Pinole Judge 4 (*14) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1A 9:00am Room 55
Pro: 13 Lee - Marcus

Con: 11 Deng - Gill Judge’s Name:_mMEHER 6CORGE
JV Public Forum
Judge’s School Affiliation: COUEGE BREP
PRO: CON:
Team Code #:__ |3 Team Code #:__||
Pro Speaker #1 Magcn pts %_ Con Speaker #1 PENG pts ?O
Pro Speaker #2 e pts élg Con Speaker #2 GILL pts g O

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

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?

e EVIDENCE: Didfhe debater support arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence cr%ﬂg;le?

® REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were argumel}t§ logically built?

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross ﬁré‘xgonducted in a civil manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debatereffectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning

e DELIVERY: Did each debater spéhg in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

Using the above criteria, please offer cd}hpﬁments and/or suggestions for

improvement to each debater: % gdm\%@ My NEED TD PronDE Imprer /(!
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Amy McLead-(*2) PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 1B 9:00am Room 219 ’
Pro: 14 Knight - Phan , N . T Nlelsnne
Con: 5 Kasi - Paila Judge’s Name: A“\B 1 L/L\QC N
Novice Public Forum v
Judge’s School Affiliation: Q nal hli
PRO: CON:
Team Code #: \H Team Code #:

Pro Speaker #1 %’ZJ’\V\V{ Yhan pts =7 7 Con Speaker #1 e ”‘%\i la ptsf’? 1

Pro Speaker #2 H/n \gh pts 29 Con Speaker #2 \4 4S5 pts=_/

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

Judging Criteria

® ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?

® EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible? /

® REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by thc debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built? '

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?

® REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater:
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Amy MgEgéad (*2) PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 1A 9:00am Room 219

Pro: 17 Cutler - O'Brien , . ! - Y me i
Con: 13 Cheng - Cheng Judge’s Name: M"{ Ml cone

Novice Public Forum 7
Judge’s School Affiliation: Q(f“\ aly

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: 17 Team Code #: \

T — e Pl
l’u\c3 rise ptsw?zg Con Speaker #1 \Smmd_ Lhﬂ’\:% ptsyzg

Pro Speaker #1

Pro Speaker #2 Ckﬂnf’ e O @e’i&q pts <7  Con Speaker #2 Toshua C"\’Zﬂ‘s\ pts 2 (o

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

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts;
Was the evidence credible? '

e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the di
analysis? Were arguments logically built? 5

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questlons relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil n}énner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively countef the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an oxgamzed communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable? ;

expert opinions, or illustrations?

ater drawn from evidence and

Using the above criteria, please offer cqmphments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater: J
£
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Sanjeev Ohawla (*8) PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 1A 9:00am Room 217 .
Sanieed Chned b

Pro: 5 Kim - Deivaprakash , )
Con: 2 Cree - Chand Judge’s Name:

Novice Public Forum
Judge’s School Affiliation: bvwv neten Hig Scloo )

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: 5 Team Code #: 2—
Pro Speaker#1 K m pts 2 { Con Speaker #1 Cinand pts 265
Pro Speaker #2 b‘? Wi Dt nlCogin pts 2% Con Speaker #2 Cree, pts 271

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

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater cffectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

e DELIVERY: Did cach debater speak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater:
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Sanjeev Ohawla (*8) PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 1B 9:00am Room 217 ) .
Judge’s Name: %l V\j‘e eV CL\IIWD LU

Pro: 1 Chen - Jiang
Con: 17 Johnson - Klaiman

Novice Public Forum
Judge’s School Affiliation: b ‘/\[7—\7\" M‘S L Sthoo ) -
PRO: CON:
Team Code #: ! Team Code #: vl
Pro Speaker #1 Q\/\#AN pts 7"" Con Speaker #1 Johwnsun | pts 2%
Pro Speaker #2 jv(k‘(\@ pts_ 2%  Con Speaker #2 WKiarman pts 27

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

Judging Criteria

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relev. ‘,-: 4t and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner? i

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the argumeh
analysis, evidence, or reasoning? y,

e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an orgamzed, gg)mmumcatlve style that was pleasant
and easily understandable? y

ts of the opposition with

Using the above criteria, please offer comphmghts and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater: :
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Debbie Crosby (*19) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1B. 9:00am Room 2.15 _ )
Pro: 5 Sinha - Kulkarni Fodge’s Nome: O(DS\D:\)

Con: 14 Andola - Nguyen

Novice Public Forum :
Judge’s School Affiliation: Sﬂ V\ S
PRO: CON:
Team Code #: < Team Code #: 4

\ . = Prcho\
Pro Speaker #1 KC}\\C—C\/‘(V\\ pts 25 Con Speaker #1 m& pts o

Pro Speaker #2 6\ o pts 27 Con Speaker #2 N S\)\)\i\ﬁl‘f\ pts [4%)

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

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, cxpeft opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debatcr zﬁrawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questlons relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the afguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an orgamzed, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater: '
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Debbie Crosby (*19) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1A 9:00am Room 215
Pro: - Qi ‘
ro: 1 Hsu - Qiu Judge’s Name: (/\(”DS\O\)\

Con: 15 Anand - Quintal
Novice Public Forum
Judge’s School Affiliation: 6\1 k\g
PRO: CON:
Team Code #: \ Team Code #: \ "5»

Pro Speaker #1 @\)\ pts 22 Con Speaker #1 \% Q\‘)\V&“ﬁ?ﬁ %/27
-

SV
B e e s o pts ﬁ Zgon Speaker #2 '/)V nao V\C)\ pts z8

Pro Speaker #2

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

Judging Criteria

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issug(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise? /

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civilmanner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: 15 on the @ (DN wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 1A 9:00am Room 221
Pro: 56 Mehta - Manjrekar
Con: 17 Gaffney - Laffey Judge’s Name: § N&L hﬂkq

Novice Public Forum
Judge’s School Affiliation: /YL'HS

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: S— Team Code #: l'7

Pro Speaker #1 Mﬁﬂa)ﬂ m pts 2—! Con Speaker #1 Lﬁx@u pts 2’_2
Pro Speaker #2 N\Mﬂ pts ZT Con Speaker #2 &@‘é‘(‘ﬂg pts ZZ

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = OQutstanding 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

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expet} opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

® REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

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

Pro 1: \{ou Q(b\\ecthﬂ M“\%“— Conl: Good deli

de\\(eﬁsm\n&.

Pro 2: Cyoed ael ] Con 2: A ,C&) Mis ?(onumc:\‘at‘\ous .
Brelent @ . Grood (EasemnA.
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TEAM CODE #: 6 on the :X D wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)

REASON FORDECEION: M@mﬁc T ovidomee mode QASUDBIVE .
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PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1B 9:00am Room 221

Con: 1 Fedyk - Albert

Pro: 17 Ayers - Naeve Teidse’s Nene: ? Nw A@a‘%
Novice Public Forum
Judge’s School Affiliation: J 1-1‘ ‘ %
PRO: 4 CON:
Team Code #: l Team Code #: l

Pro Speaker #1 A(ujb(s pts Zg Con Speaker #1 A\M pts 28
Pro Speaker #2 W}Q/ pts % Con Speaker #2 @dt{)‘ﬁ pts 26

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = OQutstanding 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  §

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise? i

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with fact%ﬁ(pen opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible? &

e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the dé%,ter drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built? &

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were gu stlons relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civily ';"anner‘7

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively coun@*r the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning? ~

e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in ammgamzed, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable? ;

Using the above criteria, please offg;i#bcompliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater:

Pro 1: Ybu( g@@k\ S \INS O\Q@(' Con 1: @e@;g 6’6&? elickin l:SouC en.
3@\;(& wl\- ¢ %sféfét \easo. ltomex Seu(:} voice

") \\Wé} J..uw(\
4 \kfg wea of endowee .

Pro 2 Con 2:
f)@s:) 8(4@* Nk \(e,\ou;t(ﬁ\S 6(L/Aft rcfasomg.
(e %SOV\\VEB Gt MVMQ‘S
TEAM CODE #: \ on the ¢ QM wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION: MQS Aeam well prepare | well "fdt% Breellopt
ooskice. . ,

Bothh TEMS NEED o Bt BeFier AV TIMING |






Selena Wong (*5)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 60
Pro: 12 Xu - Zhu

Con: 9 Guerrero - Chen
JV Public Forum

PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Judge’s Name&w W 0 A/ /}

Judge’s School Affiliation: D UQ L/ /{/ HS

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: | 2~ Team Code #:
Pro Speaker #1 X U pts 'Lﬁ Con Speaker #1 Chon pts%
Pro Speaker #2 2 pts 7//, Con Speaker #2_ (3710 vy D {, pts Z 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 elimit;rétﬁon rounds)
26-25=Fair 24-20=Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or indppropriate behavior
4

Judging Criteria /

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issué(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with fagfs, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by thé debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built? ‘

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Weére questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in.d civil manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

e DELIVERY: Did each debater spéak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant

and easily understandable?

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

DP;;I: o Voo Cacton Lot Conl:‘\w«
ol vt re codina vE gt A | oS = W reAnt ov~
‘ Qeod elvedtne-S Good cdadiwne o
Pro 2x | It Con 2:
—— N CA OL ' — . . . .
a\lows e ¢ ida-to A mmm,\__a‘wm P S
ke wistole afilin~ Vs, ngphtoan e
go—col cabadn g
TEAM CODE #: l L‘ on the _@_Wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Selena Wong (*5) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1A 9:00am Room 60

e ot Gl NG 2

JV Public Forum
Judge’s School Affiliation: 314 B(_Jﬂ/ H \30

PRO: CO@
Team Code #: 2 Team Code #:
Pro Speaker #1_Sehollea  pts 2D ConSpeaker#1___Ljy pis 22
Pro Speaker #22_(Covndadlo pts 2{o_ Con Speaker #2 / 2acly ptsﬁ z1

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 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert/opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter thearguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning? ‘

e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

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

S her S Sow Conl: o) F :
s N —J e |/ rca.. P> >
Agcu,%;ur L':AA JV\&@#M W
i Frenl | H Furce s~ l\/zaeﬁ C ot Ao,
/% 1 o~ %&}Zcﬂmafm m v A Q on £ ree M
f&mpoyvb» nedel € no re worlc — & 47%’% Eo ll swu & indo preSoL-Le(
e(ao-vdc—\% a C- ~c,5°’4'L e re

Pro 2: ‘ Con 2 ‘
TAP AU P PLH fnt oy otther St T
= "/' o " L nrd € MN&U ottore. S jols—

N (’Jf'w)L/W\ Y SN o' %, Sz Loarch &—/%W

Fandoledy On LI S0 0 dee |@letorial quecniab crshind
5&}3&(1 W mec/m:%m«

PEAM CODE #; 9 onthe CON  wins this debate.
» (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION: . . — lpette v
Better oyuerime More informakivn. o Songees

Codets Yo oftev stde
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Pranav Shahi (*4) PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 1B 9:00am Room 54
Pro: 9 Chan - Inamdar : . >

Con: 13 Fehr - Wadhwani Fudge’s Name: PRA'N AV SHQH ‘
JV Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: DJUH C

PRO: CON:
Team Code #:_C AN = INAMDA R Team Code #:. SR~ w A DHWA ¢

Pro Speaker#1___ CH A pts 26  ConSpeaker#1 WAV HWANM | pis 29

Pro Speaker #2_ | WAMD AR pts_2% ConSpeaker#2  FE HR pts 29

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: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible? p

e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an organized; communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

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

" Need 4o rromage ~Hne [ Sery confent and couteoun
Hod gesd toughti, buct
S’h«ugglﬁe' 7 i A’W‘*’"‘d’

Pro 2: Con 2:

Hod vty Qed Aeceedy om Newy oo éuwwujsﬁeqw*&/

Q@aﬁagiwcgwm Qpesety gotd choudty G Arerg

TEAM CODE #: FZHR-WADHwAY onthe €Y wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Th et Ul a Ot~ Gided debote. Pro oot rot akte 10 loy taq
complete core | gtongeled de@awmgmwwdwrc&
cmummei st ahgumesdy Hhtough ot e debote
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Pranav Shahi (*4) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1A 9:00am Room 54

Pro: 9 Uppal - 'Virk . .2

Con: 13 Wong - Jones Judge’s Name: \ RHMAJ SH At )
JV Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: . DV H S

PRO: CON:
Team Code # U PPAL.~VIRW Team Code #. WO NG -~ JOVEC
Pro Speaker #1 VIRy pts 29 Con Speaker #1 wonpns pts (2$‘
Pro Speaker#2__ | J PIPAL pts_ 27 Con Speaker #2 JoNES pts 2

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25=Fair 2420 =Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the dcbatér drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manngr?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

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

Pro 1: Con 1:

Gotd emplonis , steerg cuot | clesn cpeech Oud ey ooy
Heer ond gummarie S o

Pro 2: Con 2:

Conthude Your Cupriihrel | | cpfidewt Sheech & clon-fing
%ood Sumracte

Al-
uPP 12w on the _____Pﬁ_a__wins this debate.

(PRO or CON)

TEAM CODE #:

REASON FOR DECISION
succezrw i~ debotig ‘l'wct meostelle Sushicis s Ug Ma,b{p

Canrt s/ In “Hred b o

Resndes +Hot 7t wioy a vely Qotd £ close debaik.
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Ruby Kaur (*9) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1A 9:00am Room 26 ) : )
Pro: 17 Halls - Raissi
Con: 3 Kelley - Lopez
JV Public Forum

Judge’s Name:

Judge’s School Affiliation: [,0 Y et
PRO: CcoN:
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Pro Speaker #1 \"\ CL\\& pts _2 Con Speaker #1 (-/ 0 P e pts 2—@
Pro Speaker #2 K a i Sg \ pts 25 Con Speaker #2 )(/'\ 62/\\6\‘1 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 for elimination rounds)
26-25=TFair 24-20 =Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support argument
Was the evidence credible?

® REASONING: Were the conclusions reached
analysis? Were arguments logically built? '

® CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Werc questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in %yi:lVll manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectlvcly counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning? :

e DELIVERY: Did each debater spcak i’ ‘an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable? ;

2F

ith facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?

the debater drawn from evidence and

:u‘.'
e

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

Pro 1: V* C‘X"""ﬁméo » C,@zv&(iea:ﬁ/ Con 1:

Neeod evidendt

Pro 2: ch?‘@-&’é 1@”5/& \’\eaap Con 2:
improvd loeely

]\\,
P&w/gﬁj\w‘ . QP&\Q C_ \QQX,
TEAM CODE #: L2 onthe C_©W_ wins this debate.
A (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION: il | i
[ e.&d A€ © L e \Oﬁe‘\éﬁ

o,o/,\.&{‘g\x@pﬁ v an ﬁav\e iLkQJdYA .







Ruby Kaur (*9) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1B 9:00am Room 26
Pro: 1 Kireeff - Zhong

Judge’s Name: ngq

Con: 14 Pareja - Byrne
JV Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation:

PRO: con: U
Team Code #: Team Code #: 5
Pro Speaker #1 K{\Y’e—i’:ﬁ pts 28 Con Speaker #1 PC{‘YQ—, A pts 2-8

pts g Con Speaker #2 (é' \, YV\ <

pts @2—%

Pro Speaker #QZM O'/Aj

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=

Judging Criteria
explanation clear and concise?
Was the evidence credible?

REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater drawn from evidence
analysis? Were arguments logically built?

REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the arg
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

and easily understandable?

j
/

Using the above criteria, please offer comphmem,fs and/or suggestions for

G oael

) M?ﬁl/q‘e,/ &

improvement to each debater:

Prol: V' C:\U’@"’/Q
qﬂw\f

>0
(%w\%i

j’
Con 1:
J

/
/
/

f
Pro 2: Q' Cy@,é}"( 5 V‘\e@e fi_t
B prove Y onowpe

f on the E To wins this debate.

(PRO rCON)C/@J OQQJ\&
005’ dfc f:@A

3

REASON FOR DECISION: v C:f
=V, d bnce

oY j an 2’@9&

TEAM CODE #:

Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the

EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?

and

CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?
nts of the opposition with

DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an organized, jﬂoﬁmumcatlvc style that was pleasant

Neesf %

/} roan e s

Remw,
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Pinole Judge 4 (*14) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1B 9:00am Room 55

Pro: 17 Clark - Hawk , .
Con: 1 Smithies - Zhong Judge’s Name:__gHEK 0FRGE
JV Public Forum
Judge’s School Affiliation: courot pPReY
PRO: CON:/
Team Code #: HM% ! /, Team Code #: .
Pro Speaker #1 %%WK pts {Z‘% Con Speaker #1 ST EY pts_29
: 471
Pro Speaker #2 CWRK pts Z Con Speaker #2 ZHOMG pts ZCI

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 2420 =Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were argliments logically built?

e CROSS EXAMINAEION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross,fire conducted in a civil manner? e

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoming?

e DELIVERY: Did each deba’c"é‘gi speak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

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

improvement to each debater: ; EVERYONTE 2 DONT REPERT YOUR
* FULL CONTENTIONS?

Pro 1: GOOD S/’%{V@ 5)}! & —_:Conlz ZIND HBUE oF *UMMA R

‘ T bO THAT PROM
o N 8P| BT GREAT,
more vy el WEED HE SEEINNING,

Pro2: 6 sye conmwer /U Con2: VERYSMART ARGUNSNTS
O CROSS- HRE MAINTAING €48 oNTACE oaTH MNE
TACTICS
K pee 8URE TO  HRvE EVIPENCE
READY
TEAM CODE #: 1 onthe (ON  wins this debate. m”@g&:ﬁ%

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Carol Lloyd (*13) PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 1A 9:00am Room 59
Pro: 1 Yoon - Chou
Con: 9 Barakzoy - Juinio
JV Public Forum

Judge’s Name: Anate  Choprn

Judge’s School Affiliation;  Colle ge Cre P Cee g)

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: \ Team Code #: A
Pro Speaker#1___ Joon pts_3%  Con Speaker #1 Bara 2oy pts 7
Pro Speaker #2 Chov pts 27 Con Speaker #2 Juiavo pts 28

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

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

Judging Criteria
e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?

Was the evidence credible?
e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?

® CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers

on point? Was the cros$,fire conducted in a civil manner?
e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoni
e DELIVERY: Did each debat
and easily understandable?

Using the above criteria, please offei
improvement to each debater:
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Carol Lloyd (*13) PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 1B 9:00am Room 59

Pro: 2 Nadler - Garvin s . NM‘ ;

Con: 4 Sharma - Janjanam Judge’s Name: b Chg
JV Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: C"UC}«. P"‘P Cﬁ: 3)
PRO: CON:

Team Code #: 2. Wadle = Gacvin Team Code #_ A Shefms  Tan {oN\m
Pro Speaker #1 Nadl-er pts 270 Con Speaker #1 SonyAnen pts 28
Pro Speaker #2 barcvina pts 7.5 Con Speaker#2 _ Sharm ~ pts 7.5

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

Judging Criteria

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were,arguments logically built?

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: <2 onthe  PRCO wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)
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Orna Maoz (*6)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 216
Pro: 17 Luppino - Ertsey
Con: 1 Butiong - Parajuli
Novice Public Forum

PRO: \ j‘L

Team Code #:

PUBLIC FORUM Debate

=1 s el
Judge’s Name: /?bi (e
Judge’s School Affiliation;___ 112 7" Ko fe& -
CON:
Team Code #: i

Pro Speaker #1 l/ Vﬁ fIND pts 2(9 Con Speaker #1 '@U ’TDN E) pts 26

pts_2¢

Pro Speaker #2 ?/ fzﬂ/ﬂ\’{

pts_Z T con Speaker #2 :!’ AT V=

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

Judging Criteria

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

® ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the

explanation clear and concise?

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?

Was the evidence credible?

e REASONING: Wgre the conclusions reached by the debater drawn from evidence and

analysis? Were arguﬁ;:nts logically built?

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers

on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debatereffectively counter the arguments of the opposition with

analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant

and easily understandable?

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

improvement to each debater:
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PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 1A 9:00am Room 216 5
<~ Pro; 5 Kachinthaya - Kachinthaya , i ﬁ) AN = (L E:L—-
__Con: 15 Gupta - Kotadia e’ Naie; L Re et
Novice Public Forum L 2 Ve =
Judge’s School Affiliation: Hek /y
PRO: CON: ~
Team Code #: 6 Team Code #: / 5

e’\\‘ﬁl“ ) Pro Speaker #1 K* i}‘ (’ﬁ / !“ﬂﬁ)@ﬁ\ pts J ?’q’ Con Speaker #1 C’) U ('TA pts 26
Pro Speaker #2_|/ o ’VTH’M\P? pts 2’4’ Con Speaker #2 \Qjﬁ% di pts _Z;S

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 =&ood (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair \?—20 =Poor <20 =Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
\
Judging Criteria

e ANALYSIS: Did the d?:“bater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concme?

e EVIDENCE: Did the debatcf«&upport arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

e REASONING: Were the conclusiﬁ’m reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically bu111‘7

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a cwll manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an orgamzed commumcatwe style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/df‘suggestions for

improvement to each debater:
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