Novice Parli Debate

Preliminary Round Results

Asher Lanzone 13C 17C 8B 0.0/0

4A Bentley School W o L o W o 2 -1
Jeremy Hubinger 0.0* Opp 0|00 Gov 0*[00* Gov 0*|0.0/0 0
Stephen Giverts 8B 17A 17C 0.0/0

4B Bentley School W 0* L o L o* 1 - 2
Dylan Han 0.0* Opp 0*|0.0" Gov 0*|0.0* Gov 0*|0.0/0 0
Pranav Anand 15A 17B 14H 0.0/0

5A Dougherty Valley HS W o L o L o 1-2
Arnav Gupta 0.0* Gov 0*|0.0* Opp 0*|0.0* Gov 0*|0.0/0 0
Tanya Agarwal 14F 15E 15A 0.0/0

5B Dougherty Valley HS W o W o W o 3-0
Divija Maitra 0.0* Opp 0*|00* Gov 0*|0.0* Gov 0*]|0.0/0 0
Ingrid Hsu 14E 15A 15E 0.0/0

5C Dougherty Valley HS L o L o W o 1-2
Divya Sharma 0.0 Gov 0*|00* Opp 0*|0.0* Gov 0*|0.0/0 0
Faris Bokhari 8D 15D 178 0.0/0

5D Dougherty Valley HS W o W o L o* 2 - 1
Naval Patel 0.0 Opp 0*[00* Gov 0%|0.0" Gov 0*]|0.0/0 0
Humza Khan 14D 158 17A 0.0/0

5E Dougherty Valley HS Weol Weoel Wo 3-0
Hemakshat Sharma 0.0 Opp 0*|00* Gov 0*|00* Gov 0*]|0.0/0 0
Ansuman Bardalai 8A 14H 14G 0.0/0

5F Dougherty Valley HS W o W o W o 3-0
Mohsin Rangwala 0.0 Gov 0*|00* Opp 0*|00* Opp 0*|0.0/0 0
Naya Murdock 14A 88 14F 0.0/0

6A John Swett HS L 0* W 0" L 0* 1 - 2
Briana Bazile 0.0* Opp 0*|00* Gov 0*|00* Gov 0*|0.0/0 0
Peter Santana 14G 8E 15D 0.0/0

6B John Swett HS L o L o L o 0-3
Dale Jones 0.0* Gov 0*|00* Opp 0*|0.0* Opp 0*|00/0 0
Marviona Green 178 8A 158 0.0/0

6C John Swett HS L o L o L o 0-
Raezhelle Madison 0.0* Gov 0*|0.0* Opp 0*|0.0* Gov 0*|0.0/0 0
Alexia Ainsworth 5F 6C 138 0.0/0

8A Maria Carrillo HS L o W o W o 2-1
Joseph Cusenza 0.0+ Opp 0*|0.0* Gov 0*|0.0* Gov 0"|0.0/0 0
Marcus Navarra 4B 6A 4A 0.0/0

8B Maria Carrillo HS L o L o L o 0-
Trenton Nguyen 0.0* Gov 0*|00* Opp 0*|0.0* Opp 0*|0.0/0 0
William Schoeffler 15C 14E 14D 0.0/0

8C Maria Carrillo HS L o L o W¢o 1-
Trevor Nguyen 0.0* Gov 0*]00* Opp 0*|0.0* Opp 0*|00/0 0
Claire Yin 5D 14C 14B 0.0/0

8D Maria Carrillo HS L o L o L o 0-
Hannah Tan 0.0* Gov 0*|00* Opp 0*|0.0* Gov 0*|0.0/0 0
Mara Albers 13A 6B 13C 0.0/0

8E Maria Carrillo HS L | We¢ L o 1-
Katie Pell 0.0+ Opp 0*|00° Gov 0"|0.0* Gov 0*|0.0/0 0
Brian Burrous 8E 14G 14A 0.0/0

13A San Marin HS W o L o L o 1 -
Max Von Blankenburg 00" Gov 0*|0.0* Opp 0"|0.0* Gov 0")0.00 0
Ryan Blanchard 15E 14F 8A 0.0/0

13B San Marin HS W o L o L o 1-2
Mackenzie Elmhirst 0.0* Opp 0*|00* Gov 0*|00* Opp 0*}0.0/0 0
Ashok Sundararaman 4A 148 8E 0.0/0

13C San Marin HS L o Weoe WEeo 2 -1
Matthew Baetkey 0.0+ Gov 0*|00* Opp 0*|0.0* Opp 0*|0.0/0 0
Emily Ibanez Arroyo 6A 16A 13A 0.0/0

14A Sonoma Academy W o L o W o 2 -1
Gracie Mendoza 0.0* Gov 0*|0.0* Opp 0*|0.0* Opp 0*|0.0/0 0
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Novice Parli Debate

Preliminary Round Results

Gibran Hassan 17A 13C 8D 0.0/0

14B Sonoma Academy L o L o W o 1-2
Alyssa Goody 0.0* Opp 0" |0.0* Gov 0*|0.0* Opp 0*|0.0/0 0
Claire Stephens ' 158 8D 15C 0.0/0

14C Sonoma Academy W o W o W o 3-0
Lola Flanagan 0.0* Opp 0*|00* Gov 0*|00* Opp 0*|0.0/0 0
Owen Clark 5E 15C 8C 0.0/0

14D Sonoma Academy L o L o L o 0-3
Allan Farfan Canales 0.0* Gov 0*|00* Opp 0*|0.0* Gov 0*|0.0/0 0
Elias Keen 5C 8C 16A 0.0/0

14E Sonoma Academy W 0 W o W 0" 3 - 0
Jacob Kowalick-Allen 0.0* Opp 0*]00* Gov 0*]0.0* Gov 0*|0.0/0 0
Reece Stromberg 58 138 6A 0.0/0

14F Sonoma Academy L o W o W o 2 -1
Anna Miller 0.0 Gov 0*]00* Opp 0*{00* Opp 0*|0.0/0 0
Nina von Raesfeld 6B 13A 5F 0.0/0

14G Sonoma Academy W o W o L o 2-1
Hugo Sappington 0.0* Opp 0*[0.0* Gov 0*|00* Gov 0*|0.0/0 0
Lana Green 17C 5F 5A 0.0/0

14H Sonoma Academy W 0* L 0* W 0" 2 - 1
Maya Nichols 0.0* Opp 0*| 00" Gov 0*|0.0* Opp 0*|0.0/0 0
Draper Dayton 5A 5C 5B 0.0/0

15A Sonoma Country Day School L 0* W 0" L o* 1 - 2
Ben Alexander 0.0* Opp 0*|0.0* Gov 0*}0.0* Opp 0*|0.0/0 0
Bruno Coelho 14C 5E 6C 0.0/0

15B Sonoma Country Day School L 0 L 0* W 0* 1 - 2
Cyrus Siegel 0.0* Gov 0*|0.0* Opp 0"|00* Opp 0*|0.0/0 0
Ellie Ramos 8C 14D 14C 0.0/0

15C Sonoma Country Day School W 0" W 0" L 0" 2 - 1
Natalie DiCicco 0.0~ Opp 0*|0.0* Gov 0*|00* Gov 0*|0.0/0 0
Hannah Farkas 16A 5D 6B 0.0/0

15D Sonoma Country Day School L 0" L 0* W 0" 1 -
Ea;ige Cabral 0.0 Gov 0*|00* Opp 0*|00* Gov 0*|0.0/0 0
Jordan Hendrickson 138 58 5C 0.0/0

15E Sonoma Country Day School L o* L 0* L o* o -
Sean O'Connor 0.0* Gov 0" [0.0* Opp 0*|00* Opp 0*|0.0/0 0
Richard Reid 15D 14A 14E 0.0/0

16A St. Joseph Notre Dame W o W o L o 2 -1
Chris Gerlach 0.0* Opp 0*(0.0* Gov 0*|00* Opp 0*|00/0 0
Chase Cohen 14B 4B 5E 0.0/0

17A Windsor HS W 0 W 0* L 0* 2 - 1
Nikolas Lemenager 0.0* Gov 0*|0.0* Opp 0*|0.0* Opp 0*]0.0/0 0
Tyler Campanella 6C 5A 5D 0.0/0

Y178 Windsor Hs W o W o W o 3-0
Trae Petruska 0.0 Opp 0*|00* Gov 0*|0.0* Opp 0*|0.0/0 0
Abby Little 14H 4A 4B 0.0/0

17C Windsor HS L o W o W o 2-1
Noah Wagner 0.0* Gov 0*|0.0 Opp 0*|0.0* Opp 0*|0.0/0 0
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PARLI Debate
Hergenrather, Starr (*1)

Round 1 9:00am R 8‘& LL@I/‘
oun ‘00am Room 1 Judge’s Name: W %&%ﬂ%‘/‘

Gov: 17 Cohen - Lemenager
Opp: 14 Hassan - Goody
Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: 7A<WL l/(/]

PROP - OPP
Team Code #: (+ Team Code #: l""

Prop Speaker #1 @has& &h@n pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 4’ \/ \?S a wadq/\
Prop Speaker #2 Nl(.hlf las Le mmaop bts 28 Opp Speaker #2 Ql bmlf\ %C\n pts Qg

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

Judging Cyiteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

e L5 s ¢ of Srslct. Eactoe y >
rop 2: wp&ﬂlﬂ,’ ' . g W‘CBM IWM
WL&Q%L&%PDI W

TEAM CODE #: QE on the ﬂﬂ,z Tons this debate.

2= | F (Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

Jad P Jea.m WJ;&/W&
mmﬁfi au%m/ m—mw,




Thomas, Jackson (*1)
Round 1 9:00am East13

Gov: 15 Farkas - Cabral
Opp: 16 Reid - Gerlach
Novice Parli Debate

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name:

Judge’s School Affiliation: /

PROP | -
Team Code #: b Team Code #: } {0
Prop Speaker #1 pts?’g Opp Speaker #1 / pts 25’
Prop Speaker #2 pts ZZ/

Opp Speaker

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

offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include
e Argumentation: How direct
by the other side
e Points of Information:

cts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

ow relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well th¢/debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understanddble
e Courtesy: How co

eous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:

rop 1: (oY SHUANVTC
Prop 1 \&/m)f spe«\k‘n D

Prgp2: Q X5 wee \/@(‘7 Ared
APAN O\&'\W}‘\\/ %\0€$+ o\N)\)M»v-)ﬁ

X P oo, Dot & o8add
%0 Q}\O\\%Q'\\"( oNn % C’“ﬁﬂ,(‘
@owd's (OASY%\‘OI\

TEAM CODE #: 1¢ on the

7% ASS Joert 0w e oged 1 S

Opp 1:\/&)? \)O\s 3® %l m\;(,(‘ (\&2,?\“\3(\:)/\'3 )
< AT P ?oonk N \/oof S
Thes s o < delodors )

=\t W
—~ o, v
Opp 2: G erd) NS[0n5s o AR {\c\o\)\W\a\

Q,

wins this debate.

{(Prop or Opp)
RE N :
\AQQ\S FSJ&%JIZ)IS.I E1\5_ L P S0 8% some deRadhons 1o mllee Lhen, ks beber

Yhen NONL

«n\'\. C)()p uow\¥ \c/c “p'&

\/&\\\)Q_ (/(‘\'Xid-i()(\,qs }\\n%&;) C:\‘ W\

A, ASE Aosing, wms Rofule 1mpagl. ASE did r\ofv\\mb o A% Sowe
\«\():Aa" ok Y@,O/\\y p\‘;‘) ond Q‘“@‘)ﬁ\—\’



Meshulam, Phyllos (*1)
Round 1 9:00am Annex1

Gov: 13 Sundararaman - Baetkey
Opp: 4 Lanzone - Hubinger
Novice Parli Debate

PROP

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: ‘Oh]”; 3 MCSIM( {aw,

Judge’s School Affiliation: R val g, Rue,
J

OPP

Team Code #: (3 Team Code #: ‘}

Prop Speaker #1 b X t:\-&t-‘-( pts Opp Speaker #1 LQ WZolhe /és
-

Prop Speaker #2 Sundacaca Weanpts

Opp Speaker #2 H ub ng er 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 glimination rounds)
26-2S5 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fgr rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatgfs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate T )

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

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

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

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

L Couﬁésy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:9.71 . Opp 1: .4
’ . A}

By tedask Lol oo L ﬁ%mu-wm_

SAR0

TEAM CODE #: Ll on the __ ( PP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

M At e, Joek cheoiley

REASON FOR DECISION:

W) M
1 ' 2.0,



PARLI Debate
Scholten, Lynn (*1 '
Ro?mdc: Sﬁ)'(:am Eyars‘t'115( ) Judge’s Name: M V\/V\ 5 &\0 l {'ek

Gov: 15 Coelho - Siegel

Opp: 14 Stephens - Flanagan W U/\
Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affi hatlon
PROP B OPP - .
Team Code #: §0Y\0/V0‘f (-OUV\*V% V\\, Team Code #:_)| Cﬁdﬁ /
Prop Speaker #1 W [061‘[0)3 Hﬂ Opp Speaker #1 (/! M ej s

Prop Speaker #2 ts LY ‘Uﬂ Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg 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 inappropridte behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the top
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppeft arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authorify as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatep$ respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective #ere the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orggdized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thg/debaters were to opponents and judges

¢ and the arguments

each debater:

Prop 1:

0)50(1 o IA QH%MIO/GJM/W\&/

v*\o‘v‘ W! /‘)‘/‘0 H»{,\ CMBWW%

’( all s |
Prop 2 ‘ %wefy‘ﬁ&%aoh?wgi VV\W @%S'W\
rop 2: ) - pp 2:
. "0 X v
N ’ W’e«@) ot and %M‘W poin
{ %WV‘ b ﬁ)m/&/zw) on with
) st in vom/
TEA) E #: 6[”\0 mJ\/A (ﬂAﬂﬁn the OW wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

6Ww ([ Gpain COV\Q\JM\(}/
A\ presonted vorge Endds



Porter, Wendy (*1)

Round 1 9:00 ashl4 '
Gov: 15 He 6(2,‘83 -0 gnor N
Opp: 13 Blanchard - Eimhirst Ryan / 1\ enz e

Novice Parli Debate

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: ['/dﬂ'd_j 4/‘7ér

Judge’s School Affiliation: /4}1@( Y

PROP
Team Code #: /95

N b bk s b S8

OPP
Team Code #: / 3

Prop Speaker#lm_ézeﬂwtsx G Opp Speaker #1 éém &éﬂcé ceigf— PIS LF (2 €Sjp
r‘

Prop Speaker #2 5ea,, 0 I(,onnm’ ptsd Lo

Please award each speaker points based on

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Goo

27 = Good (but possibly not good
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judgi

offered during the debate

by the other side

Delivery: How well the debaters speak i
and easily understandable

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters

Points of Information: How relevant and

Opp Speaker #2 e Ken 2 E/

ts A9 (2‘7‘)'0

the following scale:
enough to qualify for elimi

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

ng Criteria
alyze the topic and the arguments

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the depaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenc
Argumentation: How directly and effectively

to authority as well as general knowledge
e debaters respond to the arguments made

ective were the questions and the answers
an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

Courtesy: How courteous and respegtful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:

Prop 1: Define s[ofu‘c vy (/equ)
szuf‘:‘" Fhought fuf ara lysis
//:)‘Pb“' I yoar Con
ff(?l/r‘d( [/m//c(,ﬂ

/Mot Formal
bt dgpre citate

LS

ons /rz

74/ ;7%«/ Oon
5 'CVL“@ £ 0‘/\@/(/“(2;’5

§

rort Suppor

0siditon jmafed-!/f/’/w
Wruld Y Ke moC Veluame and

Opp 1: C‘/*m’/j stuted 07 reStated )[af, ‘<

undes” o, scugs,ton ¢ graa;/»é/égr‘ca—(
f‘(%&ﬂm;",ﬁ dl/l,o/ gqppg/{-,
Thert (/48 Frime /drwa Ao 5;1-‘44'( ‘
Y 7244 J’/ﬂa//y an,dg/'./"(,% 15cUSSi'Pn ‘
ot i MRS, betwewn feam
eye confuct eV e
A s frac 7‘/‘7
‘ SrérdnjES‘/ S’ peaker in dﬂ/f/df'mnFo(
155us Surroundd, A,
devel JTw
telopment, Good

\
.
\\
\

Opp 2:

4,

‘e~ 4?/7/‘(0'&‘/(&/ /(/j/‘(a(
ratc o f Speech and 9

A R4 anide v
i{;{;{jco if“,d' Good f) furn 0€€ cerr /) contalt-.
EAM/LODE #:_ /3 on the LJpp05F1'Awins this debate,. £XFXNVYy Coabident”
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Much ¢learer clelomed quumwb' and sdatement dﬁ/o&;,“(_’ betle ~
Ae de/i,ou/ Suppirt Lr yaur‘ JW&;;')L/‘M'\ /st,‘vll‘dn .



PARLI Debate
Olzman, Bill (*1) é \

Round 1 9:00am East18 ) Lo
Gov: 17 Little - Wagner Judge 5Nam°~%4{ ( O (7/\/\‘&!/\

Opp: 14 Green - Nichols

No;;e Parli Debz?/t:;S WQL@‘ : M/an[m/? f{awf%mnon { ( .//(0 14O 1L7( S.
0

PROP OPP
ﬂd{\d'\ﬁ- Team Code #:_8J 3~ 8§ o7

Muk g Team Code #:
’L)J ) Prop Speaker #lmms ‘Q Opp Speaker #1 &' 7

Lo cvseo o Q 7
Prop Speaker #2 Ut de, 4+ Opp Speaker #2 6 {'-69\"‘ -

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg 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 or rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteriz

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

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

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

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

o Delivery: How well the debaters£peak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

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

each debater:
w/ez __Fa b7 Coun@u:\ﬁ um@vds Mt
Propl 5 - M Opp 1:

L?Dgfu.ct‘{ DA% 7 @%/ %\r mmgw/[ —&—pﬂﬁrm%
Mw/

J volzy
he a{X 6@%?35 (1 @fj@ Honds, %Mf ‘r@fpmJ w(“(é&

V‘fo&pfuéj o ot ot otk | spedhic cudiéle arg LTS,
f rop 2ife /\é@& Opp2 ?Q%,oymla/ adu@%%
)/4(‘4‘””’@ a’% aL< —97(63/0(‘0/% 6 €I
e &6//% P QMJI/\ a..f%
L’,,
ﬁ/\w\fh"ﬂ'rEAMCODE# /M on the O?Q.Q wmsthlsdeba év\c,ag 7 fS/m /
REASON FOR DECISIO/N ’ rrobe Opp) /a/) Q7L fa/‘ %/

'+vé7t§—/\\ wﬁ mosuaewr Wl/ Jhe %};cusej rewﬁuiﬁ;ﬂ;m
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PARLI Debate

Young, Wendy (*17)
Round 1 9:00am Room3 s .
Gov: 14 Clark - Canales Judge’s Name:

Opp: 5 Khan - Sharma
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:

k‘ROP <o PP N
Team Code #: Team Code #: I'T

Prop Speaker #1_ ‘ ?Mgl 244 pts Z" Opp peaker #1 d&(/ pts 2o
R -~
Prop Speaker #2 f Z'Zgzé pts A Opp Speaker #2 ZQ ’@%ﬂ (2 pts 77 ’g

Please award each speaker pomts based on the follo ying-scal
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 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 inapprogfiate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the t6pic and the arguments
- offered during the debate

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

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

e Points of Information: How relevant and effecti¥€ were the questions and the answers

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfulthe debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: £RLALS) Opp 1:

7(,-),;\ or/e eowieeed + j0_‘,;_‘Q Ae@_,y\(},Wc,
. /\M te a‘e 41—“'2’ ) ‘l\'/l. & GV’Q Nc\%ﬁ—&

DegTv RS, p

Q/y@, Ccmd

+ )‘ﬂ.,,p w?aw + _7“

Prop 2: C ¥ 03132 » A " %7
— Wk ‘“'E"ta S €AV w,
19( GAWQ:‘?(Z;W o OVREAT v _ delive socTRAY wvulcQW%he(fQQ

\7
. .
TEAM CODE #: 9] on the ‘DVP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

2t -@ /‘\A—%‘('M@‘A, very
- gos& del vy ¢ wnil g savi oA O ,

Conrteods



Tom, Joyce (*7)

Round 1 9:00am Room 2

Gov: 14 Arroyo - Mendoza
Opp: 6 Murdock - Bazile
Novice Parli Debate

Team Code #:

14
Prop Speaker #1 M%p (Z}(ﬂv

Prop Speaker #2 A’YY‘D){ 4] pts %

pts%. ¢ Opp Speaker #1 6}&%“{,

PARLI Debate

i .
Judge’s Name: 30\‘; 6/6 —’® M
Judge’s School Affiliation: LD\/\SQ/(/ -H’%

OPP
Team Code #:

pts Z"
pts 2|

Opp Speaker #2 MW\A (2]

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

offered during the debate

Evidence: How appropriately and efficientl

Good
r elimination rounds)
<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the depfters analyze the topic and the arguments

he debaters support arguments with

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

by the other side

Delivery: How well the debaters
and easily understandable

O\Lﬂﬂ‘lj
Try usinz, |onguale
Know vy ¢ Avansifloning

phséIon VL&l Lomes

o com Sllow dowWn

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

Points of Information: How relevasut and effective were the questions and the answers
eak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

Courtesy: How courteous and/respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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TEAM CODE #:__ |4 on the _2OZ _ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: .
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PARLI Debate

Malachowski, George (*1)

Round 1 9:00am East12 , : ~ Lowe 4]
Gov: 14 Stromberg - Miller Judge’s Name: @CO J $ Mq 'qt ° f

Opp: 5 Agarwal - Maitra A
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: h« } “
PROP O%‘L
Team Code #: ) (‘i ' Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 /V, i } / ¢ pts ’Lb! Opp Speaker #1 Ajj‘ £t / pts%

w2 F

Prop Speaker #2 5 7L/'ow\ é(fq ptszg‘ Opp Speaker #2 M 41 *"q
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rou
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ina

Judging Criteria

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatersgupport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the
by the other side

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in g organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respec

each debater:

Prop 1: EXC,eNM Oppl:OUUa” jeoQ &o‘é

wi i(;( U’+nfit:j' precdie ﬂo‘”j (rguements  Seme e

+o wor &2 s
')"bﬂn/ /00} }ka_/

Le. Orgewi = #1109 ot “"“
&)L Uhhc)" + j “ A'\&SD‘\W,’_‘&’

J | Feduttel! w-§ 8
liraA ch}a/_" O e ﬁ.l "U )[_6 Lor4 O6h ,‘5
Mo & a2 /“\/Jdﬁfh '(t.' I\_’(‘(‘Q jer*q/ej,

Prop2: 4,/ S/ool,eq r Opp 2y g Job  srganitivg  bfuemenrs

U Bxcellial wic o0y ede ecker Dwse oy A

D"L ne — uwve "'q ‘}|‘°" ol g < Mae ~e (/"“6"‘!'0 /'

) J“/occa'\c,g. Aol fpcue q all 'coq/,Q be éaf%‘?’r‘ ;J.ﬁ: '{:o:_,e_

bl be_ﬂ-g/ AO'\’\CUN:j S'/’Ct/ﬁfg /001‘01/*( off‘ . s ((,{,-,,j
et f 3s Gl o e

° S -
TEAM CODE #: on the O% wins this debate. )
(Prép or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
Th'S Wwgqs ver &‘Osc (w«k Came dot{,é’

do e 74 é&‘\i‘j 5){;“") be flem Of\jm/‘L@uQ/
/O(f'}p‘CQ’f/lJ ) - .}rk(_‘;f C,L’S/"l-j (’j&e"h‘-q*‘.



Msdﬁ Mﬁ ﬁoﬂ A PARLI Debate

3l "' s deyd i)
Round 1 9:00am Room 103 , : N ' b\l\o (0 M‘ i
Gov: 5 Anand - Gupta Judge’s Name: ‘ S

Opp: 15 Dayton - Alexander
Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: G C/\/\ ' ‘@}/

PROP /
Team Code #: Team Code #: 1 T
Prop Speaker #IM 9‘ :}' pts Opp Speaker #1 M\ 97([3 ts
i ELL pts Opp Speaker #249 4— / pts

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vg

Prop Speaker #2

Good

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1:

.ga/w% henn

Opp 1:

Lol e fhen
Vverds ///

%r;i; /i llt’/i'\ erdal ﬁ ” 2:ﬂ"&f’/ //C #
J ’ j mr/;//

TEAMCODE#: 5% onthe P IDP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: C /%'c-»er

I%%’f\( /ég joreses 7e) 0“{7007”"5/«2& 1A & @#ﬁg
more 5/7‘&%%»«} Lua,} MJ Vl(/y,“ﬁe/ %A(/ f/ j“,(/'& 5(///0V




PARLI Debate

LRSS ) 7 PSSP g ¢ Cep B, 6
’ -

Round 1 9:060am Room 107 > oYe o B! l
Gov: 5 Bardalai - Rangwala Judge’s Name'S‘ d en
Opp: 8 Ainsworth - Cusenza
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Afﬁliation:_&ﬂa ! (:.I
PROP OP@
Team Code #: 5 Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 B’*“Aa(a{ pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 Cusenza pts 26

Prop Speaker #2 R{xhawal A pts28 Opp Speaker #2 ,)tuhﬁwor{’l\ pts?_7
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for e¢fimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: Qreat o Spacch,

Opp 1: Orept Presence. + vidid @omples
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wrend ¢ Gpeech- Gyreat Jolbo ¢ o~vtenkons.
TEAM CODE #: 6 on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

e Prop eflectively refoted e N24'S points wnile gL
Woldisg P Hhe'r 6P pornts LT oo Onalysts  + Pefutectton



PARLI Debate

Siegel, Mike (*15) e (
Round 1 9:60am Room 109 ) N XN Sieqe
Gov: 13 Burrous - Blankenburg Judge’s Name: i
Opp: 8 Albers - Pell

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: OGP >
PROP OPP
Team Code #: \ & Team Code #: ol

28",

Prop Speaker #1__ s rov S pts B8  Opp Speaker#1__ N \bas / pts_ 2\

!
Prop Speaker #2 B‘f'\"‘\l-em\ajfca pts 7—6 /2 Opp Speaker #2 Pf t\ pts_ 21
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fér elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved/for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteri
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debagérs analyze the topic and the arguments

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

Using the above criteria, please o
each debater:

r compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

- PrOplZQOC‘J& e CM\rC\.QA' Opplw\a ‘FO;&?@ \ CLQW- Q@e(\k—\\;)
Oryenized  well Th q\ﬂ"‘ N 0\06& Gumernt- bt Sofre whek omeccﬂo\.‘c\\
&Q\w:\f}—' C\md} onclusion Oc S.Wor\ecﬂ ‘03 (g;@(e&'\c_c\b\e -‘:uC’VS
ok Swe W Yous/ SPpoe Yo
el e Jrelsg A2 o W oa?
W\ \QQ wf o \\\\'\.Q d\SMQ\“—\(T ) . .
P‘Sfri oo (8 Slabvng geals O ey s Commuaicadion, i R
! (4] O -
o gt Setatran , 3 Sveled Sowree for fucks vv&be;{ec‘_nm
de\\w\,m o WM clhoppy ATt occ»vwﬂ\x: wrect anecdnw}oglwm
Tos) adm whed  You ok \nodd Posed:
TEAM CODE #: (3 on the_PROP __ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

(rOP Q?@O/JC‘QF‘&’\ Wb\d@ GF wore Ofo\O\V\\")_a,(Q C\/Q GVWWJ %uMﬂwL
+o S\«t\\x\—Lb edog e W&luMAL M T fuver—



Nowh , Macian PARLI Debate

(*1)
Round 1 9:00am East10 s N
Gov: 5 Hsu -mShaasrma Judge’s Name: Ndm\/\ Nao
Opp: 14 Keen - Kowalick-Allen
Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: \&fv\alu
PROP OPP
Team Code #: B Team Code #: |4
Prop Speaker #1 6M( A pts 19 Opp Speaker #1 L(e,uf\ pts2A_
Prop Speaker #2 \Tks(* pts Q7 Opp Speaker #2 K oW a G C«k'A“ﬂ/\ pts&%

Just dripped

Yoo 300 Shauy
have «lkad about
z«wk-

-3

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg 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/a’rguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support argumerits with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as wejlas general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond’to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were thg’questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, ¢émmunicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the deba

s were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:

Prop 1I: . bﬂ Oppl:  gad job Yo of an, dow'
:0?? 'S allowéd “P coll owt  yowr o bs. ,CI:I'
2 ,5 (,:‘L& SQQOM lmhy led vqowc  opands e

You - Also, d\u\«} Sy ‘1 dat
\va., aidinee o s Tus
Prop2: 4o Opp2: Male, —\ S et

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

REASON FOR DECISION:  \WL- AL 0 ageed oo mvw’ by 5 wQaess
1S Awm g e wocld ‘H/"Wkﬁk Mo -W-W\ Jl»sd- lcs las .




Lustig, Robert (*7)
Round 1 9:00am Annex2
Gov: 6 Santana - Jones <J o4 <f

Opp: 14 Raesfeld - Sappington  Joupmwe @endo. g

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: Mjﬂ &‘

I\w Parli Debate / Judge’s School Afﬁliation:_L_'fb,)&p Q

PROP

é
Prop Speaker #1 5"‘%7‘3—“-&-— pts 27 Opp Speaker #1

pts L)

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg seale
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Ve

Team Code #: Team Code #:

PP
/¥

/‘
Prop Speaker #2 J req

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the depaters 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 rgferences 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 relevdnt and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaterg/speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous

d respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria,
each debater:

ease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 1: @»Afm?b . wﬂLl&e L-T

o ”oa& o-u-—d"‘(”f“d‘

awg_m quL N Yo
AT e s
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Opp 2:
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AP A
APAc oo i
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=0

w&{?rﬂy

ﬁbﬁf)l'q}

TEAM CODE #: on the Oﬁ% wins this debate!
(Prop pp)
REASON FOR DECISION: M ‘% ’Tm /LUVQIA.“-\"”V\ M)M WZ(D [/{/ILL I &jﬂb v:.QQ:Il7
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PARLI Debate

Stephan, Susan (*9)

Round 1 9:00am Room 108

Judge’s Name: 5 lS—_}Q,Di‘\af\

Gov: 8 Navarra - Nguyen
Opp: 4 Giverts - Han
Novice Parli Debate

thmnh+0_

Judge s School Affiliation:

PROP,.

%

OPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: Lf

Prop Speaker #1 T{Q Vv" oh v\qb‘jpts
Prop Speaker #2 WYC us Na\ﬂV\Apts 28

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale

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

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

offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently’the debaters support arguments wi

ith

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

by the other side

and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous a

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

Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debatersdpeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

M%n;@&ﬂ ww,ﬂ&hnf

Prop 1 a(,k Opp 1: Y 2"’\, a(
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TEAM CODE #: Li on the_OPPP___wins this debate.
(Prop otr/O

REASON FOR DECISION: 19, /- 1, 4 s
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PARLI Debate

Wang, Qian (Jessie) (*5)
Round 1 9:060am Room 102

Gov: 8 Schoeffler - Nguyen
Opp: 15 Ramos - DiCicco

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:_ DV H 4

Judge’s Name: P&F\ NAY  SHAHT

e hn L ek A TR 38 S A e

PROP , “oPP
Team Code #: f h_L, (o é,(([a Team Code #: Se 3204 ('(Dumray 0/17

Prop Speaker #1 Tagas pn Néu %ap\ pts 25 Opp Speaker #1 ﬂafc'\,.l e D ;G((a pts_2
Prop Speaker #2 (o U S ¢ hcé%:{g pts_.2 7  OppSpeaker #2_Ph ol nst Shdro Hpts_NA

10 L

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters’analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thedebaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referezices to authority as well as general knowledge
o Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant 2
e Delivery: How well the debaters spg4
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and pé€spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: Opp 1: ) .
~zo You o ) +w ) Seunded cest, preveted

seemed : A idecn clec , gort webutray,
A Aowd

Prop 2: Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #: _%ﬁ@z‘]_ onthe ___OPP  wins this debate.

(Pr op or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

b Yo loud o low of wWhRich war ot efheds
wwwede«jwé%@mw b



PARLI Debate
Blackmer, Susan (*1)

4
Round 1 9:00am East16 Judge’s Name:__~ 5(,&5@/;« B \CLO?RW\SJ\

Gov: 8Yin - Tan

Opp: 5 Bokhari - Patel / , .
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation;_ | Xt Y\QQ&( 03
PR%P < OPP /
Team Code #: Team Code #: ' (
Prop Speaker #1 ;ﬁ ( &N\ pts Opp Speaker #1 es (Y
Prop Speaker #2 ——% >/|‘V\ pts Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker points based on the following scdle:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 287 Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qudlify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Regerved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

Prop 1 Opp I: 2 </ %ﬁ/ﬂ
/ Y J 2. ‘d/' f 4M
J}UﬁDU Q&(m e
e

C

Prop 2: Z Opp 2: Zé J &L ?[‘Z?(///f/%
- 2323

-

TEAMCODE# .5 onthe wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:




" PARLI Debate

relt <&
Ainsworth, Eoug’(*s) 6
Round 1 9:00am Room 111 > . "
Gov: 6 Green’- Madison Judge’s Name: l’t’.H’ AM»NM‘
Opp: 17 Campanella - Petruska
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:_(Nowie Cavitls A
PROP OPP
Team Code #: cj Team Code #: I -7'
Prop Speaker #1__ (o een pts_Z%¢ Opp Speaker #1 C-ﬂnfq-\dl& /pts 2¢
Madina

Prop Speaker #Z_M pts_kt Opp Speaker #2 PC.“’(“)" pts_27

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

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

Judging Critepia
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the deBaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and rgferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaterspeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, pléase offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:

5(’(“"‘ owdv Plemes 5o Fallt Y »r‘"l\,.

< Prop 1: T4 and v e A4 Yor Sfericny Fg . Opp 1: 6ed-i OfFF Conwr casx.
T4 pasda hale  Fen Makeaty o i, \/o./ T of (ol Argyeemtmgbu b Mas i wd Co & e

i"\g\’& Lnk. bV Y‘--f e A % felt e by e AN SumAanas
. n a e ta Loty Ov Y
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. ” “ '
Lv\* \/a need N ik pA% |y Tddny) esn antwnl, W\ et Fime o Sl dova and e Yo Fame.

ot~ §
Prop 2: .. Spnx (2" Df':', Tale e by Opp 2: G%v{ /C/-u\"‘\ )7'0,.‘ v €9 - Sy '\)'L //%)/’ qﬁ""!v\h
Thinic sl whnb ey ane. Ty by alor G eat yo» BENN Fine Mo )ica Sk e S
(chlg u> }"‘\‘l.u",

’EAM CODE #: ’ ? on the O l l wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
The Offo3 Yo~ Made by Wes Cleer 0mtmeny prat wece aot efbeds
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PARLI Debate

Tamminen, Paul (*1) /O / :
Roun 11:00am Room 111 P . ;
Gov{5_Agarwal - Maitra Judge’s Name: dM am mmen
Opp: endrickson - O'Connor
Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: /W
PROE OPP
Team Code #: Team Code # 15

Prop Speaker #1 Tanya Wf(mml pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 JGmW\ Hﬁﬂdﬂféﬁ'\ pts@’zl‘f
Prop Speaker #2 O'%q {mm pts 27 Opp Speaker #2 Ji m/o/ Moy’ fs@'z\y

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scalé:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = ¥ery Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualifff for elimination rounds)

26-2S5 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserytd for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Critepia
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the depfaters 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 refefences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

o Delivery: How well the debaters spea) in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

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

Prop 1: d@af NG, Opp L: Lmd CI” YWVVSW
RE) waWW’M
ﬁmj MWW

TEAM CODE #: 5 on the f’H%z wins this debate.
(Prop br Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
6 gﬁg/\ ; ) .
WWW | gﬂﬂ X ”W”VW .



PARLI Debate

Tamminen, Paul (*1) ‘
Round 2B 11:00am Room 111 Judee’s N :
Gov: 16 Reid - Gerlach udge’s Name Z %’M 2 éﬁ]@{mgﬂ {

Opp: 14 Arroyo - Mendoza W}ﬁu/
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: 7
PROP 0)
Team Code #: / 6 Team Code #: /

Prop Speaker #1 ﬁr/md Re’d ptszg Opp Speaker #1 67’“&4 MW pts&ﬂ
Prop Speaker #2_ (] his Gﬂﬂad] p@27 Opp Speaker #2 %HL W_pt@_g\s

scale

X8 = Very Good

gualify for elimination rounds)

gserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followm
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20=

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

TEAM CODE #: { 6 on the wins this debate.
(Prop rO p)
REASON FOR DECISION: Zhayn/ q ) 9

V;%mode&m QWM V%@/\% s,

-




Medin /K;.M Teuruv obleads

'27 o PARLI Debate

F , Matth *9 '
Fogarty, Matthew (9 e [T OGRS

Gov: 6 Murdock - Bazile

Opp: 8 Navarra - Nguyen
Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: m {WO/UL (,‘5

PROP . ~ opP

Team Code #: Team Code #: e
A—B—R,D—E—L D

Prop Speaker #1 UMVR pts 16 Opp Speaker #1 /U AV AR ‘4 ptsZ C;

Prop Speaker #2 196"(7“1“5‘7&1 pts 27 Opp Speaker #2 /&U ‘TGJU : pts’('6
Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28/~ Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quélify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Regtrved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: Opp 1: ' .

Very degr 3 S Add an (nlro- + sm ;
ol Avime 0"\"9 T M,

Did st ol up Aone G s = GOl g oum

NQJ %p2:3/7 . : Opp 2: \l(/

will orgperead | Goodl poity Soumg .

TEAM CODE #: 6 on the EROP wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Opp fouled G- Maun SWW UV‘M az‘e(/mpv%w
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PARLI Debate

Fogarty, Matthew (9) nages e MAET FEOGARTY

Gov: 14 Hassan - Goody
Opp: 13 Sundararaman - Baetkey
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: M ( Wamg

Team Code #: [C,L Team Code #: / 3

Prop Speaker #1 m%z__ pts O ?,5 Opp Speaker #1 BA ?r (4 @r pts ?‘7
Prop Speaker #2 [ %MM pts 26 Opp Speaker #2 SU/U lzuptsz_g

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale°

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please ¢ffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
Prop 1:

each debater:
f
C—crtm(?wvwv\ + OPPI KWMW et 3old.
., Mehs: pownty Hranan - OUWAI ‘ m

Zgﬁw! Mémpmm»«mw@

TEAM CODE #: l 3 on the QZ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

‘ ch/\QewM need a-&amwww,fgmm
%% > 2 e, (o s (ng diwuwion of (0L ov bl wmrmns )



dnckr  Hal lorbermy PARLI Debate

Srstton, Jim (%7 /
Round 2A 11:00am Room 103 Judge’s Name: l //\/%F %/—M%/

Gov: 14 Raesfeld - Sappington U
Opp: 13 Burrous - Blankenb rg
Novice Parli Debate (/ ‘ 0\ Judge s School Affiliation:

Team Code #: Team Code #: / ( l g
\\

Prop Speaker #1 ‘H M pts ZX Opp Speaker #1 /’)( pts Z é
Prop Speaker #2 N [ nA, ts ) g <Op;fpea® [l M pts Z 7

Please award each speaker pomts based on the folloying scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstandipg 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <2(/= Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

each debater:

Propl
ga’j
cd WJL Cdﬂm%w nervous (eSS —7 ¢ eep
s i
’47% d-e\mf(//%j @
Prop 2: o m@(ﬁ)/ ﬁ)/n“{j/ Opp 2: OA' Ns’f'ﬁl'M (f. ‘_(@

P raumet
road /%
‘o % fﬁ%ﬁﬁ}rﬁ (ssed ”
““} on the 6 i wms thls e a (Off ! ;j

(Prop ¢r Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION n\@ J c

e glwaas  sycled brd o Ao Azpic- t ina
e G {ch? Pozﬂ”:( foﬁlcﬂlé,_ / 74‘

TEAM CODE #:




ja(/{ﬁ‘(; Haller ‘Wﬁ PARLI Debate

3
Round 2B 11:00am Room 103 s . ‘ /
Gov: 14 Stephens - Flanagan Judge’s Name: \ / A {/&/
Opp 8Yin - Tan
N Parli Debat
ovice Parli Debate @JV' ‘WU C G 0 M)'H\ ()V(r a vljfﬁ?\e ; Sch;%nLAfﬁhauon
PROP, q OP@
Team Code #: ( “)’ Team Code #:, .

Prop Speaker #1 LA / L pts Opp Speaker #1 pts Z}
Prop Speaker #2 [‘ ! dl (‘0 pts ZX Opp Speaker #2 NS pts 2 %
Please award each speaker pomts based on the followm cale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to glalify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Rgserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Cxiteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively thg debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiegtly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and feferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and eff¢ctively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevgnt and effective were the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters gpeak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

each debater:

erL

Prop 1:

¢ ﬁﬁ( a{fﬂ/ 'Ufjﬂﬂ/%

\
% am S
TEAM CODE #: ( \ ‘—Y on the

£3
<

wins this debate.
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3
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Opp 2 -
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=

REASON FOR DECISION:
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bo S PARLI Debate

Shifs, &tasish (*13) . S-H &
Round 2A 11:00am Room 107 , . } )
Gov: 14 Green - Nichols Judge’s Name: JL_Jf2n ) l
Opp: 5 Bardalai - Rangwala . A
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Afﬁliation:S‘“N {\(\\M\-f J
PROP OPP_
Team Code #: l‘f‘ Team Code #: D
Prop Speaker #1 G(\,ﬁ N pts_27] Opp Speaker #1 %ﬂw oY pts Z‘?

Prop Speaker #2 M ‘C"“DL»S pts Lb Opp Speaker #2 &P\%M pts Ay

e

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£limination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatgts analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thg’debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refergfices to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant
e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Using the above criteria, please
each debater:

er compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: | opp1: N
NS, GMIO HARD P DM e UDL Sver o SRAYA-
TEOH6HTS LT A BT E v G WX LL (RIVGEHT O UT.
Prop 2: Opp 2: L o6
Kol Gofs THO Menis B Nier Calract YO Sk
&OT f B/ FivAL2HL wwI
PRI WT @1 oins W oo

TEAM.CODE #: { on the fﬁ i wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
. - - oL -/
REASON FOR DECISION: Tt YERRIVE ¢ ILST O TRD gt D T SIE VL

CRAST v o wTlU DRCENT sreainfeis D UsASLA ém;@,ptwrrrr
MLA T Swomin e AMGWMANT P b ranim o (its)




on) PARLI Debate

Shifs, VMashar(*13
Round 2B 11:00am R(oom 1)07 Judge’s Name: D OQ Qﬁ) E'S

Gov: 17 Campanella - Petruska ~

Opp: 5 Anand - Gupta S
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:_ )P\ MN M U
PROP OPE_,
Team Code #: \1 Team Code #: >

Prop Speaker #1 CMW pts_ 2., Opp Speaker #1 ‘AN A N A pts 2.—5
Prop Speaker #2 %mu pts P Opp Speaker #2 6\(A N

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

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

Opp 1: =% Togsy TiOLGH (N U *v‘k‘-&
Wl S DL Wile BUT TovbwYS

WS TRIDLEW S Jes B RV Fuacwee

%wza UTAUR 09750 b
H 0RWTy =/towd o
Prop 2: IA) 70 OpPP2: <7 NNAdl VAL (DIOTS, B

LYY THOL T BT SNow A T oM RSP

CODE #: ‘ 7 on the ; i\ ﬂ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

TE

REASON FOR DECISION:
QU Losy ko Xy wo s WG B0 TWLIL MGUMIAT
e WoTRDWMT RUACEiN g 3teoive ZcdMY M cAnY {4
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Macpherson, Michele (*3)
Round 2A 11:00am Room 108

Gov: 14 Keen - Kowalick-Allen
Opp: 8 Schoeffler - Nguyen
Novice Parli Debate
PROP

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 KO UJC'\ \t(l-\ pts Zq
l/ff ~ pts 28)

Prop Speaker #2

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

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name:j,r/v(,/d/‘e (e Mh{)‘c “~
Judge’s School Affiliation: Q"v‘w\m,f"

i o £ 1 £ AR S 8RR T Y S i

OPP
Team Code #:

—
Opp Speaker #1 /Uq VU-! € pts ZJ

Opp Speaker #2 SC I'lo eﬁ?{;— _pts_

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminationr6unds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ana

offered during the debate

each debater:

Prop1: + CIO"A e\

u\}
43%0%_{,\”\\»“* /
+ C/@af a et
/
S i L,
- e W

|
+Gos?

TEAM CODKE #: on the

/1Y

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the deb

et

_ﬂwins this debate.

<20 = Reserved for rude orthappropriate behavior

e the topic and the arguments

OPP1: 5 (00 oy tnannly Wolite 12

SUT(P :
Ljorf/- fo delur~ ?Tﬁﬁia&.
T[s{' sf (O otz T
S o

Opp 2: g E‘Cdﬁﬂ»y*ﬁ;%;w
*(900) OJ‘A{) e fe,fuw

\ana)
o~ S
sl on OL"LML"’* -

Drpge

s o

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

C/ﬂV Cose nrede— W”ﬁ\ A/Lﬁ



Macpherson, Michele (*3)
Round 2B 11:00am Rocom 108

Gov: 15 Dayton - Alexander
Opp: 5 Hsu - Sharma

Novice Parli Debate

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: ‘/’/Y\A M /V\&C\O ,‘ef&f\

Judge’s School Affiliation: g ,z,(mo\'\Sk'

/

PROP

OoPP =
Team Code #: l A Team Code #: S
Prop Speaker #1 D 0"\/ + -~ pts 2?, Opp Speaker #1 ”' CUA . pts 27

Prop Speaker #2 ,4 /6)(0\/J v pfs Zé Opp Speaker #2 S }W MO—_  nts 7/,?'

AN I

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 thg’topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters supgort arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatey$ 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 orgapized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer com
each debater:

iments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: . Opp 1: . i
it oy S |t s o B
© AN ¢ )
! wd IKVQ SFU«-L €
s el oyt o o
2o
Opp 2: o
Cron) pobelsborsty o iy S%M
Joe [Ad zeded et O()% \"WM ot
. 70 ,6\(‘—’— QUWM ()-fJ—
VOWW.H\-AQ heed d0Ae .S‘oP h,fvj F' l
N cGowd 300 [P
TEAM,CODE #: f') on the fﬂoﬂ wins this debate. c)*(ld\rwv'“M (efe V<

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Bhargava, Piyush (*5)

Round 2A 11:00am Room 2 ] s N . MU oV}
Gov: 15 Ramos - DiCicco udge’s Name ? s Ruae

Opp: 14 Clark - Canales

Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation; _ DvetS
Team Code #: \ S Team Code #;__\Y
Prop Speaker #1_"D | C\Ccee pts 28 Opp Speaker #1__ O wem Clwe pts <7
Prop Speaker#2 O\ C1 & pts_258 Opp Speaker #2 A \an  Caaghlen 426

Please award each speaker polnts based on the followmg scale

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserveg'for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criter,
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the depaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

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

Opp1: Showld kot okl e on

Coonin kv W rb\&h'k

addoann a\H— Lent ax
\W L(Mv'\"j) “’Tmh

Opp 2:

Devigred fem He +opic
f\deLa W wibh A',JYJ( on  Beton

H\Af’d(tg.v\ M.\c—. Nead "\: Usened™

TEAM CODE #:__'5 onthe_TROC  insthisdebate. baik de oA Aflmet™
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

C‘e\r\h} O\( QJ\C‘\\MIN«/{“'



PARLI Debate

Bhargava, Piyush (*5) ? L Zh
Round 2B 11:00am Room 2 5 . \ v
Gov: 13 Blanchard - Elmhirst Judge’s Name: 114 w ) avs A -
Opp: 14 Stromberg - Miller OV M3
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: \ 3 Team Code #: \Li

Prop Speaker #1 %‘t\ schyd ] pts 28 Opp Speaker #1/ A"‘\‘\ M\ h‘U( \,\ pts* < q
Prop Speaker #2 Zlen hoes ¥ pts 23 Opp Speaker # Stw "‘W a1

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

o Points of Information: How relevant and effeci¥e were the questions and the answers

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfulthe debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: S}-‘\w\\ow\& .

O" - o Opp I:
MMMW A4 Wiyl V%VM\M and "WW
A rhotelT 5?"4}405. Good ure

o, hamdo  and gortuno

{ Opp 2:

bt Ovoall Y /Conddat~ & o 4uti »91%0

TEAM/CODE #:___ Q&% 'Y on the Opp wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

The, wes «a VCN:J chore debo . ‘T\-Lﬂ\'(ﬁw Hat~ eUomang oy
het madln f/— Aeo il éf/nwrrrm»J“) b dort wem (F, Teans el hav¢
A b e ten 31,4, .&1 O‘(M G~ A"«H—' SWFM Ly o, LJG'U(




PARLI Debate

Griffin, Nona (*1) -
Round 2A,1.1:OOam Room 1 Judge’s Name: “OV\CL @'(‘I(:"F[ N

Gov: 4 Giverts - Han
Opp: 17 Cohen - Lemenager

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: A‘\!\a,‘ (/
PROP
Team Code #: Lt Team Code #: l "f‘
Prop Speaker #1_(siVes¥ S pts 24 Opp Speaker #1__C. v\l ~ / pts 2%

Prop Speaker #2 Hdln pts 23 Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Ve
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for'elimination rounds)

2B LF

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

. Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debajérs analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently t

debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and refergnces to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectivély the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant
e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

d effective were the questions and the answers

each debater:
Thidyt diie
Prop 1= p3eo(d ]ma‘a

+ 0. ‘o 4~ (™ Hne o sca T'm

in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

“evidnle,  |Oppl: covctes 5y Neb asic wha Yearr (F H'S Heir
+ohem

[N 7% S L betadt g cigerly WAl

-more donfidnnt-daivey (75 + 2 ufie -¥em, SFvng = +
VEC Full *o Spc / %}fpd 7\—}~€ « 5 3

- A\Q(ﬂ‘/ vis g qc:?urru\*-f WYt roA h'k} 0S¢ Oof ehrotren &l

Prop 2: I'

ev ldﬁr\‘(,
TEAMCODE#: |\ F onthe O{P  wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

K Opp 2: e@,(}.eé tSare as qbone
Defv was oLIS-H‘a.eﬂd\
pmqus.: \/4_3 Stron, SetreLoraf FepCRTIVE
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PARLI Debate

Griffin, Nona (*1) /7 /‘/
Round 2B 11:.00am Room 1 , . =

Gov: 5 Bokhari - Patel Judge’s Name: 22/ FF.

Opp: 15 Farkas - Cabral

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: /4/1/44 %W///W"/

Team Code #: < Team Code #: /5

Prop Speaker #1 @M& / . pts_& Opp Speaker #1 /7/%/(/7//5 /42‘4

Prop Speaker #2 ?A-LTZ Z— pts Zé Opp Speaker #2 pts Z@

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

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

nealed-

«  Propl: Coold UpM sa o Opp 1: De\v‘\'((Z‘. Mot Cst\ﬁk.b‘l‘ d(’.\\\/‘ﬁt) ot
19

S oF Arguinest west S’l‘"ﬁ’(‘)

reghed Steops JU"’@ S

\
Opp 2: q«j utiwc/\‘l, tlearly Wsmw

-

TEAM CODE #: 5 on the X(D wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: _
y Y
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PARLI Debate

Ernst, Debra (*17) /}b ’)/
Round 2A 11:00am Room 3 s . F
Gov: 5 Khan - Sharma fudge’s Name 148 AR1N
Opp: 15 Coelho - Siegel C\ H,S
Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: W \f\ SO\(
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 5 Team Code #: \S

Prop Speaker #1 K V\ a ﬂ ﬁ_ Opp Speaker #1 c)‘\ ep\e,\ / pts Qg
Prop Speaker #2 St ) I\ ! Y\( A pts & | m Opp Speaker #2 0 J) - \/%0 pts ?—8 T

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

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

rs analyze the topic and the arguments

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

Prop 1: W@\%ﬁ i&‘\'—
S\wacce&wv\

P 2eCM i Rest e

ag- Negs cas= -

Opp1: (xfeod SP—Qa,k\‘\S S‘}"‘/}Q

ol ¥
UM AL oMy \atdh-ouk owrguamen

.\ hWoNe a idunes,
e vt\\%er’i@jxonbmthm Opp 2: R%Uﬂ\\&ovdfeﬂf Zkbﬁék—l\,ﬁ
\}\\ cpeech, bl neatly addresst- uf )’O'V"' po Gzr-e,wf' p
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TEAM CODE #: 6 on the A % wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate

Ernst, Debra (*17
Emst, Debra (‘17) ngeereme. DROIOErnst

Gov: 8 Albers - Pell

Novice Pari Dabate. Judge's oot Atstiaion: W1 NASOT [T
e T
Team Code #: X Team Code #: IZA
Prop Speaker #1_ A\ Ve S ots 2 Opp Speaker #1 SOU\%O\ pts 0 7-
Prop Speaker #2_P2 \| pts 25 5 Opp Speaker #2 QO/ﬂ esS ptsd 75

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

Judging Lriteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively ghe debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts ayd references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and gffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side 2
o Points of Information: How rel¢vant and effective were the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debateys speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

each debater:

Prop 1: A\M . \9

Ton of yesoluwh

AL

- gt
Ok ARt |opp 10 St - Good Speakins stylty raw .
N\O“f\)c showld | oo points, Just didn't Spend
Wnouahh Hme bocleirg them Lp.
hce More Cacts/evidence when~
C/Paé?—h\ﬁ ‘Youf cCas< -

Prop 2: ?@U 'G(OOO JOb b)@()k-\\«\@ U“é) Opp 2: JoneS SFQOJJ— a |iHle more

\ous slewly ond annwnciafe . A few
200 peints DUt ok enough o
oNegcome- YA aPpPositiam,

TEAM CODE #: g on the k QQ' wins this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION: A\ (¢ |\ O(i;)p o(rf ppio'(,}' wnore facts @J\O\
Aot \0gyiC oy Speaker Hz—



Gienn Btlden PARLI Debate
)

?
Round 2A 11:00am Room 109
Gov: 4 Lanzone - Hubinger

Judge’s Name: 5} X (o ?ﬂ.{({@\(\

Opp: 17 Little - Wagner
Ng\ﬂce Parli Debatg Judge’s School Affiliation: M3
PROP OPP
Team Code #: /4 Team Code #: 17 /
Prop Speaker #1 Ho bmgg“ ptsZ8  Opp Speaker #1 L_ﬂ"‘(z_ / pts28

Prop Speaker #2_ L-ony?ovie_  ptsZ 8 Opp Speaker #2 \ NI A( pt&5

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quali

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reservg£d for rude or inappropriate behavior

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently phe debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refefences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectiyely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant
e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Using the above criteria, please
each debater:

Prop 1: CX(EOQ;\. d@‘ - Opp 1: 5080;\‘ AOMNCSASM +evideNoe Fexomples
Aok Sunimon] *"%U)”“E&\S

fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

' = : D B Yowdazst Spsdh ond goo
Prop 2ngoév uzm\‘j‘s“é ;3 %mﬂg}g 02(@(({;\{35 z o Vol < r
8 e { . .
c\famg,i’{? o Ak ol Yours and  clescly Wb ep g D
h \ ), )
Aroic TR EIL S| Contenties,

Xt
TEAM CODE #: ’ 7 on the QEE‘ wins this debate.
(Prop or O)
REASON FOR DECISION: e

oD e o)
adA A& e modebadl At
W:;;W&mr& caw:h:\j«smmc& fra wéamwnd.ﬁoodwb



Sorre—itoter PARLI Debate

Raesfeld; Kathteenvon{*14
e wsesnane_alhleen vorRpesteld
t(\)lg\ei:cg g-:le Bégnae:gson Judge s School Affiliation: SOY\OMO. Afad@vu.‘
s — orn
Team Code #: 3 Team Code #: 2
Prop Speaker #1_Phin tovth ptsd 8 opp speaker#1_Madison / ptscﬂ- a5
Prop Speaker #2._CUSRNZ0-  ptsdl 12D Opp Speaker #2 G\rtu\ pts Q1

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Ggod

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references/fo authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively th¢ debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and efféctive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ad organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respect

alyze the topic and the arguments

the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

opp 1: \Wowy 4o Be Brave I

t qu,l\wf wurces conr\ed—td —(-o-(-cp\c,
Jour Dsn oo

Spoke POt -

. ngt worll on cgﬁ ity —topiL

Prop 2: + |0V enthuZia s} pRSSion orp

Prop1: —+¢ \ear ?rcsen-lah on
well eragnized
+ eycellpnt Cv\«vxs

Braut ts oek vphert
- Ay e mt\:’ 3 i of o ?kssmM\ le%l( (,\Qaf\$ @\'S\\edl
(95:\;?0" c_:lo\(l s wel ¥ 2jocellerr Stoed wp ‘3\'\"0\\ r\o'\"l'*5
+ Lsllow © ned O bk N\WQ QML "‘ Ud'“ks

?m(t\"\ff 'NQPOW

TEAM CODE #: ? on the ?FOQ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

$he u\vlc-l-iw

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Ainsworth, Laura Ainsworth (*8) (Al

Round 3 1:30pm Room 102 , : l, g G V\W
Gov: 5 Anand - Gupta Judge’s Name:

Opp: 14 Green - Nichols

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: MMA (mﬂ[o

Team Code #: 6
4 :%Pmp Speaker #1 AMMA pts/l(( '6 Opp Speaker #1 WD (6 47 ’aopts Qq "5/ a[
oo Couflee i omses Lottt 5% 0 50 i

’f ’gl’lease award each speaker points based on the follp#ving scale: 6 W
=7 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstandjig 28 = Very Good st &
M&&cldc‘r 27=Good (but possibly not good enoygh to qualify for elimination rounds) o
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <M = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior 2l
Mowtt o COMIEr 22 o\ danglerns to be Vildly wsmal M

She dizubses murderers He Rule o, ing Criteria of s
Lo g Analysis: How reasonably and effectifely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments MA' 2'
UPP ,1 ~  offered during the debate

WAt & o Evidence: How appropriately angefficiently the debaters support arguments with )0/6
5&’) evidence—which may include fActs and references to authority as well as general knowledgeg \
°

(

o Points of Information:

e Courtesy: How courgeous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
voke on the hplosim akguoecd ! A IerV% o' has o 'Tnk*opdcoholfn’lxﬂs. Green <
* Using the above critgria, p’lﬁa;l:; offer compgmeg:t:‘) and/or estiops for improvement to made the
e ave o Y- Hdg 5 maXcd.
517!«/0“5/77 .M5 Wb m‘@/wyw
: dbe |OPP L 901 ¢ 5?‘7’0107. o’
L ond fhdmatn$ W be
Tets were put el 2sblshed soveind on 7
' g ol g
c ndt aa/5"’ A"J a % ﬂ,e%p/ﬂb
AS MM 2 Tretienf m"j v A /
: q )&HYU}PW . Opp 2: ,,\)&h( ' v PRV nor.m,_(“/
"ty o fup- N 7V~ T s~ 00t Stre hoayo
; T(@M}ZW\Q, O becomes 4 | unfdd for Yo besee . ot mlo‘y;d/—}u’-?
o iop-rakes (¥ abusive?| wrsider Switdivy plecs. Jour € Iin R s anef

- /W . N IMPloSm Y e uemends W /aﬂf sodl,
P‘:«L';)Z/r da‘%ﬁfyﬁw ? 4 Jon. hed e 1o davieleg Hese hried ot
AM CODE #: on the O E E wins this debate. {LmAYY /3 M :

(Prop or Opp) wneed, 7 zz
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‘Masters, Claudette (*13)

Round 3 1:30pm Room 3
Son Lomer

Gov: 5 Agarwal - Maitra
Opp: 15 Dayton - Alexander
Novice Parli Debate

,BROP
Team Code #:_ &>

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: [4 j Mﬂ_d ﬁo
Judge s School Affiliation: m M LGN L,k

OPP
Team Code #: 15’

Prop Speaker #l’rgzggl E g?f M%‘(Q 27 Opp Speaker #1 gﬂl Pef Dm'ﬁ'%ts Zéﬂ
Prop Speaker #2 DI\“ !(l | ‘!(lth'a pts_ & £ z27 Opp Speaker #2 &){\ Alm% 26

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

26-25 = Fair

Judging Criteria

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriatelx and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include Tacts 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
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in
and easily understandable

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

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

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

each debater: L_S/L 'tC NS 6@3&, L LU\ &Jkd D()‘&/Lf'e
e 5 A
P__O_E/Plggfpefégml N i on /*"?1‘1 - Dpapel (42 soure e
A0 M Ct.t ck Pwseﬂt @ lear’ [rog acg . NJO /\im
G h s, Slomo Loud to'ton m:~ et d - e Caagu@t
Pfo&imuu wmo& f\f\pfu L. -_A..M Uit @ oleed N o me }:Q

saadl \,muau Cigh

ol

dcuif

PmP

QJU‘tCLQ AL o ~ 18O S YV}A’W

(oébcg.' \

\Q/’ﬁ (.&]\/LC
~astola “Slend

(RS 4
Pmp 2. P St Fess w\‘ﬁl}o”{)

Gored, bOBT K Nt
JA;eér Cre&;?cﬂ;eaz)iﬁ

pents

5

REASON FOR DECISION:

o _easte d
Aeueadh o

on the Pf O& wins thls deébaté:
(Prop or Opp)
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. PARLI Debate o 1;.8
Catterton, Chris (*1) SC ( 7[L s rro
Round 3 1:30pm East14 s . o) -
Gov: 8 Ainsworth - Cusenza Judge’s Name: 3 —a A= G- ‘{ -
¢ Opp: 13 Blanchard - Eimhirst A \ ¥
o Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: mw\y N ép
R PROP OPP =< &
‘é\-—-, Team Code #: 8 Team Code #: \? %:g ‘0
) A Cw g
‘_z. Prop Speaker #1_fW\WS (¥ o(‘\'\\ pts Zq Opp Speaker #1 %\)\‘\C\M (L pts 21 2,"‘ 5
4 —
j Prop Speaker #2 ( USCMZD pts 18 Opp Speaker #2 QMI\I{S’\' ptsz-g ;‘j g;/
- S s 8§
b —é Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale ¢ °"3—<.
5 @ 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good T o
3 27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination #6unds) < 3‘"
§ g 26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or iappropriate behavior T %_
=
@" \ Judging Criteria =
e~ %. ® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyZe the topic and the arguments W %-
o~ & offered during the debate e
%’ e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debgt€rs support arguments with y/:@
Y evidence—which may include facts and references 0 authority as well as general knowledge 'R s
S e Argumentation: How directly and effectively th€ debaters respond to the arguments made g &
P & +
o g by the other side Q\'
o Points of Information: How relevant and gffective were the questions and the answers Q K
% e Delivery: How well the debaters speak i an organized, communicative style that is pleasant & 8
g) and easily understandable 31-(%
% /3 e Courtesy: How courteous and respg€tful the debaters were to opponents and judges g -
- 3. x
o+~
’{/ Using the above criteria, please gffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to ~ “
A each debater: A\ [ \\'a\\ Ko stathe A need e speak fohjer Closh mote, sy

(oMpor. g8 Wofe. \'\Cfg \'S Some, uSQQ\ \Qe- same ol ihich we\\mseg
ﬂ“"‘l“‘" ol P - - "we Sa\k -‘—\\, wef\}  Dlenyone s

e
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- {omdty- only /4 cw?\«. Weds '\OJ()M ai‘/dh (omf ﬂ{k)en \;7 cq\-Q\.c.\u '”J‘r jt‘.
D ac’c; lva 1550¢s <g Y Py KJM Ve (onhmenctes,
1.6e} ec\ -\’kv.. T AM CODE #: on the PEOP wins this debate 'H"(«y(ft wie (@:&,c
W be WX (aSe beCoMp 3 \f{el&n"\ (P op or Opp) wn\ e s New
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PARLI Debate

Wells, Brendan (*1)
Round 3 ,1:30pm East10 Judge’s Name: B ~en (( & L \A/e/ 1(9

Gov: 15 Ramos - DiCicco

Opp: 14 Stephens - Flanagan

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: A na , y /
Team Code #: 14 Team Code #:__ IS

P
Op "W_Speaker #1 5-1—(,901\ el ? pts Z; @?S';eaker #1 l 2 & é\ C,C‘ 7 / pts_Z_z-
© v BEh Speaker #2 E la lﬂﬂ.%’\ pts 2.7 €5 Speaker #2 No Sho pts

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

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterg/analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

6 Proy
‘ﬁ‘gplﬂ(o“r’ Ae.(n‘vc was GPP-IIA a-,s‘w.) ] ’('lb’hqb\z{ ‘/@(/: werc
a |Hle errat — Wl ld real 4 Craut Lo -ﬂ‘nrklxld\9
{‘C,ac‘—i’-ns you M-]-as yprﬁ@u{' ‘}'L\-e,f f"ownéf. for '\r\-eac'f"
S-l-u_,‘hlera—gL Co ™ Lee-l’s/oa.r' —Hme_/ r‘c,_o-uy 'p&c‘,M on yau.)f-
(lcu_c. while 510!—4!.@-.3, O~ "-Vh\la'—:('lbr\— ML-Ef M&L : -
o 3| x’ﬁofy‘\;ez—@" subtepic Lave Yolbing
MPM.*J— ’:a,*l-e}'ai n Opp 2: ?02\41}.5
Yau—L lev 40— m...\c,&} Jut’
6 €ce |\'\3. -1 ‘ylu Kﬁee "\ﬁ
ol ¢ = eh M‘%iﬂ'
b ~ e o
eii- ?9.“-'_*34‘/‘: opres i

TEAM CODE #: 4 onthe_(ODypp  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

an.é r_/ca-rwr[r,f

L3 .

REASON FOR DECISION:
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RLI Debate

RaymoBa-BiHb (*1) /\/
Round 3 1:30pm Annex1 , .
Gov: 5 Khan - Sharma Judge’s Name:
Opp: 17 Cohen - Lemenager
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: A,\a\q\
PROP OPP ,
Team Code #: = Team Code #: {7 /
Prop Speaker #1__ <o wnon pts 2.6 Opp Speaker #1 Covan, / pts2.l
e\ ok,
Prop Speaker #2. \non pts_15 Opp Speaker #2 pts_ 1S bosicatly, bt
G L TR L ke D PRI P «W.,«..y ceveseny IR TR (b R 4 R bt N0 N X A A TR A .A e et A e ~ o u WM
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: N @b ek
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 28 = Veyy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify {ér elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserve¢/for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteri
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debagers analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1! - &ear conorce Opp 1 <20y epein s modh  olocde Mo ‘wplc

"bcoa we. of ?\-‘.co)c.o\ Ve

cWeke e OSkem,  whore corede - e udo\

Seer Vol cafv}\mt% re Wt‘\‘ﬁa\‘hﬂ\ ?°"")" S e cuwinoetze i - Qouor
g’ﬁ" St a :

Prop 2: ety Weeven Opp 2:

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

REASON FOR DECISION: T\,  Yeclnyica \,:,c)c‘,,...\ ops Yo Mo Coponwiion, v M worh

\'"'“}“'”\ % awerded Vo Mo Ogeontion. Tha  opgostionn Promrked o e Wk wioy

Cer o aoeMe amd orlapnd, eum SR Maey @il pob ey el vie welds

Presian. T, bowaven, 05 M Cunah  Prp Peaker povded e, VoW o "*‘“"*5 case

Ce- Me w?«w\;\-\ ol "50\»\ bp.mvw\.“ W WNe e~ a woddled b\ \r-s\\h\-\ :;CI:?)




, = PARLI Debate 6&”\”\ Covrv
McNamara, Lana (*1) @a yj

Round 3 1:30pm East16 Judge’s Name: LFMDR MENaAmMARA -

Gov: 13 Burrous - Blankenburg

Opp: 14 Arroyo - Mendoza o
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Em H S .
PROP OPP
Team Code #: ‘ S Team Code #: l

Brrvons 5
Prop Speaker #1 ptsz7 ! Opp Speaker #1 ' Mw’% pts 2
ts_ﬁ | Opp Speaker #2 mé&/!d % A_. - Pts 2 3

Prop Speaker #2

o e e it

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Yery Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reseryed for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteyia

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

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

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

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

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

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

Opp 1: HTT—O O .

> Stamd. Wa‘v—-

—Chas Vrwws ordon,
I/O@” Qﬂg/uﬁ.d,} D)%§§Lmal

Opp 2 Mendoza

éuﬁ?mt / htiteratesr
TEAM CODE #: / //,L ; on the %wins this debate.

Opp)

T ol ol e
”7/”’ %Z.
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PARLI Debate
Young, Kathy (*1)

Round 3 1:30pm Room 1 Judege’s Name: k /(l OuUN
Gov: 14 Keen - Kowalick-Allen tdge s Tame_4 'H“/ Yoy _jq
Opp: 16 Reid - Gerlach H S\
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: / L’/ -2
PROP [ L_} 0) g
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 YOU(A \l ( l(,-ﬂ”pﬁts 27 Opp Speaker #1 %l'A pts A7

/\? Clach pts 27>

Please award each speaker points based on the followifig 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 5 Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Prop Speaker #2 Y—@/V] pts 2¥ Opp Speaker #2

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

Using the above criteria,
each debater:

lease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: Opp 1: ’
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MG ANeriSimg |

TEAM CODE #: lb( on the ?fd ( wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Little, Sharon (*17)
Round 3 1:30pm Roo
Gov: 14 Clark - Cafrales

Opp: 8 Schoeffler - Nguyen
Novice Parli Debate

0Kk

Team Code #: FROP \Ll

N
Prop Speaker # I_Qﬂ_ﬂﬁ_lw_ pts_ ¥\ /)//\ Opp Speaker #1 { 1‘ ’ ’4“ 1
Prop Speaker #2 ‘ —4‘ ﬂd K L k Opp Speaker #2 ‘ I‘ Al 1’

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: L/ W/

77 1 &

Judge s School Affiliation:

OPP @ /

Team Code #:

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very (ood
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for gflimination rounds)
<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria

offered during the debate

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterg analyze the topic and the arguments

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the ¢ébaters support arguments with

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

by the other side

and easily understandable
®

Argumentation: How directly and effectively/the debaters respond to the arguments made

Points of Information: How relevant and £ffective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak iff an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

Courtesy: How courteous and respecfful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:
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on the wins this debate.
(Prop orfOpp)

REASON FOR DECISION;
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PARLI Debate

Sharma, Kashyp (*5) .
Round 3 1:30pm Annex2 Judge’s Name: o S WAG
Gov: 8 Yin - Tan

Opp: 14 Hassan - Goody

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation; (D A'A S
PROP OP£
Team Code #: ? Team Code #: \
Prop Speaker #1 ! oW pts 2 2 Opp Speaker #1 é\ [+e) O‘.H pts X'

Prop Speaker #2 \f [N pts 0Q7’ Opp Speaker #2 ‘-\QQS awn pts 28‘
Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved

jod :
imination rounds)
T rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatefs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refergnces to authority as well as general knowledge
® Argumentation: How directly and effectiv€ly the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant
e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
¢ Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:
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TEAMCODE#: )4 onthe O wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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E Yy, PARLI Debate

Sutton, Jim (*7) N ] '

Round 3 1:30pm East12 V. (JO/ B/ Judge’s Name:____ ¢ S/ v ’IL(O I~

Gov: 5 Bokhari - Patel

Opp: 17 Campanella - Petruska

N§5.ce Parli [?ebate Judge s School Affiliation: (/O VK/ d /

. MPROP:S/ | OPP/fIL
Team Code #: Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 (Va 7L€/( pts Z Y Opp Speaker #1 GM / A ?// / 28 pts
Prop Speaker #2 %O W a /{ pts Z j/ Opp Speaker #2 p/@i’/'}/ v/ L a pts 27’

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followm cale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding = 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 tlie debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

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

Raesfeld, Kathleen von (*14) Mﬁ@_@&ﬁﬁd

Round 3 1:30pm East13 s .

Gov: 5 Hsu - Sharma Judge’s Name:

Opp: 15 Hendrickson - O'Connor E :]

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: A(f ad@;\u{

e b 8RS RS TSP 750 L e

Team Code #: 5 Team Code #: 15
Prop Speaker #1 H S L pts 9775 Opp Speaker #1 6\ (mm)( - pts D 8

Prop Speaker #2 Shgrmp ptsg% 2 Opp Speaker #2 be‘—;"/ pts 21.5

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

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

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

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

each debater:
Opp 1: + lDusSIne>s- I\Ke shaet - GrepT ) ;
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TEAM CODE #: 5 on the YOP _ wins this debate. A eep br‘COt'H’\ ?au
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PARLI Debate

Fishlow, Dan (*9) ey
Round 3 1:3:)pm Room 107 Judge’s Name: ‘}/\6\4\,0\)

Gov: 14 Raesfeld - Sappington

Opp: 5 Bardalai - Rangwala M
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Vamont-e
PROP orPpP %/
Team Code #: )"{ Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 6&‘\7\) ma'l'o(\ pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 Bacd C pts Z%

Prop Speaker #2 ’V\C\% JQ,LE pts Z\i Opp Speaker #2 (27/\\'*(\&0\ pts 23

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

Judging Critgria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d¢baters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refgtences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectiyely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant
® Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

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

Prop I: ‘>c\p(2\r\:§v}\ Opp 1: 952 u(a\
Geood OQQ"‘VO Zooé ((a ol 9*"& (oo ) & Se 3o formd M(SW(
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TEAM CODE #: | onthe_ OUPP  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Vejby, Mara (*1)

Round 3 1:30pm East15 ) . «
Gov: 4 Lanzone - Hubinger Judge’s Name'm%ﬁé——\
Opp: 8 Navarra - Nguyen

Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Qha}d
PROP O‘g‘
Team Code #: L'\ Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 M‘m—%&( pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 N av a/qé; pts b

Prop Speaker #2 L3Aone pts 29 Opp Speaker #2 )‘%

WY 2o pts 2l
J N

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 qualif§y for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reseryed for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criterja
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tife debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referénces to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectivgly the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side ’
o Points of Information: How relevant effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak/n an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respeftful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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TEAM CODE #: L‘{ on the = wins this debate.
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REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Noah, Harrison (*1)

Round 3 1:30pm Room 109 Judge’s Name: H OA
Gov: 6 Murdock - Bazile £ Sre\emn SO,

Opp: 14 Stromberg - Miller
Novice Parli Debate

SELGY 00 TSR RBORRS 41€ 4

PROP ” ” OPP )

Judge’s School Affiliation:_ Awsad w
NS

AR 3 S A

Team Code #: {0 Team Code #: \

Prop Speaker #1__Baz. 1€ pts 29 Opp Speaker #1 M u(/ pts Q7

Prop Speaker #2 Mordoon pts a8 Opp Speaker #2 patl bera pts 30
)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please
each debater:

fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: . Oppl: Yoo &&= qrenk (oY Lq")ﬁj
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REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Noah, Mariah (*1
Round 3 1:30pm EastSB ) Judge’s Name: Lkl[k&‘(i an Moo\ In

Gov: 6 Green - Madison

Opp: 15 Coelho - Siegel
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:__ {=Yv\at (L’
PROP Oorp -
3
2 X Team Code#.___(g Team Code #: \5
J
O
3 Prop Speaker #1 MISO«\ ptscd | Opp Speaker #1 S\e,g‘e,&/ ptsad T
<
\5 g Prop Speaker #2 Qj\{ﬁ/\/’\ pts&(o Opp Speaker #2 C_O \na pm&‘]
o —-— NI e s LD L A hmm b e A R £ S K s . B . o e e i S TR (R A bR A XA
h ~ Please award each speaker points based on the following scalg’
A N 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Yery Good
§ S §§ 27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualiff for elimination rounds)
i 26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reseryed for rude or inappropriate behavior
3
g« Judging Crit
g “+ . e Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the dgbaters analyze the topic and the arguments
3 _§ é offered during the debate
+ o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently’'the debaters support arguments with
AR '§ evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
- > e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
S~ 4 by the other side
;z P P §- e Points of Information: How relevanf and effective were the questions and the answers
- d . . . . . .
= § e Delivery: How well the debaters sp€ak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
e % and easily understandable
= s 8 e Courtesy: How courteous and péspectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
E AN
- éj d S Using the above criteria, pleas¢ offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
; 3 g < each debater:
s | donedd A
K_ Prop 1: \‘((XA { 1 Opp 1: @iﬁ?ulﬁ M\m‘-\-;ms
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TEAM/CODE# \9 onthe O wis this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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EOING BANANAS 15 BetTER. THAND BE NG CORNY
PARLI Debate

Macpherson, Michele (*3)

Round 3 1:30pm Room 111 ) CIZR A\ \UDN e
Gov: 4 Giverts - Han Judge’s Name: ERN N BM M k@NEU

Opp: 17 Little - Wagner
Novice Parli Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:, SAM MAE\ N LS .

PROP P
Team Code #: 4 Team Code #: / 7

Prop Speaker #Iﬂﬁ"fﬂ\) &INEZPts 1 Opp Speaker #1 ABé Y LITTUE pts 23
Prop Speaker #2 ) ‘“—Akj HAN pts $7 Opp Speaker # NOAH Wk“e& pts 2%

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

: ;X’Pliim*‘\\?:u Opp 1: APPY
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TEAM CODE #:____\ 7 onthe__O PP wins this debate.
(Prop or

REASON FOR DECISION:
CosD TR By BOTHA 5103 Putr NOT MANY FACTS AS THIUS WAL
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Chen, Ming (*5)

Round 3 1:30pm Room 103
Gov: 15 Farkas - Cabral
Opp: 6 Santana - Jones

Novice Parli Debate

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: M, V,\_Q C/\(’/—\/

Judge’s School Affiliation: P ’\fH g

NV Ty AN b e

PROP S - ”(')PP
Team Code #: | 5 Team Code #:; 6

- S
Prop Speaker #1 M Fagl?a 34 Opp Speaker #1 ,ja;’l ¢ / __pts 24
Prop Speaker #2 Co\ bY}Q/Q pts 2} Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very/Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify foy/elimination rounds)

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offex, compliments and/gr suggestions yypme
each debater: Wj’?&"g —g %EW? 7 w‘w ,2% N

25 ey
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TEAM CODE #: / ; on the -wins this debate. J’ i"'ﬁ e,
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Lake, Abby (*15)

Round 3 1:30pm Room 108 Judge’s Name: /g—/gb/ A Lﬂ,k e

Gov: 8 Albers - Pell
Opp: 13 Sundararaman - Baetkey

Novice Parli Debate Judge s School Affiliation: KY%&
PROP OPP
Team Code #: X( Team Code #: / 5

Prop Speaker #1 AHbers ptsg‘s Opp Speaker #1_RA Gf’K&b{ ptség
Prop Speaker #2 P bz,r:g pts / Opp Speaker #X,_SZU’K(&U’ aramasl pts&g

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatfrs analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tife debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referénces to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant
e Delivery: How well the debaters sp
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and r¢spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

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