
Ufj Uuyt Uelieu^f VfR,
V7^£y<^Uw^l \/rf oj^ PARLI Debate

S c o t t G o l d e ( * 3 ) ^ ^ . .
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 ; I 2 j u d g e ' s N a m e : O C o H
G o v : 1 0 Y e e - J a r m e l - S c h n e i d e r —

O p p : 1 5 B o o t h - P r a c a r p i , ^ U ^
P a r l i a m e n t a r y D e b a t e A / a r s i t y J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f f i l i a t i o n : u " »

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

Prop Speaker#!

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 ^ p t s _

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2 P/2?

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =Xery 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 Critwia• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the craters analyze the topic and the arguments
o f fe red du r ing the deba te /

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

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

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

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

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

luv sv^w,. t i J . .v f t tTt , ^
M a i W . , ^ , » , I

ĉ\\sr . Loot up' P ^ o f e . W : . \ l A c l f v e ^ y
P™P2: CoO.WuS,

c<yvWc.V, P£>J
C ' H f V t u r o r
K e V \ v < L / « J i "

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

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

o n t h e

P/op iryv<:^4''<>*•
t X - ^ y i > v
Opp 2: wW. A yoc?\ f < ^ y ( L o ^ h < h .IAVVV//CIG'̂ 'VS , (r̂ 'dL 4V*vil̂S,

* - l / ' O f v . J L l ^ I / ^ i s c k .

^winsthisdebate-̂ -J^P o r O p n ) ^ ^ ^ . S J
1 . y o u < x r ^ v y < U ' 9

( P r o p o r O p j p ) C - f K C ^

0^ . Props,^.^
C ^ i W r p N c o l Y - ' i ' '



V q , G o v / ^ r ^ o ^ v ^ ^ ^ / v V ^ » 1 ^ 0 o l c l A a + T m ^ l s ^ e ^ r v i c ^
PA R L I D e b a t e

Scott Golde (*3)
Round ^1B 9 :00am Room 212

Gov: 10 Gerenrot - Drake
Opp: 7^McDonnel - Floras
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Te a m C o d e # :

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:_3l

iation: p ^ (\ L H, r.

Prop Speaker # 1 S)ptŝ^ Opp Speaker # 1 COl-€ jWcPovÂOl _pts A7
Prop Speaker #2 \cqA'? b̂f̂tyrpV pts n opp Speaker #2_
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

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

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

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

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

by the o the r s ide /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well th6 debates 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, (dease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : V N b V C c \ i o G A v ^ i /

Prop 1:

. ev<2. Qy\'

rc\̂ 0-Ucl
S o V i V - K i b U \ \ r £ i ^

I V \bTC <v \WeA

' 4 , / < > » / I b V i . . K A ( 6 V U 6 < w

fcVotkl |wislyS/S. wo-<i C\<-'l <L , • fc /
P P \ ) w v ^ r o o A W i A T > ) « ? / •

CorCUcnV, sWaWcy ecN.
' A A

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

v / - < - v * v > e y o o y / c / y

U K e V c
o " A - i ^V f py wins this debate. ) ^C^orS COCKy^

(Prop or Opp)(Prop or Opp) I\ REASON FOR DECISION: COO\A O.voi4C(1 t? yoos)^^,^
J \"=>.c3(.cA^ CVVAcau- W WCA. Uf ic/y>e ! -
y i ^ — r - 1 r - ; ^ 2 c . < - / « c c k > » v < ,

^or <.\/ecAv ' jO^ ^ CeX,oVNC ^ O . C c 1 ^ % < U y



Tim Aboudara (*16)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 5
Gov ; 3 Bone t - V i sh t

Opp: 10 Lustig - Scott
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: VA-̂  *

P R O P
Team Cade #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #^

OPP I
Team Code #: I KJ

8̂ Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2 t>C(2r\y- pts_Z5

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

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

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

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

evidence—̂which may include facts and referees to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivjedy 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 spe^ in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop I: •$rvvô  Op̂ .

TT-v^vc,*

V T '

T ® l e u e l
P v o

' ■ r

P r o p 2 : ( j , ^ ^

fviVi-- X>s^/%eiirxS.. •'

L 5 4 . e O F - p ,
T l ? A F T

fWa W<H6t, Vov*/?,
fSru 3pr

O p p 2 : ( s ^ c - o C f

^ ^ ^ i P U / O
O ^ 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 n t h e wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

cPF^«=- A'r* CASvi, .



)lu ^^axts fUcnd p^RLI Debate
J'WuAtAKumarRamaiha (*6) i^a^y\dAn:e Covv^yulSonA hrtionctg S'^m'at

I P, R o u n d ^ 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 1 1 ^ r h a i J u d g e ' s N a m t * l ( ? ^ \

Parliamentary DebateA/arst̂ P «S K( n ̂  School Affiliation: / Y 4<
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

pts_S3l OPP Speaker # 1 ^kjy, pts 3 §
2 ?" Opp Speaker #2 Pa a A /̂ Pbr £h/lfrel̂ l̂  pts 3̂

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 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 tire debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and ref̂nces to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectî ly 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 nd effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, commimicative style that is pleasant

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

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

^ ̂  /UPKfi.
^ y^f

l̂ecU yyyjL̂
W / } - ^

T E A M C O D E # ; o n t h e wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECIS ION: , l . f , n 4H (U - ■& j J t J e^Up^

Y l U 6 ^ ^ ^
^ - t L U . / U ^ 0 ^ -

< 4 ^ M > f p ^ p r y o p ^ ■
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6oOV SkoO\J Unye-l ("B̂
D e b a t e

Mark Barman (*10) / S
Round 1A 9:00am Room 216 \ p /Su'^
Gov: 2 Clark-Clough - Moore
Opp: 6 Gao - Moza
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O ]
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

: w e u _

Prop Speaker#] Opp Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 Clt\rVc' pts ^"7 Opp Speaker #2 ^
Please award each speaker point^based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect\29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly hot good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

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

o f fe red du r ing the deba te \
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tĥ ebaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and referencêo authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the d̂ )aters 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 wê the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, c^mimunicative 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 t̂pponents and judges

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

Prop 1:
Qood^ 9(1 .̂

Uvc j - z b i i •

Prop 2:
e>4fC-_

X fcA -Ka 3-^
O O S LT ^ l A l c g ,

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 : j

( j p r J r u O C x ^ ^ c
O P f f P « N » p M A v i ^ a o \ M c 1 * ^ 1 "

o n t h e

^ooJ ^ I Hvoi^K

J P l ' A U fl o U ^ A V t o ^ B u J r
Opp 2:, ^ K r f f o , r y ^

\ e o \ l - ^ o V ^ e > / v > o V x U . I D
a n

D e ^ o S d < s - f •
w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

{ j C ? r V / T V » * 1 • - - - - / 4 ^ - — y
Off fAA'<:Jh 6^ P«N»p kAvi^ Ao\ Mc



P A R L I D e b a t e

Natalia Mizin P15)
R o u n d 1 B 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 2 1 4
Gov: 1 Ghosal - Burgmann
Opp: 2 Carter - Whitmore
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

J u d g e ' s N a m e : ^

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
TeaiKCode #: Team Code #:

Prop SpeaW#] Opp Speaker#! pts_3^

Prop Speaker ; (n pts Opp Speaker #2 I ^ i W[ pts ^ ^
Please award eadi speaker points based on the following scale:

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

26-25 = Fair 24^0 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

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

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

C O V i n . d V . ' C - & f ( , P ' D V C ■ t ■
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/̂ suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

P rop l : - j (x j Opp l : . GJ-^ "VK-J
J n t z ' ' : n ^ < . f " - J ^ .

f \ > r

P r o p 2 \ O p p 2 :

TEAM CODE#: CX— on tlie^'^ Of Avins this debate, ^ ^

, ' ^ I c ^ r ( C i c
0 0 ^ 7 ^ 7 ^ .

' W - -
f T),lAes/y - y O }

T E A M C O D E # : C x ,

Opp 2:

o n t h e - d 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 :

3 { - f O y - r e - r u l e - ' o
(yt W



PA R L I D e b a t e

Natalia MIzIn p15)
R o u n d 1 A 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 2 1 4

Gov; 6 Baveja - Deshpande
Opp: 2 Hester - Yau-Weeks
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

P R O ]
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

. 1/ ev'/

3 ^ ^Prop Speaker # 1 pts Opp Speaker # 1 iA)£F.tjpts ^*3
PtsJ^iir OPP Speaker #2 pts_2:^

Please award each speaker phwts based on the following scale:30 = Per̂t 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 effectiv̂  the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and refer̂ ices to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively ̂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 effectiv̂ ere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organize, communicative style that is pleasant

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

i W c K o i A ' - t • I V W V ' ' U A C a H « i / ^Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or sû estions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \ H / u z t \ / M \ A A U A -

Propl: - dtC^r a U(p>tc, OpP 1-
- 0 ^ < - ' / f

v W - ^ - ^

lu'r t'y
u ) v U s r - v . « - < •

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e (■

CI t t.\c ,,,, J ^ ■

Opp 2: S ' f I/O, c\f JJ-ecA,^

o n t h e y v 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 Y ^ O i r ^ fl , 5 " ' - ' / '
^ eJ^A c e A y c J



Tim Aboudara (*16)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 5
Gov: "3 Deng - Visht
Opp: 4 Su - Her
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker#! )̂osh Vislot;
Prop Speaker #2 irjgVtO QgOct

pts "2^ Opp Speaker # 1 pts *2^
pts_2̂  Opp Speaker #2 BhoIu i-l-eA- pts

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

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

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

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

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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e ^ '
• Points of Information: How relevant and effi^etive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ̂ organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
• Courtesy: How courteous and respect&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 J*

Gjoco

P r o p 2 : ^ ^ — .
T » i t } c ? v w X r v s ^ ^ K C .

W o U J

• l A c w t ^ s N A u u w
CAVl; fVlcJUIS "tV4c

TEAM CODE #: 3 on the 1o n t h e

Opp

» 'DriAW' OiA"

CA<o>v\ty 'VKcto CASfcir v i « B f f Y v \ - e A « s < .

opp 2:« ^7(>c«^WA/^^
VA J t y v t . i t .

OiMy V-«^
T K « . v

■U n P w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : T w V c > ^ « n » t c : N - A ^ r

V A A « > f v > « v i j c p N A » ( > f T r u c

\ ) o n ^ C 3 l l / ^ c r ( ^ i O t r ^



Kimberley Haulk (*12)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 7 6
Gov: 6 Ganguli - Sanghvi
Opp: 3 Jones - McKinney
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

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 #2j

Team Code #:

pts_̂5_ Opp Speaker # 1

pts, J2A Opp Speaker #2 Mol/i
pts_2/ i

_pts_2;T-

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

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

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 deĥ /̂ s 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 oĵanized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easi ly understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful̂e 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 : Q f c > O p p l : ^ a V w >

P r o p 2 : Q p p 2 :

n r

C«<AAs2lutA-

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e nxL/ wins this debate.
(Prop or dpp)R E A S O N F O R D E p S I O N : r f



^̂ VJ3Ui/6
PA R L I D e b a t e

Kimberley Haulk (*12)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 7 6
Gov: 2 0"Rafferty - Basrai
Opp: 3 Hinchliff - Koshkin
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfTfiliation:

Team Code #:

)ts *2-̂  Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2_

lots *7

_pts_̂ ^̂
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

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

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

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters ̂ pport 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 effeenve were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in mforganized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Propl: (

CoWi^

.

Opp 1: ̂ jC5r>AjbW\/C*rŷ  *. vsa o. ̂  ̂

r
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 :

the Jrf̂ P wins this debate.
/fProrior Opp)

OjeaM- •Ve&.ww V4JU5̂
"VNJZ Ô pÔ vVWV̂ ^ \kJ</<U "V̂ OV-VnJZ



Lucas Tung (*7)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4

Gov: 2 Jayasuriya - Pashman
Opp: 9 Sinha - Almeida
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker#I

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

p t s X l

pts28

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

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 sû ort arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to aumority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the d̂ aters 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 ip̂  organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Using the above criteria, please/dffer 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 :
f ^ i \ [ c r w ^✓o r < ^ s . O ' V o ^ w W V c \ l c y

■ r c \ A k v « y b w w - f c a n A H J W T .
P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :af\A S-^rorv^ flirvl "V'O^Vi rv»Arvh>^j<»nA</vV

* L 9 ^ , A n A - t U * d » < A A ' t c o s / i ^ • V c o p t
' ^ V v o W l 4 W o c V V * - ^ p o v n ^ o - f t n

voVo-

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 .

(Pro r̂ Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

I ^ f C - C ( > o v / W c - V ' a « ^ A Vo i ^ u e . C V V » « ^ j r | V c »
o».^c<<is b®- "\Wr ^6^ wMs, o-^ \«Vi-c ^ W'vc G^v 00\^

WAS \>̂ \oA\j r0̂ s»i«<WAV iiiSfl̂ VAvvb'jec.. N<»W vey wev\. rv̂  reaiWy t<v«siWi.
VoVc or\ 0|>P Vw*v<, YiArK e^. CP ifivfe-Ji jiA-ST' ^A-J W-*.^ ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Lucas Tung (*7)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 4

G o v : 4 Va d r e v u - N a n d a

Opp: 14 Lacombe - Appel
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: J îyvCS L*(M.lo

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

Prop Speaker # 1 pts_2̂ _ Opp Speaker # I

Prop Speaker #2 pts *2^ Opp Speaker #2 A pp-g^t

pts2^

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 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 suimprt^guments with

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

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant and effeuive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak ia-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 resp̂ tfiil 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 : /

P r o p 1 : / O p p 1 :• A f W c t A l A V f O O O p V ^ / O c J S
' b t * p V v o w O i o v / H
• I f v o t d e / v r l y r J l - J - C
. answver cUnrvdj
• joec^ corvfi'^icpce <xrA coaW£\Y<J'<^ flt<\vVeiy ^ ^ . / V ' r

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :
- v x w v W i W o i r J .
• m ^ r c o ( f i t o W m s » v / . \ l f w P o p -
| a o ; m , A o w i m ' ^ u c Vo p o > ' « * y / v « ^ n v « » V: t « t e . ) .

. i A c l u ^ , i v e w v ' \ v , V i T - i " ,

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

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
G k o v \ t o m w ^ \ ' ' n W - V , A < v 4 r c X w w v l \
TVvc '2 ŵ i vvoo ky "\V>c Opps if S Aonv«n\<ĵ  i>0 t<Ar«»py<i\ Ww»P. Cnov-s oAVy argUPWrf

V-eo»n^<^ 45owmiw»»b'<*> Opp tvTi>A<. gc>oA
*'Q'0\J vvowr̂  p--r\. U i-l" A Wj impAcf ofN fiwnniArtflY€:> *»<- W' O**'-) tooVV>. Qpp v>AA«> OO Viffve-

T E A M C O D E # :



- r V v i C \ A o u s . C P A u i i n K *
\^%'p(3 SW>\a\A ''■«CvtccV\Owx.\ Li Debate

K u m a r R a m a i h a f 6 ) u s t •

Parliamenter̂  Debate/Var9tf ̂ ' l-«^2-0'««- - l-< Affiliation: Ty///W^
Team Code #:

Prop Sp'ejiker #1

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P

L l
CaO

Team Code #:

pts.̂ 2t Opp Speaker #1^
pts_2̂  Opp Speaker #2

ptSj2-6

pts 5.^

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 anal5̂ e the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:

/ # • 1 ^ / / h . . / f A ^ i^ i i < < ' O
^ o M i W - t i X M . / o M

. u u . ^ c t i 4 r r
( U < V f , O p p 2 : , , . /

/ f j O A j i ^ > * ' Y . ,

TEAM CODE #: 3- on the P rO If wins this debate. /
(Prop or Opp)

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

O f f L M - ^ ^
pr^ t iArv^ ' a-L-o ' : :U^ i
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P A R L I D e b a t e

Hillary Larkin ^2)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 7 0

Gov: 4 Gupta - Maitra
Opp: 12 Colenbrander - Katewa
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

pts 2 •' Opp Speaker #1_

Opp Speaker #2_ĈQ.r]b frKA/(t f
pts_15

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 roiinds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or^riappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an̂ yie 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 deb^ r̂s support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references Jt6 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 m organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respeĉ 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

c

1 - - 4 - U s e ^

LAV /̂/vud
6 U 9 0 t o ^

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

Opp 2:

ĈdÎ  UU. ̂  '■JP\CA
\ j J A U f - e - \ p e > i A j i c A : ~

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . ' ^ \ ^
(Prop or Opp)

cpirTVOCfe .



Hillary Larkin (*2)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 7 0

Gov: 12 Fehring - Masters
Opp: 6 Moturi - Datta
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

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

Prop Speaker #1 CfoXt pts Opp Speaker#!
Prop Speaker #2 Ch pts_ Opp Speaker #2 pts

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

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

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

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

evidence—^which may include facts and referdnces to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effecĵ ly 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 debater̂ 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, pldase offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

' )
- t o M - o / e ~

1

P r o p 2 : - f V l A V x
KIJZA -hp sUyvs)

> . - « I

Opp 2: Cc
t T P s u y v s ) / s j . .

- f c ) d x f 1 l o < _ U v ^ —

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 L



Susie Barton f^'IS)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 1 5

Gov: 1 Nagarajan - Wolf-Jacobs
Opp: 3 Firsov - Kwak
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #: *1,

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 IaJQI?pts t̂Opp Speaker#!
Prop Speaker #2 ̂ C^Ol(̂ \fO \̂AV^ _ pts Opp Speaker #2_

pts.j3
Pts 2/*? N5

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 suppprt arguments with

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

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

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

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

I . r T C \ { ^ J i l U -
P r o p l : O p p l :A o p p l : .

Prop 2:

oSTr

f r O p p 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 : , . I ^ v ^



Susie Barton {*^Z)
R o u n d 1 B g ; 0 0 a m R o o m 2 1 5

Gov: 4 Bardalai - Rangwala
Opp: 12 Cheng - Shifs
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Te a m C o d e

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 C-

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 an^he arguments

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters supportaf^uments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authoriu^/ds well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaterŝ ĵ pond to the arguments made

by the other side• Points of Information: How relevant and effective v̂ e the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgam d̂, 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 craters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:

f i f t h s ^ ( » c ^ r s
Prop 2:

,

««• •aysw cim^AsriCi

O p p ' - s i y f e ^ i U y

GeAl
^ d v . V « \ S M - U t v y

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , _ /

( ^ { / e r a l i l o t > f ^ - k a ^ s '
c l o o w ^ ^ V f j I ' c U

l / c r y U

on the O'f f wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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Jonathan Miller (*10)̂  2̂ ^ ̂
Round 1A 9 :00am Sec t ion 7
Gov: 15 Modi - Hemerling
Opp: 4 Khan - Sharma
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: LoajLlL
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#1

Prop Speaker #2_

pts Si Opp Speaker #]_
pts Q, ̂  Opp Speaker #2 ,

Pts 98
Pts Si"

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 = 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: Hov̂ reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during tĥ ebate
• Evidence: How apptopriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which ma)rmclude facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How dî t̂ly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer complimcmts 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 : - ^ ,
1 5 C K ( ) ; v ^ ^ ' / r

p < x ) r v 5' pOlK?.
P r o p 2 : . . O p p 2 : U

- / r M < r U ; h i , I v v o t ' c o 8 1 s t r P i , i t A i T -

TEAM CODE #: ' sD on the _r^^____wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : n C ^ ? A / a ? o D o o . ^ S j

/57r(b/i</T£> 7=

P r o p 2 : . i ^

p * ) ' t
\ / y - ~



PA R L I D e b a t e

Jonathan Mil ler (*10) A
Round 1B 9 :00am Sect ion 8
Gov; 3 Siu - Stankus
Opp: 6 Meswani - Yoo
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:_ (VMLCefC

Judge's School Affiliation: Lb ^

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

Prop Speaker #1 ^
Prop Speaker #2

pts Opp Speaker # 1 ̂ 0^
pts oi Opp Speaker #2 1

ptŝ Q

_pts^
Please award ea^h speaker points based on the following scale:

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

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

N. Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably anHsCffectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate N.
• Evidence: How appropriately and eifidently the debaters support arguments with

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

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective w«;re the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, csnmiunicative 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 : • i I t
-Or l)J

f

Prop 2:

Oppl:^^

Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # ; the O^P 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 : m , 7 ^

/ W ' C / T M h ^ J



A > U - f t i e i A c L - \ d K O 0 ( A < _* ^ J P A R L I D e b a t e
Victor Lacombe (*14)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 7 6

G o v : 6 G a o - M o z a

Opp: 10 Yee - Jarmel-Schneider
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

pts "2*^ Opp Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2 Opp Speaker #2 TO lA

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 :

Opp 1:

C ^ .

Prop 2: 1/^ Opp 2: f

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)REASON FOR DECISION: \j ^ TA-•

< a A j l ^ ^
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P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: 1/^HS

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

P R O P
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#! pts 2-8^

Prop Speaker #2 ^ Opp Speaker #2 ^ pts_jZ^
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^d efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include fabts 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 N .
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an oFĝ ized, 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 N .
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaterWere 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 : ,

. Opp': --U '?7-A^W"-/' =

" I f '

Prop2T"^'^'"^ Opp2: ^
- 6 , o r ~

— l \ j ^ y y u r \ A

I o p p '
TEAM CODE #: l_0 on the O wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : f , ^ i J } ^ J L

o p f f ^ - r
f s D v - f s . . p j e . o f \ % - d ' ' j f c ■

T E A M C O D E # :



^ I
§

\ ^ 4 -

. J

y iM \ I ,
i v \

i a

f o
i \

, ^
1 \

1

i A 5
J l i '

4 i :i^

\ ^ (

. ' N / \



Arna Katewa (*12)
Round 2B 11 :20am Room 211

Gov: 10 Lustig - Scott
Opp: 2 Clark-Clough - Moore
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P A R L I D e b a t e ^ '

Judge's Name:_ _A yn̂  cci{2AX>̂
Judge's School Affiliation;

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

Prop Speaker#] ^ ^ f 6«A.tAttts

Prop Speaker #2

Opp Speaker # I

Opp Speaker #2_

Please award each speaker points based on the following sca)e:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28̂ r̂y Good

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

JudgingXfriteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectivelv^he debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

by the other side /
• Points of Information: HoW r̂elevant 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 :

Prop 1:

( A y ^ u J r c - ^ 4 ^

OjUyCuij JOuKJ^
Prop 2:

O p p l :

^ j

/ 2 /vu ^2(1^ 2 . CIudL

O p p 2 ' ( / a j u X ) 0
^ ^ A / < ^

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)



fi c ^ J i A x . c a n l ^ x ^ h .PA R L I D e b a t e

Michelle Place ri 5) f
Round 2A 11:20am 217A ('
Gov: 10 Shin - Shevelev
Opp: 6 Ganguii - Sanghvi
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name: ^IC-H^LL^ PLI^C.^

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂  ̂ 7071L£~V
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # I SHevET^-Q/ ^tsXl Opp Speaker #i ^ pts^^
Prop Speaker #2 S H INi pts^s^Z OpP Speaker #2 pts^^
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

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

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

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

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

by the other side• Points of Informatî : How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an org2inized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p 1 : fl  _ L .

Kji/ywib p ao

Prop 2:

cJIJI2J:su^

a y y ^ d

Opp2: goo'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 :

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

. t / \ a . y \ / ^ X h r t y y ^ U 3 C l - ^





H o - f y \ " j ^ u x ) r ' ' H ^ l f U O ( r - t - K ^ J o ' ^ H ^ u . ^ s } < \ .
P A R L I D e b a t e

Jeffrey Eng (*10)
Round 2A 11 ;20am Room 215
Gov : 6 Mo tu r i - Da t ta

Opp: 4 Vadrevu - Nanda
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

' S
Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Ml / ^ i. J^dLU^Il f- lOl

(?T W Opp Speaker # 1

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

p t s ^
. . . z 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 ̂ 2̂ 20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

evidence—̂which may include fâ  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 ̂  effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak inW organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thêbaters 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:

~fo ftiucK Cdcic-^ ^ fed

Prop 2: ^c3d)ci ^ Opp 2:
Co^aC

T E A M C O D E #, . . . H . d P P

^ xi jc>c) fUyi a<r̂ CLnî

(f\Cce^

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : / I I C
Ajdcche-S> c)^ ' c3(j^ o/\

o V \ l ^ ( ^ € c S j >
dicl rtd JjX/dis a>n S(>m^ rxJ^Joe ,

O i l t h e ^ f \ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)
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0 ^ 1
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^ ' o ^ ' v A

^
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t f
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S -

C - Dr^
— I
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r e v
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1 1

^ 1

4

r - -

F " c ^ . 0 "
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T K ^ h o u ^ y e l t c p e s V i o y ) c i
^ LoofH^ vMow^ Hw) two ivA ^SjL^]Os^Vi. PARLI Debate

Victor Lacombe f14)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 7 6
G o v : 4 K h a n - S h a r m a

Opp: 6 Baveja - Deshpande
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #: ^

4\AjvAÛ -«ŷ
Prop Speaker # 1 KWcKtO

Prop Speaker

Judge's Name: ~ A C L o >

Judge's School Affiliation: \ ̂
O P P /

Team Code #: C/O

P t s O p p S p e a k e r # 1 ^ ^ p t s _ 2 ^

pts 2^^ Opp Speaker #2 BC(V^ (6) 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 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 :

Prop 1: O p p l :

Prop 2: Opp 2: r-Q->UsJVr>̂'

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 :

^ JLa .' 0 c—weSi

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



v X . ■ z . L v ^ ,

U~--̂  ,VW_«̂  1,.-..̂ ^

r u ^ S j

S S ^ ?
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T o o :

' _ .V)Tr4v
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1 f " ^

i) vr-V^

(Lcsf-v̂ -̂

*Ĵ/\—-;;̂

o -

„ j 5 : J - < - « ' ,

^ : x - o - L > v J f c b I
^ I ^

cS)
NfcG- .^ l ^ IOA^T

Wa.^3UH i - r . ^ 4

C£>" îAc:̂  ,

(3)T^iL;W S - « = i i

■<"t - ^'^'-SJVv ^ ^"K
s ^ ^ . - ^ n - 0

- W - .

V^^-V.^K4A

t > ̂a>'vvĵ-'-Q>AA

, P ^ 2 1 ^
cfiX'-v>Jî xL̂

4:c^-A.va-^

^ Cy-̂ s-szr-*̂

Jp ■ g 7

-fe ̂ fsT



U42̂ /L lAASyiy j jp
James Sweeney {*11) ^ / i/i /U /'Kk

11;20am Room 214 ^

A R L I D e b a t e

Round 2A 11 ;20am Room 214

Gov: 12 Cheng - Shifs
Opp: 3 Siu - Stankus
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O ]
Team Code #:

Judge's Name; 11

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

s ̂2̂  Opp Speaker # 1 Gtf M ̂  pts_̂^
Opp Speaker #2 to jLc>S W pts_̂

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 C
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 riide 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 debaiters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references/to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively thd' 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 ef;fective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in 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 respect̂  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 : /

Propl:C^^^£^ , , /-J Oppl: ^ / /(■,
/ / I i f / 1 / / - r > I . N . \ 1

P r o p l : ^ ^ ^ , ^ / - J

l a i

^ U - t v v A « ( k s i t U k ^ V
P / i . .

on the wins this debate. ^ lUi/) ^ ^rCu^
( ^ i ^ o r C ^ p ) ^

c y i A ^ 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 - i L . J 2 < ^ S u u & U ^
- f e r u u s .



James Sweeney (*11)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 2 1 4
Gov: 12 Colenbrander - Katewj
Opp: 3 Li - QIan
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

PA R L I D e b a t e

P R O P,
Team Code #:

s N a m e :

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 \d r<̂A|g C
Prop Speaker #2

-M. Opp Speaker#! Aos\t
p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2

, j 3
M

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

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

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

offered during the debate
• 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 relev^t 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 courteousrespectful 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 : X '

Prop 1:

£ > > £ i \ A c A i
--\.C Vexd.̂

\Mod> (M.
T E A M C O D E # : n n f h A

Oppl: 5!^^v()Ic4 ^
S U t m o s t ^ - { l P

ax OM 0€̂{> ̂
i V ^ t i J c I '

o n t h e

(Prop or Opp)

lo'iAdY <yR E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , / ' - a L . - t

1 , - t i f - S j " I M



P A R L I D e b a t e

Thomas Wyszynski {*^0)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 5
Gov: 3 Jones - McKinney
Opp: 15 Modi - Hemerling
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

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

Prop Speaker #2\)^ Opp Speaker #2 p f 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 topjp-and the arguments

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to aujh6rity as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the deMters respond to the arguments made

by the other side• Points of Information: How relevant and eff̂ tive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in mĵ rganized, 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 compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 2:.Prop 2:

WVlic

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

o n t h e

(Prop or Opp)

X t i \ K \

TEAM CODE# : j on t he \ w ins t h i s deba te .

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

t , W i x v v K - V i v « f i v \



Thomas Wyszynski (*10)
Round 2B 11 :20am Room 5
Gov: 4 Su - Her

Opp: 2 Jayasuriya - Pashman
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

s *** * Dpp Speaker #1_

sVt̂} Speaker #2_
1 W v

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^dle topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatepŝ upport arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references tô thority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively thc/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 effî tive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in̂  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 respeĉ l the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

H

Opp 2: W
. i '\<^S nAvs ^ \1

wins this debate.o n t h e \ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop"oif5̂
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'Pe\/'̂ viclr̂ 5v-y
Scott EnqstFGBfH^13
Round 2A1 i li^uam Koom /u
Gov; 15 Lanzone - Lisy
Opp: 1 Ghosal - Burgmann
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

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#]

Team Code

Prop Speaker #2 L(X\At>C V̂r̂ 'C

Pts. Opp Speaker#! Kdj? pts '2 ^
p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination 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 debates 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 effectivclwere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orĝ ized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Using the above criteria, please offer cc(mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / .
u s m g l u c a u u v e c n i c r i a , p i e a s e u i i e r w m p i i i u c u i s a i i u / u r s u g g c s i i u i i s l u r i i u p r u v c m c u i l u

t v a e - c A 3 ^ b / ]■ _ ^ o o c f i -

J 0 p p 2 : ~ ! l x u - b )
C U V H i J i N c t H - r ^ < ^ }

fi V*J^| I
T E A M C O D E # : I o n t h e / ^ P O 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 : ^ i t A ^ ,v«Wv



"ĈveAaArA
Scott Engstrom (*13)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 7 0
Gov: 14 Lacombe - Appel
Opp: 2 0"Rafferty - Basrai
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1 "f\

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

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 topip̂ nd the arguments

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppm^̂ guments with

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

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective w^e the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orĝ zed, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tĥ 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 : /

^ C i n c t S j V - ( h

l l ^ I ' y a i

^OC-H C^ / o i \PPr<Sb^e>^ / L<3 rMVvM _ 1
TEAM CODE #:. t h e J j Y r w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . ^ ^

(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECISION: hV . Splflvf^VCOvi



tl^iS be|i^«/e!) «v brct fV) -f^e Ts i^ffh
raovc, "fhefi ^ Bush..-

Arna Katewa ^12)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 2 11

Gov: 7 McDonnel - Flores
Opp: 3 Deng - Visht
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name;

Team Code #: PRÔ
Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

P r o p S p e a k e r # 1 p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 1 1 0 ^

Prop Speaker #2 Mdkfvtrtt'l I pts 2̂  Opp Speaker #2 14/i / i O X M I

pts_ĵ

_ptsj^

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 : O p p 1 :
( r f t l c C ^ a X ^ ^ L u ^ c J Z l / o l c L • ^

A J j U . d j - b J U x . . l - t i y f d X Z .

^ £lAoMild- _ . i,ySTM d-OdSL \dlAM .

c U d ^ ^ A J t h X X ^ ^ ^
r ruK j jL , AJLOM^

J

C -

2 . A j K < > C .
q/uu:0(rruKJ^ AiLoxd AUAZJ^̂

£ / ' S y t I / U A u L c i t / ^ i ^
ĵ cry yVê . /aAjujMJi .

T E A M C O D E # : O o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
( P r o p o r O p p ) • ^REASON FOR DECISION: (MC ^ ^JULejL. .

A U / l ^ a o c i o ^
/ /



Team Code #:
P R O P

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

G P P
Team Code #:

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

pts_ Opp Speaker #2 pts. 2?-
Please award eacb speaker points based on the following scale:' 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = GoodXbut 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 antr̂ fectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence— ŵhich may include facts aî r̂eferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effeĉ ely the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant and enbctive 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 debatersNwere to opponents and judges

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

P r o p 1 : ^ G u r n X ^ O p p 1 : -

Prop 2:-3^"^ ^ <^- Opp 2; _ ^ /iJn^ t •
. L i ^ ^ ^

TEAM CODE #: H on the ^wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

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 :

o j

^





. 4 - • } * o c , o c r lo'3 A M,

0 ^
Jeffrey Eng (*10)
Round 2B 11 ;20am Room 215

Gov: 15 Booth - Pracar
Opp: 3 Bonet - Visht
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

:oo4-v pts 2̂  Opp Speaker#! -£mdL
Opp Speaker #2_ ]/kk pts2^

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 rea ŝonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence— ŵhich may ifrclude 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 relh:̂ ant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters sĵ ê  in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1:

N'̂c-e -5|pe£c(
Opp l :

oAcls>

O p p 2 . C : ) ^ c M i -
(lod

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 :

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

(Prop or Opp)

W t L i " P J j o / u M ^
f p r < M . b e 4 . - € i c « « / " T c >

o-lHt , Also <^P'/c<xkF-.
4le^roP& of hP.
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P A R L I D e b a t e

Lin Jie Wu r3)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 2 1 6

Gov: 6 Meswani - Yoo
Opp: 4 Gupta - Maitra
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: Z L Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 ^ pts_Jj^ Opp Speaker # 1 / A C\ i

Prop Speaker #2 /V /̂ pts ? 0 Opp Speaker #2 Q lAp-^c^ 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 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 approprf̂ eW and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may inclMbsfects and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly ahd 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 relevant̂ d effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak ni an 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 : \

P r o p 1 : ^ o - P O p p 1 : ( s > ^ q 4 -
lijue, (>oatk aKa.lyn'-s of- -f%<. dth'iytyy, NfeJ/Ao

P r o p 2 : O 4 - C O \ ^ e r - O p p 2 : \ J k

6 r e t - c U H o - l - U . / e o - f
- t / o ^

TEAM CODE #: 6 on the wins this debate. oi ( ufc-^A<(r,
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N FORDECISION: ̂ fV UU o-f- (jtlai e. fr̂ c-ect̂  cl' C -̂e.f,'q
/ ^ I i y - . - . • / / f X ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Lin Jie Wu {*Z)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 2 1 6
G o v : 2 H e s t e r - Ya u - W e e k s

Opp: 12 Fehring - Masters
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name: L ^/Ia
Judge's School AfYiliation: C^ ̂ > nd

Team Code #:
P R O P

Team Code #:
O P P

1 7^

Prop Speaker #1_ i „ t ^zq Odd Speaker# !

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 t p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 l \ A p t s

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

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

\ Judg ing Cr i te r ia
• Analysis: How reasonabl)̂ tmd effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—̂which may include fâand references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and Vfectively 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 organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easi ly understandable \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the obbaters were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p l : d t V t < m y O p p l ; d t l i , I / H ^

/ ' W ^ U l ^ r p r a p o s ^ - f r ^ J ^ c u ^ u h ^ /

r ( A r e - 9 " " ^ ' f r r - r - t ) 4 U .

g a o J t v d ^ > ^ ^ i p
o J d r e f j J ^ y o - A \ .

TEAM CODE #: on the r^'^f wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : J ^ € C ^ d (

]/£^y Cloĵ  d^U îJ ]>c;U jVej

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



( \ f v t o ^ u i r v \ ( ^ ^ P A R L I D e b a t e
Julianna PhilliDs (*2) ko On> .Julianna Phillips {*2]
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 2 1 2

G o v : 3 H i n c h l i f f - K o s h k i n

Opp: 12 Cao-Griggy
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

P R O P
Team Code #:

VtsM opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2
n o

p ts

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 : O p p 1 : C ^ o

Vcuj CiCK/ J)C.IV\V^ , \/6M^ -tV- Ui'vfA.iV-
l / j < w '

Prop 2:

t t r f W i ^
V ^ s v c ,

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)

kUvc VHM well 'Vs-ivrfUrt ovv
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K O W / J E ^ ( i ^ A ' t ^ y h ^ f v v ^ \ t ^P A R L I D e b a t e b M A i ,
Julianna Phillips (*2)
Round 2A 11 ;20am Room 212

G o v : 3 F i r s o v - K w a k

Opp: 15 Holt - Mizin
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

P R O P
Team Code #:

ptsJl
Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

-̂ 0)̂ pts,^p

_pu:24
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
2%f 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 reasonabty^d effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately ard 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 arborganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i l y unde rs tandab le \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debars were to opponents and judges

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

P r o p 1 : | n w £ \ ( 6 - O p p 1 :

Vi| au/ d-ii ^k-dy '
P r o p 2 : fl K ^ K j V O p p 2 :
Y(A/K

V v l t f < , U n j p e > i K f ' ( ^
\ y t r t \ c ^ A A . J t

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e < ^ P P
(Prop or Opp)

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

Ve H j B j i j i o p i > i V \ .

Opp 1: ^ fX I
(ki»^ ■ toRtiHy

O p p 2 : \
cIm ft trwSiX

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

Ceslavs Belinskis (*3)
Round 3A 2;00pm Room 215
Gov: 12 Fehring - Masters
Opp: 10 Yee - Jarmel-Schneider
Parliamentary DebateA/arslty

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name: Cijft 1 / J

Judge's School Affiliation: GvMfc>C.(gJOQ /Y-f

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#1 pts_2^ Opp Speaker U\_^ a.f(i<A/t/ligj-mi2-^

Prop Speaker #2 r P t s 2 f t O p p S p e a k e r # 2 ^ p t s _ 2 B

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 elimin^ion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for md̂ r inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analwe 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 support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to ̂thority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the de/aters 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 effectiw were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgjmized, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i l y unde rs tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the ̂haters were to opponents and judges

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

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

Prop 2: GrCei-l & Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

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

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

Ct*vel CtM % 'S.



PA R L I D e b a t e

Steven Archibald f 15)
Round 3B 2;00pm Room 4
G o v : 1 0 G e r e n r o t - D r a k e

Opp: 6 Ganguli - Sanghvi
Parliamentary DebateA/arslty • ,

i
P R O P

T e a m C o d e # : l O

J u d g e ' s N a m e : f

Judge'j School Affiliation:

G P P
Te a m C o d e ( a /

Prop Speaker# IV r&AC- Gcr&h.rt)'^ pts^^ Opp Speaker #1 1/

Prop Speaker #2CUt(\rgN pts_2S^ Opp Speaker #2 p t s ^ ^

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debater/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 references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

and easi ly understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful 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:

Opp 2:

speaks uo/

T E A M C O D E # ; / O

REASON FOR ÎISION:
o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)
K t A S U N F O R U f e T C i S I O N : r ^ / r — r - ^ C l P - 1 L

c j Q i ^ - e ^ . 0 ! 3 e l \ 4 T > \



O J e a . t » o l ; 3 U | f e v v « i f o^ ^ P A R L I D e b a t e J
Santosh Sasi (*6)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 70
Gov: 10 Lustig - Scott
Opp: 2 Carter - Whitmore
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfTlliatioii: t A) fr) t O ̂
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

pts 9^
Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

m i P t s ^

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

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

Judging Criteriy
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debâ rs analyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

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

and easily imderstandable
• Courtesy: How 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 : A * I / ^ *

S C o m J ! - \ / v M A / y n A - V )
\ljyP r o p 2 : / O p p 2 ; '

TEAM CODE #: 2- on the OW wins this debate
(Prop or Opp)

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

\ f V ^ o d P ( P L w u v l C \

O p p 1 • A i | ,

Vmm
V v m a a . I
VJvV^

Opp 2; '
V t > 0

V\ { \ J L J U v ^

ŵins this debate. OĵA
pp)



Louis CIsz (*2)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 214
G o v : 1 0 S h i n - S h e v e l e v

Opp: 6 Baveja - Deshpande
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfFiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#] pts*̂ '̂
Prop Speaker #2_ 5-lA-t J pts'?0

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ahalyze 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 referencê 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 ctive 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 respectf̂ the 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 : /

to,
CK. ^ fT

V\<d-

. VŴy
T E A M C O D E # : l \ ^ o n t h e

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

o n t h e

O p p l :

Opp 2:
0 \ X K : $ U 0 U - ^

i f T i v c t c ^ - I e x .

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

(Prop or Opp)
^ I V / I X k j l V h / 1 ^ ,

\M-â
<3uA""1Â



^ ;• pc p<; 1 i
r P A R L I D e b a t e

Ceslavs Belinskis (*3)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 215
Gov: 15 Modi - Hemerling
Opp: 6 Gao - Moza
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name: dJh

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂ t̂n/oCrMPo /HS
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 n j ;

Prop Speaker U2(\]oi:,ncî / l-lct̂ tirluK

pts '2^ Opp Speaker # 1 / pts_2^
p t s 2 ^ O p p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s 2 . 8

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

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

Judging Cr i ter ia /
• 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 debatery support 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 effectivê ere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orĝ ized, 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 (̂baters 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:

I&l stJe

Opp 1:

- K i u A . .

' - f e u j i e a o f

' izjd/rtofposi^ / p® 1 ^»
cf i ^fccd

Opp 2:
Ol̂ flUuZeJ

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 :

the_ P/gQP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

\ j ^ d 2 i 2 " ^ e c A - ( h r e M .



vKie sVAOu.\ci QtoctU'th -Vhe penaWu
P A R L I D e b a t e ^

Anchi Lee (*6) f c\^^
Round 3A 2:00pm 217A ̂
Gov; 14 Lacombe - Appel
Opp: 12 Cao-Griggy
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

M y

Opp Speaker # l_0O

Opp Speaker W.

_ pts

_pts.2t:̂
Please award each speaker points based on the foIItKwing scale:

3 0 - P e r f e c t 2 9 = O u t s t a n d

27 = Good (but possibly not good enougl
ig 28 = Very Good
to qualify for elimination rounds)

26 -25 = Fa i r 24 -20 = Poo r 520 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

during Criteria• Analysis: How reasonably and effect̂ ely 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 includêcts 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 theydebaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop ^spe^olv 1: Ved

P r o p 2 : • 1 O p p 2 :

( 3 L k f t
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 (3pi _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

- f t w t w r - W



James Nam (*12)
Round 36 2:00pm Room 76
Gov: 4 Gupta - Maitra
Opp: 7 McDonnel - Floras
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

n r I ^ PARLI Debate

P R O P.
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: MA
G P P /

Team Code #: 7- /

Prop Speaker # 1 ^ ^ pts Opp Speaker # 1 pts
Prop Speaker #2_ p ts2& Opp Speaker #2 j p ts_ 2B

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved foi/mde 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 debaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
Points of Information: How relevant and effechve were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an omanized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easi ly understandable /
Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the/debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Opp 1:

G i q o ( / o f
i f / v ) e o n » s

J ^ A s /

' f x M c i d s

^ - t h i L i s s u e s / n
"yhllix> Ce^ty/e, — ^H/fon

P r o p 1 : ^ / O p p 1 :r̂'ouArS' G,kc/ffeseytfttH'on af
j j o u c o y / U u i e c / t n c v ^ e , H m e f c J v /f . / 7 o p p r e ^ ^ h * ^ - / f / V e o n \ / / o / ^ j e . e Ac o r y o o r e ^ l c f e ^ ^ c e . / ^ ^

/ ' f v l c i v c ^ f d sbooj-b ̂ on-\/iok t̂ Oi.d' fhrt ih^L is'iues /n (jlyoApi' hy y/ioknoe ̂ HHnettd fivyo^ fo /̂ Ww/e - ̂ iH/fon
pfe/t flic

TEAM CODE on the A wins this debate. 5 ^ / o .
O p p ) 1 / J , ,R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : o f ^ a n t - z e i f

- ( fi p o r
bemtinnei s/ioknce. /s 4/̂  Qnn&io<r̂  ffg./-

acA prof^



N N d V V e x i e c A v - D e b a t e
James Nam (*M)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 76
Gov: 2 0"Rafferty - Basrai
Opp: 6 Meswani - Yoo
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #: Z.

Judge's Name: NJa.»v\

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code U:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

p t s 2 . S O p p S p e a k e r # ! ' A J p t s

p t s _ 2 ^ 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 = Verŷood
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for̂ imination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fo/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 debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the nebaters 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 omanized, communicative style that is pleasant

c i 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 tĥdebaters were to opponents and judges

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

f c a c / X i h o u t m f
ii' mi,

iv ycfi'

P r o p 2 : / /

ceJi'jcc

O p p l :

uJhJt crŜrir\̂  ScfŶe
ic lmf>ri>ve Jutn'ee
fi e L - i h t l - p o t < /Opp 2: "Try SJce^ Fo s-tcŝ y close

ttArTiCil ̂ vnOv î-wertt̂  if

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 _5fî L_wins this debate.
(Prop ov0^Ty

IZgJitii rnoî cl) to c&H af! ■(f'e ne^otians Strof,̂ .



Vl i>M5"rv-CC? (<; W
Santosh Sasi (*6)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 70
G o v : 1 5 B o o t h - P r a c a r

Opp: 9 Sinha - Almeida
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: I iRV\f̂  (}\ \ .
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! [̂ og) 4Vi

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

pts A Opp Speaker # 1 ̂  1 M
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 elimin̂ on rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rudefor 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 dê ters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and referenĉ ô 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 speal0n an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

Prop 1:
Ovr^ Vowy

o w ^

Kv 7 I Z ^
\ f ^ s

TEAM CODE #: \S 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 :

p ^ p T E - A - H i r f
ptsVlA.̂  (f-

3p]f-0p



P A R L I D e b a t e

Ajay Nanda (M)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 212
Gov: 15 Hol t - Miz in

Opp: 3 Siu - Stankus
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

PROP ^
Team Code #: \o

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 M 17L} fsj

Judge's Name: A'jM /J

Judge's School Affiliation:

OPP ^
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #]__S1_U

pts 2.S

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 eiindnation 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 debaterŝ lialyze 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 d^aters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and reference to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively pe 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 iryan 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 off̂ compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / ^ L _ t ) L

I J j - c P - k - A O p p l :

J t 8 ■ o f

P - A . . a ! A^ C ^ t S T \ O f ^ ( ^ c ^ e j -

/ / TEAM CODE#: 3 on theTEAM CODE #: 3

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

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

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : . . I U - 1 O - P H j L t x J ' W ^ H

Ĉ'̂icL



Ajay Nanda (M)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 212
Gov: 2 Clark-Clough - Moore
Opp: 3 Firsov - Kwak
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 0 D'R

Prop Speaker #2 M

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2

i V K S

p t 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 qualifŷ r elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserve for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criterî
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the delmers analyze the topic and the arguments

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

evidence—^which may include facts and 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 md 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 mfer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / x i ) A

, P r o p l : U l f O p p l : ' , t p p o P ' L ' ^ ' ) s ,

/ A i f l l , ' , A

/ ^ i 7 ) ] L / / ^ 0 ' ^ ^X ^ Prop2:tJc^ ^ . .hJi fiOu.y<v Opp 2: O-f .

n t K o u i < & ^ ^ t . - '
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 .

on the r!Mjr wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

' A , J I t i -YiS. 1

OOif Hoy^



lioiMcc 19 a
Meg Scott (*10)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 5
Gov: 1 Ghosal - Burgmann
Opp: 12 Colenbrander - Katewa
Parliamentary DebateA/arslty

m t h

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

oppyi"T e a m C o d e # : /

J.'d Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2_

'm/v/f-

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 Cri ter ia /
• 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 t̂ uthority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively thêbaters 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 ai/organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Using the above criteria, please offer̂ mpliments
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1:

>̂.\/i'/n A/y-. //I /y#/)

iments and/or suggestions for improvement to

n i t m ' i M r n j
iA6 atTZii'yVliA^ pOir̂ ^

- cU^ra/hcadl^'^

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 : , , , i A / i f f / A - k

\f\cUMUa9,o(\i po^nh4
/9'pfo9iht>vi M nd(^cu9 ivi ruoMv^

p m{\Y\^v)cu^d o]



Wi ̂ IAMIC! aiA&iisiAi nne
Meg Scott (*10)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 5
Gov: 4 Su - Her

Opp: 6 Moturi - Datta
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

P A R L I d e b a t e

Judge's Name:_ 9u>Tr
Judge's School Afriliation:_

O P P (
T e a m C o d e # : ^

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker # 1

(if Opp Speaker #2_ VAU/̂
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

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 hfan organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p l : , , , / > O p p l : T T T l X X :

- { o l h o O

Prop 2:

lact dmiffh ^

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

Opp 2:

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



Louis CIsz (*2)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 214
Gov: 4 Bardaiai - Rangwala
Opp: 1 Nagarajan - Wolf-Jacobs
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfTiliation: ^

O P P .
Te a m C o d e # : J j * *

O^PqutQ

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

'P.s2̂  Opp Speaker #2_
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

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

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

Judging Cri ter ia /
• 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 ip authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively tĥ ebaters 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 organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easi ly understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful 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 : /

P r o p l : O p p l : ^

P r o p 2 : ^ -

\a-C
vA>y\

T E A l V r C O D E * # : ^ o n

Opp 2: VWcy

f 1 ( w ins th i s deba te . ^ . i
o r O p p ) ^

o n t h e

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

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

(Prop or Opp)

0 ( / ^

O C e A O i A r < < ]



Cv^\. loW-K^ - CnTv-ir^-^
i W ^ V .

(c^cw

(Vb jv/ vAl'

(VT)

. 1 ^ j j b Y ( s f ?
VM ̂  /-giA-VS

C - J v < x « £ ^

W W - ^ A .
KJU24



Ravinder G (*6)
Round 3B 2:00pnn Room 216
Gov: 3 Li - Qian
Opp: 12 Cheng - Shifs
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

J p a r l i D e b a t e
V O O j . ' p r r ^ ^

Judge's Name

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code M: ^

; h J ^ 1 ^ 0 ) - A

1 Affi l ia t ion :

Prop Speaker # 1 h\)S-'-f m Ui Opp Speaker U1 ̂  \o ̂
Prop Speaker #2 McVT̂  Ojtun Pis_2Ĵ  Opp Speaker #2 Ckê.

sJ:1

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 tĥ opic and the arguments

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

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debars 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 effectiw^ere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orâ ized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

P r o p l :

vJe\K ^

Prop 2: Opp 2:

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

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
( P r o p o r O p p ) - ^



6Vvov/\A oboVtSW ' P A R L I D e b a t e O

Ravinder G (*6)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 216
Gov: 2 Jayasuriya - Pashman
Opp: 3 Bonet - Visht
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

J u d g e ' s N a „ , e : ^
'X Q \)) ^ 'ST 0Judge's School Affiliation: -4- N ' ' '

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

Prop Speaker
cy ^

pts_^2_ Opp Speaker #1 ..s 2-^,
l U f x ^ p t s %=f' Opp Speaker Ux

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 roimds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ir̂ 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 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 siipport arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to autĥ ty as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debates 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 orgaî ed, 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 compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l :

pey»\o(-

Prop 2:

/

o(J2<vv_ (X—■ ^

T E A M C O D E on the ^ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECIS ION: ^ c^MU



P A R L I D e b a t e

Steven Archibald (*15)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 4
G o v : 4 K h a n - S h a r m a

Opp: 3 Jones - McKinney
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Team Code U:
P R O P

4

Judge's NameiJTZPic/g

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 K K hc4<) pts Opp Speaker # 1 Co 1'̂

Prop Speaker W, Opp Speaker

p t s

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debates 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 ̂ haters support arguments with

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

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfî the 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: Opp l :

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

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : . , n . t i x k ( _ /

u A y > - i >



Marcie Schade (*13)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 211
Gov: 2 Hester - Yau-Weeks
Opp: 3 Deng - Visht
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

Team Code #:

I / I n ^

75 f>6\'̂ CcJU
P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

.ptsii
:uts

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

O P P
d e # : ^

_pts_2::5
Please award each speaker points based on the following sc^e:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 Very Good

26-25 = Fa i r

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qt̂ iiy for elimination rounds)
r 24-20 = Poor <20 = Re^rved for rude or inappropriate behavior

r

Judging Criiieria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively tĥ -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 efficieî dy the debaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts andA'eferences to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
Points of Information: How relev̂ t and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters ̂ eak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /
Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Well. \Ij
A w

A

..\aaI) a cJ

0^2- turn - 'J'* ^
v , j v j , 4 ^ V r

E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : . l I w l ^ W M -

i l i i V h i A a M L 4 J t ^ ^ T
h ^ M i W V - T p ^ 0 ^ ^ -
"VWj ^li/k HiW |x4L CvA t'Willj aW-

o n t h e
^ v . _ . .

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

(Prop or Opp)





Marcie Schade (*13)
Round 3A 2;00pnfi Room 211
Gov: 3 Hinchliff - Koshkin
Opp: 4 Vadrevu - Nanda
Parliamentary DebateA/arsity

■f(hd PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2'_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1_ f\Jc\ A cIa ptsĵ 6
Opp Speaker #2_ \/^ pts^^

Please award each speaker points based on the following sc l̂e:
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 Crite/ia
• 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 re/erences 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 organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and re,spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Vising 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: |^5|i 1^ ^ ^ Opp 1: ^ ^

^ . A [ U v J l I . I r fl . V E L ' . I I J ^ L A ^ l l A A A i

Prop 2:

, 1 : ^ u e < u J V

i ± A l & i r , ' 2 /
dW'wM.

C O D F . o n t h e w i n s t h i s

0pp2:^^evu.: ^ I J
w/wAm C)K (̂ vnPc 111
/ii\hl VHa aL Q^AOl^f^r'\\Y&\

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : . . n , i M . A J I I

T W in -Un- «f-fVv %
vî  UfM* -tW Wtm-tW-tW duxk VMMU.,

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

(Prop or Q)pp)


