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Pro: 13 Cheng - Cheng , 1 Lo
Con: 5 Mehta - Manjrekar Judge’s Name: _*~t* < "LC;}
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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 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 eachydebater speak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?
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Judge PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 2A 11:00am Room 217
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Pro: 2 Cree - Chand - L B
Con: 17 Cutler - O'Brien Judge’s Name: M ape s ; Vay
Novice Public Forum ' . s s 1
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Judge’s School Affiliation: | p b if s ey T ‘,_"'.f '
PRO: CON:
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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

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 understandal

Using the above criteri:gease offer compliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater.
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Round 2A 11:00am Room 216 ; Z
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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 the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?
CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Wa§ the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?
REBUTTAL? Did the debater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, ev1deﬁce or reasoning?
DELIVERY: Did¢ach debater speak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understan wble‘?
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PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 2B 11:00am Room 219

Pro: 1 Fedyk - Albert
Con: 5 Kim - Deivaprakash
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Novice Public Forum
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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 beha

ior

Judging Criteria ;
® ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the top (
explanation clear and concise?
e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert op
Was the evidence credible?
e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater dray ""- from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?
e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?/
e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the agguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?
e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an organi
and easily understandable?
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PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 2A 11:00am Room 219

Pro: 1 Butiong - Parajuli
Con: 5 Kachinthaya - Kachinthaya

Judge’s Name: Mt\/ i/ Lo AR

Novice Public Forum

< - < 3 v .y By B N P07 ' 4}'7
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PRO: CON:
Team Code #: { Team Code #: 2
Pro Speaker #1 i’gv/'h é’”tf)[ pts LS Con Speaker #1 L'<40[l W\’mm‘;l { ts 25
Pro Speaker #2 ,%UMJV ,t pts 25 Con Speaker #2 }@Z/LIMM( pts z

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
Was the evidence credible? v
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 @ 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?

facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?

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

improvement to each debater,
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Judge PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 2B 11:00am Room 221 ) A A
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evies Puble Forum Judge’s School Affiliation: VHS

Team Code #: PRO: |5 Team Code #: COoN: [+

Pro Speaker #1_ GV P TH pts _23 Con Speaker #1 Neaeve pts 2 ?

Pro Speaker#2_IKOTADIA  pts 23<SCon Speaker#2___ Ay &YS pts 9,:,1.,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 matiner?

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

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

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

Pro Lilgysmin kur@(}?bhécl Con 1: C%ye_,a;(' S/Pw‘;ﬁtktr- \ﬁ@xSWdA ‘F’
& . Brecellend on VeI T

Soligl + &M ot W cour Feouwn Covmuu L “\d
DL t ‘ poakey . Sha b
Pro2: & A . 5. Con 2 VW @o@:’ st | ¥,
vt o b - LA gy e odlisted: VY
Fpnseion . Courtey . qlide \ dlmnrg  Cross Ffe . Pg”%
P £y dance oud St VHLK'UL?(S fj:ﬂaw
TEAMCODE#_ |5 o YRQGOXW mﬂilgebm e I Erwe

, ./ (RO or CON) TPRO 1] WINS .
REASON FOR DECISION: _— .- g ‘
Thora Av\ g Pmu;’dad S’ﬁmﬁﬁ%c:gf exrtcdun(g; ,;
Very Rele quieshon - over  Clogfive . Oupsstorcling Rebuts
[/PQO 14 m [N 9 )






KIstoRe K. KAPARABOYNA (DUHS San Ermon )

Judge

Round 2A 11:00am Room 221
Pro: 15 Anand - Quintal
Con: 17 Luppino - Ertsey
Novice Public Forum
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PUBLIC FORUM Debate
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dHSE  San Kamen

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: ' 5 Team Code #: ' ’:F—
Pro Speaker #1 RUINTAZ pts 2 8a5 Con Speaker#1_ L UPPINO pts 2 7
Pro Speaker #2 A N A’/\)_’D pts 2@ Con Speaker #2 E RTS’?:—IY pts 2,6

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 the arguments of the opposition with

analysis, evidence, or reasoning?
e DELIVERY: Did
and easily understandable?

h debater speak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant

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

improvement to each debater:
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Round 2B 11:00am Room 215
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Novice Public Forum ; e
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