/ualify 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 efficî tly the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts an/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 reliant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debatê speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p l : ^ P P ^ ' y J ' c ^
ly I ti

Prop 2:

i x > c / r r

Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

o n t h ee 0 / W -
(Prop'o/Opp)

v

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

- c /^du Wpor
1/^y 4 (^d(^ly u*\el€, (A (: y-eip<crf-^c<J{



j i M y f - 0 < > ^ i o j c i / i c E J
Susie Barton (*13)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 137
Go v ; 1 2 Ge rsh - F i e l d s

Opp: 10 Liu - Fu
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P.
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2 ptdis
p,s^5

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name(̂̂̂̂ _̂
Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1 Lw

Opp Speaker #2_ Ft.
pts_2̂ ' ̂

. . .

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please ô r 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 l : I O M
^ A / / / / M ^ I m m ^ i t i

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :

■©yc f leh-TT rw^r^ ] lJ i , ^ LooK iVw^s
ShA/(C(Vw\ĥ

/ i / r \ ^ / ) j o ^

Prop 2:

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

. OIF rf-j / V ® f e t W e » A . ,



\AioWA:f- V i
P A R L I D e b a t e

Manning Sutton (*1)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 141
G o v : 1 3 B o d i s c o - R a n s w e i l e r

Opp: 10 Morgenstein - Kerr-Stein
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name: TTisaI

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2_ _pts_2/̂
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 2 : ' Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or Opp)

d u A C ^ O f f 6 ^ ^



U/I5V_U£>
PA R L I D e b a t e

Manning Sutton (*1)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 141
Gov; 6 Wang - Darukhanawalla
Opp: 10 Ng - Huang
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

pts 1- c

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2 \r\ OcuY\< pts^2J^
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 elirn̂ tion rounds)

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

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

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

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

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in /n 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 : /

- O u u ^ o f ■ «, U y c ^

Ccfutd- A.^e

P r o p 2 : / /— ̂  C-rrt̂ Opp 2:

Ar UTtL# U.̂ L̂ J-hxQ>\l<rhD ̂

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)



CiJorlJ,
Susie Barton (*13)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 137
G o v : 1 0 S t r o u m z a - C h e n

Opp: 3 Jiang - Jia
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Team Code #:
P R O P

1 0

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

i o n : ^
/

) P P .
\ A V ^ .

Prop Speaker #I_

Prop Speaker #2

pts XI Opp Speaker #1_̂

Opp Speaker #2_

p t s3 - '
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Gô

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior24 -20 = Poo r

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and references tôuthority 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 effepiive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an Organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1:

(3oe<i-e>̂e
O i ^ l :

i V

^ Prop 2̂^̂V

e f

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 '^SVins this
(Prop or Opp)

f r o



PA R L I D e b a t e

J e f f O w e n ( * 1 4 ) / V U \ r \ r
Round3B2:00pm^Room 142 \l^r.)nA IfJr^ Judge'sName:
u p p ; I D o a m p a n e i i a - t s r o w n ' /Parliamentary Debate/JV jo £/y\M̂  (/< (9/-̂ r/̂dge's School Affiliation:,;

P R O P G P P .
T e a m C o d e # : T e a m C o d e # : L ( 0

Prop Speaker #l£f\C pisgfe Opp Speaker#! 1̂1̂  (xKxy(KX\
Prop Speaker #2 Opp Speaker #2 ^ii'^/ f^Ow 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 inappK^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 t̂ ic and the arguments

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authorifŷ is well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaterŝ spond to the arguments made

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

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

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

Prop 1: (CrtcgtV

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :

^CoT E A M C O D E # : L 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 )

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



I P A R L I D e b a t eJeff Owen (*14) WotU
KVaoXn°g°slt̂  \S GC K̂AvU t̂U , Judge's Name:
Opp: 10 Lyons - Wyszynski
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge's School Affiliation:'^^UJ&><3^ \Au

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

Prop Speaker # 1 Opp Speaker # 1 6(Al/y\</f. pt^g> .
Prop Speaker #2 k/g/^<\A> Opp Speaker #2 SO' -r^
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 eliminatî rounds)

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

Judg ing Cr i te r ia /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analŷ the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the ddoaters 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 eff̂ ive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in amorganized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop Opp 1:

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



P A R L I D e b a t e

Lin Jie Wu {*Z)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 140
Gov: 10 Tran - Vainberg
Opp: 12 Burrous - Marr
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

PRÔ^

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code M:

. \ A y O ^

^l\ pts_2^^ Opp Speaker #1
/V'Ct /'•/' pts Opp Speaker #2

pts 'Q-Y

_pts2A

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 referencê  to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively tlie debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relev2int and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P rop 1 : Q^ j we/ / {Opp 1 :

C / - P U / g n - k ( 7 1 - ^
U ( J u / e c - / - j V ' V / H / y / / < 5 / > e - f fi ' f c i y

^ 0 ( 7 f y \ ^ i c O c i o i / r - p ^ J ' C ) ^
P v o p l - . ^ o o d u c / l u . i - ' e y O p p 2 : t ^ < e e A / Q o o J
Wi^eh -io c//e sounej a-^c,lyr,)tj uSi^Oe;

i/v.W cyoX a^a(/jis, .
T E A M C O D E ^ o n t h e V ^ O P w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECISION: U^t



R̂o\u-Hon'. UJofld peace is a-V-i-ainable,
CC Zhang flS)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 133
G o v : 1 0 W o o - M e l m a n

Opp: 5 Vafai - Wan
Parliamentary Debate/JV

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

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation: l̂ eî / : ■ C/? 0

Team Code #:
O P P _

Prop Speaker # 1 \jiSA.\\ hAeloncciCv pts_̂ ^ Opp Speaker#! _ pts__̂ T
Prop Speaker #2 SqKu>- UJoo pts 2^ Opp Speaker #2 ^ Q- n

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an̂ ze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:

f'̂ c-ytcj

P r o p 2 : : V ■ ( S t ' < Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

(Prop or Opp)
V

i , , c Lf P i p J c . d ^ f t '
jPAA-C C (A* p'O^ : l}s^-( P '■f:- C

i P ) - C / ? < - < ' : / - C - ' t O V v i i C ■ ! '



P A R L I D e b a t e

Kashyap Sharma (*4)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 139
Gov: 3 Wu - Ayalon
Opp: 13 Clawson - Schade
Parliamentary Debate/JV

J u d g e ' s N a m e : S VA M ^ V l A

Judge's School Affiliation:_

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

pts_ IF Opp Speaker#]
p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2

^<SV\ pts 2.

pts2-1^
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to 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 autl̂ ority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debâ rs respond to the arguments made

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer complments and/or suggestions for improvement toe a c H d e b a t e . ^ ^

' d l i o i c U f Z & t : Vol- \z>

T E A M C O D E # : ^ '

Opp 2 :

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)

CL~J



PA R L I D e b a t e

Kashyap Sharma (*4)
Round 3A 2;00pm Room 139
Gov: 13 Barton - Saghafi
Opp: 6 Mandal - Zheng
Parliamentary Debate/JV

J u d g e ' s N a m e : p )

Judge's School Afflliation:_

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

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_Ŝ Â
Opp Speaker#!

A pts *2-^ Opp Speaker #2 W: s_|^
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

P r o p 1 : O p p ' : ^

P r o p 2 : ( A J U

cJLJC

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

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , L Q U J /

J C c O O ^ . T T ^



Lin Jle Wu (*Z)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 140
Gov; 6 Lin - Lee

Opp: 5 Chang - Steuart
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P .
Team Code U:

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation: (

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1___Z_2_

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker#]

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 Good/

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for ru^ 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 efficiently the defers support arguments with

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

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

and eas i ly unders tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfuPthe debaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p 1 : O p p l : ( f O O c L - / W ' C
( o O o d U { / t ( c ^ - f -

Q o o X C O o \ C v o } y x M . o - f —
/ ^ f ,Prop2: f;W//, Opp 2: ^ooX ^ncj^sif o-f QO a

^ O ^ h c r i y s A ( J H C o ^ y 4 : ^ ^ O y i '
Q o ^ c i u f e Q y f ' \ K / o . y ~ ( r o o h ^ C i n y
• e i / U e w c e . - / ^

T E A M C O D E # : on the ̂rdf _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ( 3 o S -



Devandra Kumar (*6)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 116
Gov: 2 Odeste - Figueroa
Opp: 13 Woerner - Woerner
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PROPp̂
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 Oof "ht

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

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation: "TT |2̂  \J 1 0̂

T e a m C o d e \ ^ /

pts XL Opp Speaker # 1 UJ 0
p t s O p p S p e a k e r U 2 p t s

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

p,.. ,*. i : 'H- k. A

O x c y ^ ^ ,P r o p 2 : I

1 \ajIc[

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

P i I ^

Opp 2: UjCA Kj "3 ^ Qfjr

TEAM CODE #: 1 J on the Off" _wins this debate.
( P r o p o r O p p ) n L i y \

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : r Q v i '

O r v ^ v ; ^ P ^ o v ^ t W i v



vOoclA^ P A R L I D e b a t e

William Lee (MO)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 134
Gov: 11 Raven - Sweeney
Opp: 13 Madsen - Engstrom
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker U1

Prop Speaker #2 ̂ 0̂6-A ptŝ Ŝ
Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

pts i i

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination r̂ nds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or in̂ propriate 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 wpic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:

-

^ p o c L f

P r o p 2 : ^ J r '

- /tr̂ <'oUa (z

0^1: -
/ C f ^ r

O p p 2 : l ^ r r P c D

' Ar<hc^U 6? dJu^
T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

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

h j L ^ j O ^ ^ ^ n o c d / ? y ^
v d , s ^ V ^

^ ~ u r ^ A 7 f e > t ^ r r p u o - 7 ^
^ 6n/ ̂ 7^ 7^ h/tA.ly- . Ts !>£. <i.cK. ' ̂' / i v r h f f o p j ^ l M n h ^ . ' f y ^ ^ o d - J / '

V - f^- r dcASr^ CP ^
^ - o v - x c . r » M ' I



V ' l U a g w ^ f - t { , ' K r \ ^ / e - ^ 5
/ o y / , o i i ^ c t

William Lee (MO)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 134
Gov: 13 Murdough - Donaldson
Opp: 8 Murdock - Shotwell
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:
PROP_

/ 3 Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#] Opp Speaker #!_ M-O K /its V]
Prop Speaker #2_ 0/ c/ 5̂  o-v ptsZ;̂ _ 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 eliminân rounds)

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

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

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the deleters 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 effectiv̂ were the questions and the answers

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

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

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

P r o p l : >

P r o p 2 : ' ( p o o ^

Oppi: dcluMA^ ^
b i t j u J c ^ .

/ / / ( ^ y o u r . " K ,

Opp 2:

^ <^c.d dZfuJn^ >■( ̂  -p

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 .
~ 7 ( P r o p o r O p p ) ^ .REASON FOR DECÎ ON:A „̂C/' fĵ tSU^SlcU

V f o S i A c ^ - t - P t u . p o s i - h r C ^ V C U ^ , a
'^auL'ji'' k^df^</<olcu^ (dm 7 c^ceJ<JP f?/-dT..L.Yd t c p v t t d . c - / ' ' I ' J h ' h



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:
I - o u s o a i c m \ A / V " N
Debate/JV o t Judge's School Affiliation: Z^f\Y\clnAAdlc rs jy\oie..Aj5i>c^^ \j \ 61 ^ e

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

Prop Speaker # 1 Y-̂ '

Prop Speaker #2_

^ O p p S p e a k e r # 1

1̂ ^̂  0 pts 7S/ Opp Speaker #2 hf".
L̂.Pts_Z<g

Yflli pts

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

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ̂ 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 del̂ ers support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and referencesfo authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively th/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 eff̂ tive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in aryorganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful me 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 : ^ ^ O p p 1 : v r o " . c
0 ^ /

V
^ c>tP"®7

_ P «Vi\e. Oi. ()3!.W«^.V4,

rvA «\-y2-C OSN*^\r .
C l / v r ^ - l e c t W A

\ N e \ \ ^
V V « / — ' s * / f ( j

P r o p 2 : U ^ l u < ^ V i K ^ d o A « / l a u . < S U / u < j

TEAM CODE #: X I o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or

1*̂  Ciy\<y**yv~»\A-Q\>'̂ oluhir, Atp̂  A<.t<>4W hj (tsCi/ifĴ
^ 0pQA^ CourauJ


