Stephen Ramm (*19) PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 1B 9:00am Room 8

Pro: 9 Meda - Doshi s 5
Con: 3 Bhasin - Dovichi Judge’s Name:
Varsity Public Forum

SSHOWER RASVAWA

Judge’s School Affiliation: oo T N\ sv CABasT

PRO: CON:
Team Code #:_<4 Team Code #: >
Pro Speaker #1_ v\ 1D # pts Con Speaker #1_ Ton/y o\ pts
Pro Speaker #2 \ D | pts Con Speaker #2__ (3~ nJ 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 iinappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria _

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issde(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?

® 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 #: < onthe  (—n.~ wins this debate.
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Mary Rook (*9)
Round 1B 9:00am D208
Pro: 4 Huang - Sun
Con: 3 Clark - Wornow
Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation:

PRO:
g

Pro Speaker #1 %{ Fa ¥

Team Code #:

Pro Speaker #2 ‘H\ WAV

pts 0L Con Speaker#1_{ | ] umﬁu)

%g Con Speaker #2 (\ \/l.s {

PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Judge’s Name: \(\/’ Vit L(fl %Q‘Z‘(ﬁ:

L‘“Z"‘; n

CON:

Team Code #:

ot 3]
pts 9/“7

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, expext opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

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

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questio:
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil mann

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter thg%:guments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning? f

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

rawn from evidence and

relevant and brief? Were answers

Using the above criteria, please offer com‘phments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater: 4
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Mary Rook (*9)
Round 1A 9:00am D208
Pro: 3 Oh - Thomas
Con: 12 Roy - Ahluwalia
Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation:

PRO:

)

Team Code #:

Team Code #:

PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Judge’s Name: L’\)]ﬂ\(‘ \4 QCO('

LM/V\
CON:
| D/

Pro Speaker #-IW;\‘i A i) m;«]d < pts 9‘2 Con Speaker #1 Hh) 9] L/ﬁj !{@ pts ﬁ?’

Pro Speaker #2 0 \/\ pts Q/% Con Speaker #2 \sz A pts g:?“
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

explanation clear and concise?
Was the evidence credible?

analysis? Were arguments logically built?

analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

and easily understandable?

,’if

REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debat

ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important 1ssue(s) m the topic? Was the

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

er drawn from evidence and

CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were quelons relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil mai
REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counte A

the arguments of the opposition with

4‘

DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an o;zgamzed communicative style that was pleasant

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

improvement to each debater:
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Srinivas Nachuri (*4)
Round 1B 9:00am D212

Pro: 9 Srivastava - Wong
Con: 12 Kabra - Satoor
Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s Name:

PUBLIC FORUM Debate

SPIr1y B¢ _NAHY LT

DyH L.

Judge’s School Affiliation:

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: < Team Code #: [/ Z
Pro Speaker #1 2% pts Con Speaker #1 29 pts
Pro Speaker #2 27 pts Con Speaker #2 2% pts

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25=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?

¢ 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 e,.m evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relev ‘
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner? y 4

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

¢ DELIVERY: Did each debater specak in an orgamzed, c
and easily understandable?

and brief? Were answers
of the opposition with

unicative style that was pleasant

Using the above criteria, please offer compllmeﬁ’ts and/or suggestions for

improvement to each debater: *
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Srinivas Nachuri (*4)
Round 1A 9:00am D212

PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Pro: 12 Hart - Nakaha , . p ™~
Con: 3 Zhang - Goher Judge’s Name: SRIAYLE  NF Ul
Varsity Public Forum _
Judge’s School Affiliation: /Q V /'},f s
PRO: CON:

Team Code #: /2 Team Code #: 2

Pro Speaker #1 20 pts Con Speaker #1 VQ X pts

Pro Speaker #2 7 pts Con Speaker #2 28 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=

Judging Criteria

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?

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

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were quiestions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a 01v1lmanner7

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

e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak iny an orgamzed, communicative style that was pleasant

and casily understandable?

Using the above criteria, please;gffer compliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater;f"’
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Stephen Ramm (*19)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 8
Pro: 11 Lee - Steinberg
Con: 12 Kim - Chou
Varsity Public Forum

PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Judge’s Name:_Steweead RAWA LA

Judge’s School Affiliation: SHWI A wCABnST

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: W\ Team Code #: 2
Pro Speaker #1 L& pts Con Speaker #1 _ \«=.\ w1\ pts
ENN@CS
Pro Speaker #2_<emtind 2724~ pis Con Speaker #2_s/S <24 WAS 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 _ff

® ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most impo::éét issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise? 4

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

e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached Ey 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 4 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: ' Con 1:
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Joshua Prine (*15) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1A 9:00am Room 7
Pro: 4 Srinivas - Mundres
Con: 19 Page - Crosby
Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s Name: T){EQA/ML e

Judge’s School Affiliation: ﬁ/w(/rv Zﬂ/lﬂ

PRO: CON: /
Team Code #_ Y S/ /ntvas - M“—\Jn,s Team Code #: 14 f‘jL '(,QJ_L",

Pro Speaker #1_Nundrox pts 2§ Con Speaker #1_{° ')(0%\3\)\’ pts 25
Pro Speaker #2 Sﬂ ALVOS pts 2¢  Con Speaker #2_?_669, 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

® 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 facgg, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

® REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the débater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built? f"'

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

® REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning? V4

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

Usmg the above criteria, pleases ri)ffer compliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater“'
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Joshua Prine (*15) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1B 9:00am Room 7

Pro:.1 Xu - Li _ TPy R MU& %ne'

Con: 11 Kapoor - Weiner
Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: CQ {,Larn/ Zﬁﬂf

PRO: CON:
Team Code#:_1 Yu-Li Team Code #:_] | k‘,@_w ~ W tnar
Pro Speaker #1 Z / pts Z¢  Con Speaker #1 %fapr pts 2
Pro Speaker #2 )( h pts 28 Con Speaker #2 M@!‘gg s pts 29

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

® 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 Wlth facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible? ,

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

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

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

e DELIVERY: Did cach debater spe;gi? in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant

and easily understandable? V 4

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

improvement to each del}aéfér:
' 4

&
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Jielei Xu (*1) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1B 9:00am D211

Pro: 15 Shvakel - Dhatchi : '\
Con: 13 Hopcraft - Reicher Jadge's Noates T lei Lo

Varsity Public Forum

{ &
Judge’s School Affiliation: /L\f )
PRO: CON:
Team Code #: I S Team Code #: &

Pro Speaker #1 S‘j’\ V3 bd pts_ 28 Con Speaker #1 H op e m’f'(— pts 2?

Pro Speaker #2 D l/\.fd' Nﬁ\ : pts 28  Con Speaker #2 Q = (“/[;l@ pts 2 ‘/

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were quest g;s relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil mangier?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter tlig arguments of the opposition with

analysis, evidence, or reasoning? J
e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an or@zed communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

5,.
,("

Using the above criteria, please offer c(}mphments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: | on the wins this debate.
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Jielei Xu (*1)

Round 1A 9:00am D211
Pro: 9 Ganesh - Donthi
Con: 4 Nachuri - Lee
Varsity Public Forum

PRO:
Team Code #: 0{

PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Judge’s Name: j'.\ e I € ;\ B/M

Judge’s School Affiliation;

Team Code #:

Pro Speaker#1  [2anes h

pts 23 Con Speaker #1

Pro Speaker #2 Don fl ;

pts lg Con Speaker #2

AHS
CON:

/fv/&ﬂém:) pts 2/
L@@\ pts 2857

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

Judging Criteria

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

explanation clear and concise?

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

Was the evidence credible?

® REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debatcr drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?
® 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 counterthe arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?
® 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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Michele (Suzie) Kito(*6)- PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round-1B 9:00am D205 V oa
Pro: 3 Magid - Levi Judge’s Name: ‘) , . L

Con: 4 Bhakhat - Kuang
Varsity Public Forum

PRO: 9
Team Code #:
Pro Speaker #1 ) eass pts 2(
Pro Speaker#2__ L0 1/ pts 24

Judge’s School Affiliation:

CON: (’,\
Team Code #:
Con Speaker #1___~ pts 285
Con Speaker #2 ‘ L pts r)/g]

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 argumentsfogically built?

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

on point? Was the cross fire

conducted in a civil manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debatef%ﬁfectively 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 comg)hments and/or suggestions for

improvement to each debater:
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zie) Kito(*6) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1A 9:00am D205

Pro: 3 Dyke - Jung
Con: 4 Zhang - Jeong
Varsity Public Forum

€
deuce A e oan *L{ B L]

C&\_@\ v \,@{

Judge’s Name: % R ) rn N A2,
. i\ Ao Y \]iT N
Judge’s School Affiliation: ' '~ AlLs
PRO: A CoN. L/‘
Team Code #: Team Code &
Pro Speaker #1 DN KB pts Con Speaker #1 T Aan i y i ’
R e L1 G pts . = Con Speaker #2 jf 0 \ff 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

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 conclu§10ns reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments loglcaﬁ built?

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

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effective ‘iecounter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning? "‘%

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

Using the above criteria, please offer comphm@ts and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater: %

Pro 1 gl/%(,kg g/‘,,; \,\/‘( C\ | Con 1: ‘ gke \/\—1 (‘L('\/\J/ gLO\/‘f éx\/\;\efl\, e
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e Nere bulde Queel r\wjx
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wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Nancy Chemaly (*12) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1B 9:00am D207

Pro: 11 Fox - Khan Judge’s Name: NA‘\\L‘& C‘H“& ﬂ AV L7

Con: 5 Menon - Anderson

Varsity Public Forum \
Judge’s School Affiliation: Maale VJust WK

PRO: |, CON:
Team Code #: | ‘ Team Code #: 5

pro Speaker #1__ KA pts 7\ Con Speaker #1 An)dcrson ps_ZF
Pro Speaker #2 jF\ Q- pts fz % Con Speaker #2 (\/]‘ AN A pts Z ,8

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

Judging Criteria

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

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater st
Was the evidence credible?

e REASONING: Were the conclus
analysis? Were arguments logically built?

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSS: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducte in 2 civil manner?

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

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

pport arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?

iéns reached by the debater drawn from evidence and

i

Using the above criteria, please offer compﬁ;ﬁgnts and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: [ onthe @ () wins this debate.
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Nancy Chemaly (*12) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1A 9:00am D207
Pro: 9 Mohammad - Izadi

Con: 4 Bali -
Varsity Public Forum

Qin ! Judge’s Name: Npﬂ\” .. Q/H‘(‘% \}t

Judge’s School Affiliation:  ™MaNT ¢ \/TKTA \/K
PRO: CON:
Team Code #: Q Team Code #: ‘/'/'

ProSpeaker#1___ T DT pts \ Con Speaker #1 %K\,:\: pts &q S) \ \kg
Pro Speaker #2 {V\D“\g\ mm&l pts 2,% Con Speaker #2 CQ S (\,/ pts a VI

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?

® 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 n an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easﬂy understandable? ’

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

Pro 1: 5@3‘\L& \FfD %\ﬁ‘ Con 1: TO\\K W\) %e\r\‘ ayefa’
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L0 wins this debate.
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Adam Dramont (*6) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1A 9:00am D204

Pro: 11 Chow - Ansel Judge’s Name: f ﬁﬁ Y }",. E(I%@(Qa

Con: 4 Rajkumar - Kapyraboyna

Varsity Public Forum
Judge’s School Aﬂiﬁationxm__%m__
PRO: CO

c |
: N:
Team Code #: 1 Team Code #: A
Pro Speaker #1 C\%@\}\} pts ’)ﬁ» Con Speaker #1 %} g WNAR pts Z/I
Pro Speaker #2 @ Q€ 3 pts M Con Speaker #Zwﬁmm_ pts @_

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Godd (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 4-20 = 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 ‘¢ounter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning? X

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

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

Pro 1: gvear araNeis|DCTIONIENE | [Con 1: gredT gesenech | BUNUCIGTION
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TEAM CODE #:____\\ onthe TR0  wins this debate.
‘ (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION: C~ROES K.
ceong  COMENTIONS overall geed Jov dusing

QeaT AN oF 10¢AS.




B
y I
-
’ H g
i 2 B
' -
. - i . T e e
g
v & b
. s »
“v g - ¥y =y
% o - S F—
B " 2 =
= = . ‘ .
: 0
b .
5 F
«
“ +




Tobi Thomas (*14) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1B 9:00am D213 3 IS
Pro: 11 Wang - Wallerstein , . o N K ;ag VAL (\ C
Con: 5 Siva - Manthana Judge’s Name: [Pemw ‘,\g
Varsity Public Forum i
Judge’s School Affiliation: A l % UA V)
PRO: . CON:
Team Code #: [ L Team Code #: 5

Pro Speaker #1 ‘izu(ggg [Qj”e/,s(‘g‘g)ts %  Con Speaker #1 'QigLH Mad\mnq pts Q{?

Pro Speaker #2444\ ex \Udmm pts ag Con Speaker #2 \/; ci\es L\ <\ VA 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=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?

¢ 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 argumentsilogically built?

® CROSS EXAMINATION/€ROSSFIRE: 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?

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

.

and easily understandable? %\

L3

Using the above criteria, please offer corﬁ@ﬁments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater:
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TEAM CODE #:__ || onthe_RD __wins this debate. |

| (PRO or CON) |
REASON FOR DECISION:
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Tobi Thomas (*14) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1A 9:00am D213 _g ) K
Pro: 15 Vijapure - Sen < Name: ‘

Con: 9 Rook - Mohanty Judge’s Name:_ Herwig  Kamp &
Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: A ‘ \9 |
PRO: CON; A
Team Code #: 15 ‘Team Code #:

Pro Speaker #1 /‘} Nﬁl S@U pts @as Con Speaker #1 AMW%L« MQL\dy+‘-ipts 35! (’l )

Pro Speaker #2 g'@},;& Vi , e pts 22 Con Speaker #2. S Qciiy Ree K pts 27}

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 arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

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

e CROSS EXAM%TION/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, oi?eﬁ@ing?

e DELIVERY: Did each debaji‘tg;g speak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable? '\

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

Pro 1: C«c‘)’l}éd&t.& \W\YC)\:}QJN\:'- 1Cpn L: CW‘“ ?(‘Q,MQ/\L"'\
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TEAM CODE #: V9% gnthe CON  wins this debate.
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REASON FOR DECISION:

B@“”{‘\“H& 90%&*« & scmens MONC {2 s and ﬂw/fo&ﬂ
Hipveves seloy . SBD_; Sepencld mfw ’@\MVL 5@5(9/‘1'\9\
@/Vb{e’\w e K«devl,, ‘\H,% a1t \)ﬁa‘d .La })VB‘J:CQL*



e

b




Adam Dramont (*6) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1B 9:00am D204

Pro: 12 Hwang - Matley Fudge’s Neme: \e=2onea mf,’){&

Con: 4 Jamal - Sankineni
Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: \jam Lﬁaﬂﬂ
N

PRO: CON:
Team Code#:_ \" 2. Team Code #: !
Pro Speaker #1_WALITLEN pts 99 Con Speaker #1 j/j\wm L pts 285

Pro Speaker #2 %W{\ﬂ% pts (Z?) Con Speaker #2_M &NK{N‘CNL pts 26

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

7 Judging Criteria

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation cleard%ﬂw;{ncise?

e EVIDENCE: Did the débater 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 logica“ftix‘built?

e CROSS EXAM[NATION/CROSSSE{RE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted'in a civil manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively"'“@@unter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning? \

e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an oré‘égized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable? N\

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

%

improvement to each debater:

A
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TEAM CODE #____“t on the _ MWERET CO ins this debate.

, (PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Suma Kachinthaya (*5) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1A 9:00am Room 5

. _ ? H » o
Pro: 9 Uppal - Sekar Judge’s Name: ~SCma fja’t—ﬁbﬁﬁl,%'@{ 7”1

Con: 3 Durney - Liu
Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: A el (i #L?k Sespol

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: . Team Code #: 2
Pro Speaker #1 Jf)fcuf pts__2& Con Speaker #1 /QW’J“"'}’ pts 7.5
Pro Speaker #2_ S'e bos pts_249 ConSpeaker#2 L ien 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=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 arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?

Was the a&dencc credible?
® REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
- analysis? Werearguments logically built?

e CROSSE 1) ATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cmss fire conducted in a civil manner?

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

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

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

Prol: Laid Cae ondence LJLCACOH 1. Speaks cloa Ly Can “7“‘ we
c,‘éax;c.@f a«i ‘&’L““Aj s_é Speceh {5 ;

Pro 2: (,gy\,/.,&uf c%u&y Con 2: f']:vs cwezs Lo ciu,e,,s M@m LR,

[./ Lcﬁwwﬁ ociderodf Y= | G2 /\,c’cm,(‘ ond cleac -
g

TEAM CODE #:__ 2 fi onthe_ PR O  wins this debate.

_ (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION:

fovea U.,cyﬁ;w botr The Leanrs Aol ny MU" Loan
dictd Geller th Chess examemodisn and de uqu, _,
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Suma Kachinthaya (*5) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1B 9:00am Room 5

Pro: 4 Mishra - Rapolu , e ) T
Con: 15 Walji - Narasimhan Judge’s Name:__Slumar fjﬂftﬂmﬁ\a?m

Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: D ¢l oo

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: ).,p Team Code #: jg
Pro Speaker #1 Qa,épo &4 pts 28 Con Speaker #1 /\/coﬁa/\ vrhan pts 28
Pro Speaker #2_ My hss AL pts_Q¢ Con Speaker #2 i«)a.%;/«. pts_2F

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

® ANALYSISyDid 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?

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

e CROSS EXAM]NATION?CROSSFIRE Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effﬂectlvely 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 comphments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater:

Pro 1: Q@c:( &&»’V\-MLLMW Conl C,a__n é:,e ANACLL Cié}v‘% ‘ch,e/xf A

Pro 2: WAJ éOA{},ef‘_u,\f_f Can |Con2: (,em aﬁyuﬁu& Qo dally .
U‘V‘w"‘* N Lress era el oA

¢

TEAM CODE #: L’, onthe FPR® wins this debate.
, (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION:

&MW%Aéﬁd @XM/"?AMJ B%% C@N{%w






Rick Fehr (*13)

Round 1A 9:00am D210

Pro: 12 Chan - Park

Con: 11 Zheng - Miskelley
Varsity Public Forum

PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Judge’s Name: ]2 relbion a( F"/e- W v

Judge’s School Affiliation: 13
PRO: CON:
.,——‘——————> Team Code #: 125 Team Code #: il
') { ’ » =2 -7 { . P
Pro Speaker #1__ T"a/ & pts =7 Con Speaker #1__ <=\ @4 & pts e 55
{ - 4 Y. L ; - {4 n 2
Pro Speaker #2__ & \h o wn ptsea®  ConSpeaker#2  [ly % @ | ./ pts gud

%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: D1d the debater support arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?

Was the evidence credible?
@ REASONING.c%{il; the conclusions reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
arg

analysis? Were

ents logically built?

e CROSS EXAM]NA'!{ON/CROSSF]RE Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers

on point? Was the cros

s{:‘; conducted in a civil manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with

analysis, evidence, or reasomng‘7

e DELIVERY: Did cach debatér t speak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant

and easily understandable?

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

improvement to each debater:

Bro s g W /f'/f;'jf
W/ﬂfﬁ%ﬂ

Pro 2: V/(
/U%& M/ﬁwﬂﬂ[/ﬁ-

W-w%*p

TEAM CODE #: |\

onthe & o~  wins this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION:

(PRO or CON) \






Rick Fehr (*13) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1B 9:00am D210
Pro: 4 - i
ro: 4 Jang - Shahi Fadee's Kame: = .\ |

Con: 9 Noriega - Yi
Varsity Public Forum

nly

Judge’s School Affiliation: ‘
PRO: , CON: .
Team Code #: “1 Team Code #: -]
Pro Speaker #1 S e pts 2 8 Con Speaker #1 N 2 VL e a4 & pts 2= B
Pro Speaker #2 = O ™, pts >3  Con Speaker #2 Yy pts == 3

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?

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

® CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross"'%iglre conducted in a civil manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the deﬁ*a;er effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoﬁ%ng?

e DELIVERY: Did each debate?’“syeak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable? \

Using the above criteria, please offe"n%pompliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater: '

et g o Ll R ) g ol A

Pro 2:

. {( 13

ﬁw,w%»ﬁ%gk

TEAM CODE #: 7 on the C-c-\/\ wins this debate.

(PRO or CON)

P\ 4

REASON FOR DECISION:







Lori Patel (*3) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1B 9:00am D2016 ) f)
e et nasesvame._ Lo i J2ore b
varstty Publie Forum Judge’s School Affiliation: C /Q*g

Team Code #: PRO: / ;Z Team Code #: coN éf

Pro Speaker #1 VLS ( ‘LQ ts_& Con Speaker #1 A)—\—C\r\‘ri Gl pts 2l

Pro Speaker #2 l/\’[ Vi g{/\ﬂ} pts z [D Con Speaker #2 \f\/\i/L pts 2 Lﬂ

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? ments logically built?

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

e REBUTTAL: Did the‘a‘gl?ater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

e DELIVERY: Did each deb;} speak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable? Q\

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater: %3_\
\
Pro 1: [oy irewmst /12, foo ma sy |
ﬂ{é cnitreny at dlop OvTset— )y
A m["tléi Hrorn cleair laysr
5F 4t drggirment
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> ice S - J
ﬁjll/ﬁ: ﬁt% £, Sorritamrag s
e %}mrw‘é’ : ?(Z\/Zsfﬁtj 07[4_’ Nfs.
(\5200%’2} [Ll%fg/s .—R,za(‘}(’f{ 1
TEAM CODE #: C} onthe (/N wins this‘{@ebate.
(PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION: o _»
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Lori Patel (*3) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1A 9: ér%gzg?d ,,lmﬁa 1’ //7

Pro: 4 Bhar usumilli ' I g o —
B3 @W Judge’s Name: . _0iC i ST L

Con: 11 ephen— Ui

Varsity “Foru , :
3/M Judge’s School Affiliation: C PS

o y
Team Code #: Team Code #: 1 L

a iyt , .
Pro Speaker #1 l' pts 2 Lp Con Speaker #1 RU 1 Z- pts 2 7

Pro Speaker #2 Z 72[ 14 ﬁﬁ VA é'()on Speaker #2 L)—l{’ @h 21 pts Zﬂ

Please award each speaker points base 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 glear and concise?
id the debater support arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?

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 ﬁ?e conducted in a civil manner?

e REBUTTAL: Did the debatéx;\effectwely counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasonmg?

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

and easily understandable? \
\«.
Using the above criteria, please offer’t{)mpliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater: \
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(PRO or CON)
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David Fox (*11) PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 1A 9:00am D209
Pro: 4 Kiran - Pillarisetti ) _ 3 = > ~_
Con: 15 Abbott - Sen Judge’s Name: Gos. 2 o
Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: vU & S

PRO: ; CON: e
Team Code #: “ Team Code #: T
Pro Speaker #1 Pf Ua HSe 4’-‘( pts 2%  Con Speaker #1 S( ~ pts Z 3. §
Pro Speaker #2__ £ a~ pts Z3 Con Speaker #2 A gga—H‘ pts 23

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: the conclusions reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arglmﬁrgs logically built?

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

e REBUTTAL: Did the deb}i‘%g effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or rcasonin”g;:

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

Using the above criteria, please offer éampliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater: '
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TEAM CODE #: / "S'. onthe ¢ o~ wins this debate.

_ (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION:

A oy ol ol cpiied lelodes UM Ay F LK T
eu&hc»gscv( {‘—t‘/ N‘:IO’V‘\/I v (’foc__(fk el L A“kﬂ S”H{‘f‘ Sf
‘(‘LL Co g.‘.efﬁ .




lg,% AE@ %S‘V}j A c)é e;w&(&
‘ A
L st TS

& - \.)AO(Q‘(’% :ZJ‘\SL{I
- clacks -S"—(‘-”JLS

- ero\ e Lo [?-.:Fv«l-»
. raoed L%

L ?/‘»M& Ce st (e oo
- 2508 /go‘/_

= de) CLV‘Ce—Mu’\vr'(C/CO S/
= or. St couss
St of st = ekt
‘ "7 Dcx,_v_ffavs /(jgm_\ = Lc«éé,fﬂ-:j ;F//c)/{

(eoSCT [T Speabi

?az.uf\f Aoy Pr= (b cmeese Aorcee 7

2AC LayAség) Seo not ahe /bl
Stbs jeo (e “’AL NN P
Sos preto),

O /Mp,jtl, N,éj(a.,o@( ,?

= Zac st Soarebos

" o& Spzebr ! 1 -
2ol ) JE R B sobily e 1A

ot oA palase = Poihs kAT

fage [xﬁ/ Ry [éf/éfi
A ) et

& Séﬂ./aM N<s S " /4& '

._"'{‘)/‘éici(:c/( (Z{ué?’”wf/( éﬂéﬁ 5'4_:“,[\ Sett—

P w\-/’f\ Mﬂde/s&c% /V\uo/aLV Lett=— C‘—*H’IL?M

/4&,11; [Jz\;/la.éa\ - */7/\,;‘&'4’4 cu 3 zé{e fﬁé_// Hee

Pug (e §4~fr>£/ L pro=

Q/Dc’,,lfv Z’"(' ("‘

—

TRoese— S‘fﬁ = seel
She> e (s _ JZ ‘
C Cremrcld— = el i ~d

u/‘t>+~0~1-<-*~ g-ew/} <:‘§w’

- ” ) oy **'v"'\(\ Famn |‘ Lw ir’VL::%"(
g ’O/\giaé(& ('A@,é‘e.—"—“/‘ts(—j( 'Z'\VJ’(—\ é’(./) %4[1_0 ? shnF 15 e =t

psle (oot phrct) - pecerse e d

| vSCAe.){

“g”’“j -z M
’S’C; s anle N ;
Lormeci~S "L opp

B Lo S

Ca

N TS S| @il

Foree 2«% w"j\q o ?4: é-z:ifﬁg(k
~ 457 geat 4~ jewe %5" ({‘“\m;e//{&

L 28 st=t=3 l,vaé«fézj

Csek commet Core atod o\
~ decrense i g Asr, (—

- fﬁ%fév\ ez fores

2 e ootk o

Ao Azcone—

‘&T)DY AR T ’7‘[;4/“‘*76
> A /);@fé\

- C/@JJ .

(3% Szealrs -~

L. jess starlQ Ty e BT
2 A Lo seress dn o T

7 cv(’d(j‘/(a dQ)m wfu.vlf He /7‘”"-’14""3

- (Lu.:/‘,{ — @[;(»/
e S o b e} S} teb—
value — s“j = k:é —K fzif-? (T e
- guay e P gt

- 457 £ ;’ezu-b_-g @l A«ri/zﬂ"éywél\

= ("*"Msﬁ#' e & At T t.C M“/

— K. &Q«/@M .,V\}Zn[—,/ Po(t// /(t; 1}5
= G&wﬂ 1‘/’;:/1 0”1‘;0 e ... (})7_5@_‘3‘4(&9 Nl

M otk

*—87"{" @"( 5:{(’) SCL<>§,/ é/l -

£

- Al Sp= 7 et

O o Sy eSS
Cren k.):CJ[G‘TCE—j 3

R

‘:’;ﬁ'w‘”w = 7§;¢ q&/’; /.;.,C Mese A
i Seacly
— Sewl 5 = Sastelsr
A — oS fingresel S'DD’/
em (‘M% ‘56 &&cék A
Sy §b~—
m«a’f'ﬁfg



David Fox (*11) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 1B 9:00am D209

Pro: 3 Luo - Malhotra " . 'E::
Con: 2 Mossbridge - Poten Judge’s Name: j (“’3 7
Varsity Public Forum
Judge’s School Affiliation: 44" Ad
PRO: CON:

Team Code #: 3 Team Code #: 2

Pro Speaker #1 Lo o pts Z8  Con Speaker #1 We=s lh j e pts 2/

Pro Speaker #2 Mal Lﬁk pts Z3  Con Speaker #2 P o pts Z7

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 cngdible?

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

JCROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross firgconducted n a civil manner?

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

e DELIVERY: Did each debater st
and easily understandable?

in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant

Using the above criteria, please offer mpliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater: \
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TEAM CODE #: = onthe £  wins this debate.
A (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION:

Téa"ﬂ\ gjgé/s’ yﬂ/ & 5{{;{ \!\‘}g o‘;ﬁ/;:\_\ 4—l~f eSSz C_,_;“L[\ SVL‘&{S

QJQ(,QMC.Q eJ (’!cfgéé‘, o ‘G‘—/'l[ “7‘&.4\ ?fo -{ep:m u/’f‘u—/:/\/ Aorﬂ
S«Lrayr' Pﬂv(t( odd s ETKS ju‘éé—n“le &/Su-\;‘f Losel cob L G




(/7@
)£ AK
[ Fey prerli—

STV emorec qb[.\ ¥

> ﬁe:j a{@ Cc‘-'“a,/l'/‘ -

- G s e ,,

G

- ( " )
— SNt e IS et /VCz;i-\/l\
D {5 LT Lo
[ peced——ur ?

. /c,s'( @/«NL\' /;4,:5 /»‘!/L A J“rgz&'/\

3. jc&i tsl//{?)'

2 s (i'\:mi.«x[f

- Seo ﬁLJs :

2. Daseri_ L

- m‘t,«&;-;*“%‘a ——U(C“‘t‘eu\l C7/Z/C‘L

ML/\/—W,\/\__/______,/”——\\«

Cr=5¢ pra ‘ j
G- 7?75&’/—\ —/90\5«07 yeed Lo & Ktetor
Attty H <kt +

/4= MM{; SR o ‘,r/ et Mmelecies. ~4 (‘Saed)()

27”“ 7 /; J‘Q_,S’

C"\

[ 5 ey
[- Comde s “RE™ s Seft— o “Pc*
_— 54.&4 o S”e\,-,{,:-i}/

. [?fa(cr(’.( zaﬂwx,mt",l—\/s‘céc.,/_fc#ﬁ/

Apr' o ot Arbe Ll

2. Deetcese — Sede S UR= ;&ﬁf‘&;\.
—wSek shd ot =L Ceerg s D 2 Ssertfe

<. tt'éf .Q'\a:{/,uq[ 444./7..,/
s :’Z—j stetr Hot S-arzpwf Sf(‘kv‘ 4/,4/\-/4
v RS H . Pc

(fusg 5

g, B Setr gl Aeem b fesS Ab)
.. Sy —

e

Ne S QJN/

Ai’lalr)md" Seo N P

prodl S AR e

‘.‘\ <ﬁr e—a(r/o\.( . Q‘dm)c.lt

2‘1;‘0 “Sa{‘v/
- C,.CL:&A th‘/é/ hcz,u«t 4 B pro feof w/éw:f
M__\ & %l‘ CN"’:—“ — wea/le;——

Lo A S R
Do s st et
I e ) - oA
S, M-({ é;e ;‘/Vle;'gfﬂs‘kxhs‘ /
oty 2iA et deel W&-J 8
Zeqnett Dt‘-_.ae»«- le 58 /’\Wmc// ‘/’L. p/.?z:'&'-L7
< 9‘5“((3"(_ (2;«9\__‘-’- (Efie' «e-a[—;— )
’ e A ot S Jw//c«d»«\
PP Sy _Sx‘*:(
ey . 2 4 -
G 7oy f““( C\s‘ j j )
. T thr fre pst Ao o M Seo

%;////—

(. ’DI:V\

1. Ses

7. Zopactt (x4

”{‘ Dl‘g‘c‘f‘r.«.-z‘l‘i\ - ?

M%lf‘_.

o dde At se LA
e B3

— Futser ofps = Jto Javgc'f N fy AL
- Dicti— " 144*(/(4/4’ w/ Pc ar 3

1S prock A ar L
+ chilobon sl () G Lot by Dbt sld

% ”é"’l ret< L a{e 5*(2—‘«@:/ {r?/[v“lclg
. ol s 4~

M o pbhot Seels (esc)?

—

( . Csd ;e..r! 779\&9 :U




