Bernie Kamps (*1) PUBLIC FORUM Debate \

Round 2A 11:00am D209 -
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Pro: 4 Zhang - Jeong ) . VICKN D D
Con: 12 Chan - Park ° SR Name: LS AL 7
Varsity Public Forum w~, 1A FiaA 71 f;' ¢ A
Judge’s School Affiliation; /&7 /\ [} //\U A
PRO: CON:
Team Code #: Team Code #:
-7 Y N, B ﬂ - = T‘" & In g )
Pro Speaker #1 Z'”‘ A 3 % pts Con Speaker #1 e f l
P om X . 1 f} " ¥ ) Or i 2
Pro Speaker#2_ . e “TA Q / pts_*~ Con Speaker #2 | A7~ & pts

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

Judging Criteria

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

® EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with fcts, 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: Wefe questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the ¢ross fire conducted in a ¢fvil manner? oy

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

® DELIVERY: Did each debater speak jf 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——| (/) wins this debate.
(RO br CON)

REASON FOR DECISION: \.






Boliang Deng (*4) PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 2A 11:00am D211

Pro: 19 Page - Crosby
Con: 12 Weng - Majewski
Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s Name: LA g }ef«;«iﬁ,

Judge’s School Affiliation; DU (

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: /9 Team Code #: P 2
Pro Speaker #1 ‘E\-M(ﬂ(& ‘P{LC%Q pts Qi? Con Speaker #1 /‘\q:\‘e_w&\) pts 2¥
J
Pro Speaker #2 Co ale © Q?GES‘D/»; pts 3[7 Con Speaker #2 Wena, 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 riude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteri
® ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most imp
explanation clear and concise?
e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support argumentd with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?
e REASONING: Were the conclusions reachgd by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?
e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSS : 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 sp€ak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?
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Boliang Deng (*4)
Round 2B 11:00am D211
Pro: 9 Rook - Mohanty
Con: 3 Magid - Levi
Varsity Public Forum

PRO:
Vi

Pro Speaker #1 Moot i

Team Code #:

PUBLIC FORUM Debate

7 A !
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CON:
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Pro Speaker #2 R 50K

Please award each speaker points lésed on

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

the following scale:

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

26-25 = Fair  24-20 = Poor

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate be

ior

Judging Criteria

explanation clear and concise?
Was the evidence credible?

analysis? Were arguments logically built?

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

'Was the

EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?
REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater drawd from evidence and

CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions re}évant and brief? Were answers

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

analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

and easily understandable?

Using the above criteria, please offer compli

improvement to each debater:
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REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the arg

ents of the opposition with

DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an organized/ communicative style that was pleasant
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Kaustubh Vijapure (*15) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 2A 11:00am D207
Pro: 9 Wu - Autenreith ; A\ -
Con: 11 Wang - Wallerstein Judge’s Name: Kq“gk“\o\“ %‘\\)&QW’L

Varsity Public Forum

Judee’s School Affiliation: \Ne. S oty Lo Sds
PRO G‘ CON: \ ‘
Team Code #: Team Code #: /

Pro Speaker #1 g\\f\eﬂ(ej &Y\\ pts 2% Con Speaker #1 \QQ\\\'&XSTQ&:\ 4 pts 28

Pro Speaker #2 Wu pts 23 Ccon Speaker #2 \FX AN q / 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 glimination rounds)
26-25=Fair  24-20 =Poor <20 = Reserved for rude/Or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /

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

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments wi
Was the evidence credible?

o REASONING: Were the conclusions reached b
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 cach debater speak’
and easily understandable?

h facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?

the debater drawn from evidence and

in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
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Bernie Kamps (*1) [} PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 2B 11:00am D209 - {? AP | b i Vaupr B/
Pro: 2 Mossbridge - Pote d Judee’s Name: L ASU AT .*
Con: 9 Meda - Doshi udg TS — ‘
Varsity Public Forum 21 A VA S
” Judge’s School Affiliation: —4 L/ . | e E
- PRO: CON: J
L Team Code #: Team Code #:
(AN - o
\ W4 3 ﬁ ! /7 7% 4
\“ i Pro Speaker #1 A pts 4~/ Con Speaker #1 g pts =
by | 27 Ve Réd
ok’ Pro Speaker #2 A pts_~"7 Con Speaker #2 O 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
explanation clear and concise?
e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert opinions, orillustrations?
Was the evidence credible?
® REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater drawn fro
analysis? Were arguments logically built?
¢ CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?

analysis, evidence, or reasoning?
e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an organized, co:
and easily understandable?

unicative style that was pleasant

improvement to each debater:
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Debbie Crosby (*19) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 2A 11:00am D213

Pro: 5 Siva - Manthana i )
Con: 4 Kiran - Pillarisetti Bdge/s N CXQS\O;/\)
Varsity Public Forum . g
Judge’s School Affiliation: Q\J\
PRO: CON: |,
Team Code #: 5’ Team Code #: /‘,/
Pro Speaker #1 Ma V\”W\C\V\f\‘ pts 25 Con Speaker #1 B \{-:u[ﬁ'\\ 2%
Pro Speaker #2 6 i pts_ZS9  Con Speaker #2 K \Can / pts_ 49

¢ NN

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

o 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?

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

Round 2B 11:00am D213

Pro: 12 Roy - Ahluwalia > .
Con: 4 Jang - Shahi Tudge's Name; (/fOﬁ\Ov\\)
Varsity Public Forum
Judge’s School Affiliation: 6\1 \‘\ S
PRO: CON: |

Team Code #: | Z- Team Code #: H

Pro Speaker #1 A\(\ |J W pts 29 Con Speaker#1_ \§ V\O\:\\.\ pts &

Pro Speaker #2 R O \\5 pts aF Con Speaker #2 WO\V\O\ 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
Q ® ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic?/Was the
explanation clear and concise?
Q e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert opinigns, or illustrations?
/ Was the evidence credible?
A\ e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater dra om evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?
® CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relgvant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?
Q e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the argpments of the opposition with
\ analysis, evidence, or reasoning?
Q e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an organized/ communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

Using the above criteria, please offer complimients and/or suggestions for M L J@ﬂo“

improvement to each debater: @\C&S"'
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Bodhi Nadier (*2) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 2A 11:00gm Room 7 |

Pro: 3 Bhasin 5 Dovichi ' Judge’s Name: EOB'J‘ N Mwﬂ‘

Con: 4 Srinivas - Mundres

e | Judge’s School Affiliaion: N h
Team Code #: . 3 Team Code #: o Lj'
Pro Speaker #1 Ds vt pts 96 Con Speaker #1 Mun dee S As@ ; —7
Pro Speaker #2 Lhasi A ] pts 4 Con Speaker #2 SCinatvas 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 elifhination rounds)
26-25 =Fair  24-20 =Poor <20 = Reserved for rude of inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most importany/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 £ 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?
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Bodhi Nadler (*2) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 2B 11:00am Room 7

Con: 4 uang® Sun ! agesames__ 50 N o (e
Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation:  jp AL

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: l} Team Code #: Y
Pro Speaker #1 \(.\ ™m pts _% Con Speaker #1 SL) n pts 2 ‘f—
Pro Speaker #2 C kou pts 3 D  Con Speaker #2 L"A) ﬁ*h) [€s 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?
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,
analysis? Were arguments logically built?
e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questiofis relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil m
e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?
e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an or
and easily understandable?
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PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 2A 11:00am D212
Pro: 11 Kapoor - Weiner
Con: 9 Uppal - Sekar
Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation:

PRO:
Team Code #:

Pro Speaker #1 K/{ Prmr

Pro Speaker #2 Z’Ué’fﬂl v

Judge’s Name:

pts pzlz Con Speaker #2 -Sckﬂf y ] pts

CON:

Team Code #:

/

pts v??’ Con Speaker #1 M;p;{)/{// ’/‘/ pts 2%

2%

Please award each speaker points based on the following sc3

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Ver
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify
<20 = Reserved for rdde or inappropriate behavior

26-25 = Fair  24-20 = Poor

Good

for elimination rounds)

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most imp« rtant issue(s) in the topic? Was the

explanation clear and concise?

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support argume o 's with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?

‘Was the evidence credible?

e REASONING: Were the conclusions rea
analysis? Were arguments logically buil

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIR

h cd by the debater drawn from evidence and

: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers

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

e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effeg
analysis, evidence, or reasoning? /

tlvely counter the arguments of the opposition with

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

and easily understandable?

improvement to each debgter:

Using the above criteria, ?Aase offer compliments and/or suggestions for
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Pinole Judge 4 (*14) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 2B 11:00am D212

Pro: 15 Walji - Narasimhan , . A FPVrr

Con: 12 Hwang - Matley Judge’s Name: v/<5 Zz‘a CQ/ i L

Varsity Public Forum / .

Judge’s School Affiliation: S cwed  Heart
PRO: CON:

Team Code #: Team Code #:
Pro Speaker #1 PUbiraSs o /};4'\ pts ZO Con Speaker #1 /57 £ /’ [uq pts 25/
Pro Speaker #2 Wi / /(/u pts ?/¥ Con Speaker #2 ///@ éh? 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=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 th
explanation clear and concise?

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

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

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant
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, comm
and easily understandable?

illustrations?

d brief? Were answers

icative style that was pleasant

improvement to each debater:
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Jennifer Buchanan (*3)
Round 2A 11:00am D204
Pro: 9 Norifga Yi®
Con: 11 Fox Khan()
Varsity Public Forum

PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Judge’s Name: ((’Y@\/\/W\ {” N WJAWW

Judge’s School Affiliation; 0Ly Py
PRO: CON:
Team Code #: % Team Code #: {
Pro Speaker #1 “ Ve Ny pts ,& Con Speaker #1 ﬁ} AV pts 50
. ) N
Pro Speaker #2 \1‘ ( pts 2%  Con Speaker #2 @/% X pts A0 o
Please award each speaker points based on the following seale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualjfy for elimination rounds)
26-25=Fair 24-20=Poor <20 = Reserved fof rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the mosyimportant issue(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?
e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support argiments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?
e REASONING: Were the conclusion$ 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 génducted 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 critgria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater: ;
c@w/@‘ﬂ (X (SN
Pro 1: Eyutluur ANz - Con 1: £x ttlud detivree y
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TEAM CODE #: I\ onthe O\ wins this debate.
) (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION: \
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Jennifer Buchanan (*3) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 2B 11:00gm D204 o~ .

Pro: 11 Zhen@ eIleQ Judge’s Name: /\L‘ZVL‘“Q‘/ Caunavan,
J

Con: 9 Mohamma Izadl
Varsity Public Forum

\ g
Judge’s School Affiliation: (/O/uf%jc p(wp
PRO: CON; ‘
Team Code #: H Team Code #: 01

Pro Speaker #1 _ m"\ pts 29 Con Speaker #1 \m pts 7t
Misksglyr o 29 Ml 7
Pro Speaker #2 9 Q..-{’ . pts Con Speaker #2 0 /M/\/W‘M,/( 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 t
explanation clear and concise?

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

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

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

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

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

illustrations?

evidence and

t and brief? Were answers

ents of the opposition with

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
improvement to each debater:

s
ents and/or suggestions for 'iﬁ; of
[Con 1: W\Js)wggmwﬁvfmf\viﬂ** Lo \-7:;{ ;’W\WV\
e %\ el J(\o“\\mbfwwmm Mowtc

WL\ 2
LoVl o, | M‘v\\ \ Q\sm %Y “\VLJ\

Pro 1: V\’OM & N«ﬁ’f@ W N[O 4

L v Canan
m\mw S %@

Pro2: Nou ddfweed gy V\\W ‘;gma\e@ ) (owdd ysoe g
w\/‘»l/k%}/b\, 2 W’h \V Q«’)‘( ke -\ &Luuot (seslas Wil
%A&MM VPN @W/ W v&\m! /Y\/M*‘\an WAL \@@; ik
; - \/\WM (/mt,\(\{é\v\ 0»\]\ ”)W
TEAM CODE #: W onthe Y0  wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION:







Jim Hwang (*12)
Round 2A 11:00am D205
Pro: 11 Stephen - Ruiz
Con: 15 Vijapure - Sen
Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s Name:

PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Jyra [Psrnss

Judge’s School Affiliation: MUY //S
Team Code #: FRO: Fil Team Code #: CON: /S
Pro Speaker #1 Jll T pts 21 Con Speaker #1 LE07 s &)
Pro Speaker #2 éﬁi@% pts Z& _ Con Speaker #2 L//:jﬁ/%t}’ £ 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 ‘_ the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? Was the

REASONING: Were the co@smns reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments loglcﬁlﬂ;y built?

CROSS EXAM]NATION/CROS‘SE[RE Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducte&‘an a civil manner?

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

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

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

Pro 1: Con 1: \
Thee 4 FEv sCcorPs 7% Cop ERSTINYD RUES Ton
BEFRE AsERING T CopsTRUET A THHNG TP
ASER.
Pro 2: Con 2:
VERY Goop SPEMER Wic & PACE 40| ponsy poretruys el orher SWE 15 "
PWCZ—MTZO&/ Allo CThER JERSoA To Flns - Pors’7 AEFoR &
Cown THYN' G
TEAMLODE: /! onthe /RO wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION:
BETTER. CUPENEE & ARG WENT
NETG LACKZD BU/PEIE






Jim Hwang (*12) PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 2B 11:00am D205 i )
Judge’s Name: \7; e #7"/4//4/ f

Pro: 4 Jamal - Sankineni
Con: 1 Xu - Li

Varsity Public Forum

Tudge’s School Affiliation: /7Y /7S5

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: (;/ Team Code #: /
Pro Speaker #1 Tdran pts ’7“? Con Speaker #1 L/ pts 77
Pro Speaker #2 S A-JEjn2u)  pts '"UC] Con Speaker #2 X A pts 7/7

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

@ EVIDE%CE: 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? Wéi’@ arguments logically built?

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

e REBUTTAL: Did fﬁewdebater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or ré‘aghoning?

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

Using the above criteria, please ;ff@r compliments and/or suggestions for

improvement to each debater: \"\t

-
h

A

Pro 1: % |Con 1:
SPOEE 4 BT FAs] . Pewr78 wersn)] |
WEU SEPar4TeD of Pende Tas 7o

Pro 2: ' Con 2:
@ oop /23’/1}”0/\///‘)?

TEAM CODE #: & onthe PR wins this debate.
» (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION:

LerTer Cupeyee 4 /Zéasa/vwc'7







Selena Wong (*5) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 2B 11:00am Room 5

Pro: 4 Nachuri - Lee 3 QA AN~
Con: 12 Hart - Nakahara Judge’s Name: WM
Varsity Public Forum & .
Judge’s School Affiliation: D’\X\ﬂ ! Hg
PRO: CON:
Team Code #: 4 Team Code #: l’Z/

Pro Speaker #1 N aclir pts % Con Speaker #1 A/akam_, pts Z ’
Pro Speaker #2 L€ pts ZEI Con Speaker #2 /]l W pts %0]

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 /
o ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in the topic? W 4s the
explanation clear and concise? 7
e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, expert oplmon
Was the evidence credible? ;
o REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater drawn ni evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built? _
e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevan and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?
e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the argument
analysis, evidence, or reasoning? '
e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in an orgamzcd, co u' municative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable? :

or illustrations?

of the opposition with

Using the above criteria, please offer compliment$ and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater:
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M ol - Cresshie. —
%v\ i @MWM -

onfloub Yoo Faad KQ" i
Good Srgeizlr A~

Pro 2 Con2
W Cocd. k. poky oub-Plan®
9 ;"\gww Qe s v
x«oouS
TEAMCODE# ) 2— onthe (O ’\/ swins this debate,

(PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION W s Cﬂ\\ = 1g PR VEE = i
Y \



MG-Q,M
m -
Fle oo O gl S
2 tel choa s v - 2=\ cloag Q; et —c 08 [
2~ e \

OK-QSJ-WW\ Fat ¥ —
XN AL e b _—.&l‘\e, Ao
/ el atd . 7 «W e

i D N AT AR WD, — et

A - et oon ok
S ! L @ q\&?‘ﬁc“:“{?\’: ”"" C}"l . T
MW \ WJ__,,———
p : ottt _— Zh ot
“V?vvka,c

0 o1 il

) 2 U DS — ﬁ? ' csrne ~fegL -1 d

—_— o, et (e BTN T , = fF

DndoS— N 2 -asb. & ‘,W— P N - lenes fo @old tHy\/M

W\ﬁﬂzbﬁo\ﬁ#’ 0/&‘ <+ p&&«w-@(\aﬂﬁv—- 7= —a bl 1
preoetete < e Wu&%wmmwféh B2
) By S  —yerrrvd e sy / - .

\wkt\e? %u}fﬁu mqkzgh&,wlf es o —x —%W@M
&"(M:M& —_— Mr\f‘(/ \p..()“/
Zot
Q&ﬁ‘t\ —L KD 7

bps ot e o I G <
e e e R
SO v S g -

oy QS



Selena Wong (*5)
Round 2A 11:00am Room 5
Pro: 3 Clark - Wornow
Con: 9 Ganesh - Donthi
Varsity Public Forum

PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Judge’s Name: Q,J‘M/Uv w i

Judge’s School Affiliation: Q&X‘a ((‘V‘\ "’t S

PRO: CON:
3 Team Code #: q

pts 7/q Con Speaker #1 &A/\Q/?A/\ /pts ZY
ptsu Con Speaker #2 @'O‘VUH/\J 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 elimidation rounds)
26-25=Fair 24-20 =Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or /,»/’f ppropriate behavior

Team Code #:

Pro Speaker #1 W AN
Pro Speaker #2 O!/M/ lC__

Judging Criteria /

e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issie(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 th¢ debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?

e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Werg questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a ciyil 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 gh organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

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

Pro 1:
> d PK‘L:H,\ U ‘ + —a~
e R R L S ot

. %'MW Ce 1V
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O¥ne r & L re0k bt af s
L g%
TEAM CODE #: ﬁ onthe (D /\/ wins this debate.

_ (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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Kaustubh Vijapure (*15) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 2B 11:00am D207

Pro: 3 Durney - Liu
Con: 11 ChO\)I/V - Ansel Judge’s Name: e\<6‘\‘\§§\k\3\\ \X\\G‘\QW@-«

verstly Puble Foram Judge’s School Affiliation: .‘\\‘Q &MK 5 L&NL R - :3\
Team Code #: PRO: ?) Team Code #: CON: \
Pro Speaker #1 ’B od Ny pts 38 Con Speaker #1 (\\ Qv / pts gc‘ 5
Pro Speaker #2 LS\L pts 2% Con Speaker #2 Q—Y\ Qe pts QC?

Please award each speaker points based on the following scalet

on point? Was the cross fire conductgd in a civil manner?
e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effegtively 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:
SQ\KDK‘S Neou > \&, X8 m\%&w ) g&Q&E' Ny el Wm}é XN o L\}\
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Pro 2: Con 2:
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T‘mmm AW 4\%«&;“ WG X ) &»}w P &D D WX Oess wduda
\r&}\wﬁ& \QA\ Q\?gm_ K. Rﬁh\k . S Q@y&\;\@&&m o, \&—

TEAM CODE #: ,3 on the Q R wins this debate%
(PRO or CON) L

Q{Q"J kQ_,uw\ Q{g&& &
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Dilip Sharma (*9) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 2A 11:00am D206

Pro: 3 Zhang - Cohen s . } . L )

Con: 11 Lee - Steinberg Judge’s Name: ————

Varsity Public Forum L |

Judge’s School Affiliation: . & /17 > Lot
PRO: CON:

Team Code #: Team Code #:
Pro Speaker #1__ 21115714 pts . | Con Speaker #1 e pts .1
Pro Speaker #2 Cahnern pts # ””»- Con Speaker #2 LAY pts ,;;L‘;;

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 ev1denca credible?

e REASONING: Wgre the conclusions reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were argum,ents 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 debater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasonfhg?

e DELIVERY: Did each debatelj‘§gcak 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: N\
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Round 2B 11:00am D206

Dilip Sharma (*9) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Pro: 4 Rajkumar - Kapyraboyna , f AR
Con: 15 Shvakel - Dhatchi Judge’s Name: ‘ /
Varsity Public Forum — 1] C
Judge’s School Affiliation: o b= U
PRO: CON:
Team Code #: Team Code #:
:-‘.F“} i ) © A I N R |
Pro Speaker #1 % | ELT O s 2 Con Speaker #1___ | [ 41~/ pts o7
Pro Speaker #2 !( :‘ HiAe0'{ YA ptsa’ [ ConSpeaker#2 S PIVL L AL pts & o5
bt L

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?

® EV]]’TSNQ@ 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 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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TEAMCODE# | R onthe  CON  wins this debate.
‘ - (PRO or CON) ; Y, .
REASON FOR DECISION: ./~ Ay o de Pyeaddd Ll Yeadrrial ey

; L 1% s o
y. % # / b, e &Y JE £7°
S y f Mo | !
. & 4 F { 4
5 P, o My S @/ ks é - . ] 4 §
/ Y, ] (‘v b 44 3 ‘J\_,_ & ; 8 s rt =




.U b

\m&vis

"t ard ?xim \ Kt N,E\%h =
| tnl\zi!m\[s%‘,i\\\wwiw '

o | mf, e e !
“ \L\_m,,

7{4 ramﬁmn r\nh_ﬁe,‘q&# -
4N ,wrf\;L f,,.,:_u a - .ﬁw
Nl 1Y Laﬁw

I-ll:

Jﬂw “‘ Eﬁg .At_ﬁf?, ;s.w \)
Y e loatzh

“W.x«. INE L\&M\M %
nmm:

2 wﬁﬁ e ,Tx

"
A\vm

EWe ey )

B Nﬁ b}a}ﬁ k.v:rtk [£at

er N?M lp&v& 5 S x /\NW, {5y
W

k) _4

,k\ A L £ ¥
w
%ﬁv\ 4 ﬁ%,,fw 25

e Lz smm»w»«@ %@5
v Pie ewp i e © é@ﬁ
pre semphiy /

7 .
Y Lﬁnﬁi vertd wil b
@;‘.Tk ﬁ»ﬂ Fﬁwﬁ?g
LYY w.%

S

&vﬁdlé VoA %x,
% ,«Wx Nﬁ%& |

h&};ﬁ%f ;hw\&&j? ,
ol g Auado | [ Sediels do butr
?34\,:: 3\1» .&n M %M‘x.,mﬂ\ »Mf fmmﬁ.ﬁwyﬁ\um
v & mdid || 03 o bullydnde
| o) et
PrtHAs )

@ kzgrm*
.BN&»)& )

/\\W»#ﬁk»’ cﬁm
b

% } WA

i %Ew\l & bensv

LA

5 _ JN Bl AL

\ .wm;»jm.ewu N\“WW};&:E; H B i
T, N foalt :ﬂ%\m, EVAQM

Tﬁ \\w .Lanp;ﬁwﬂw & £/

\

“n % .

= )z
Leold
i

~»v. m?ug w\\
?.r .,Nﬁmi A mﬁm vm .\wmu
- SLDH

ggrk mﬁ » e
S v;\m\rmx Nﬁh?\)

w&ﬂk& K ﬁfk\ d ¢

WN} f%a.,:

7&@%
2 ol xoad
/ﬂw L Yoo

N&fuﬁw?? shawéj .T:\
Mo e ﬁ.,mm\m

(8 ¢ ﬁﬁw olem \m.

23.8m lives cw:taﬁ

R )

M sy

| M\,z |
“

VN %m,,,%,.,,ﬂ "t
d g h ‘\N Lhi..:i A
L ,HT_,J;T ‘wm\fx M\ L ,
“ s.”.il Vi .T,mu_ nu- &)ﬂmf%}rm | \ ,%\, Lf\ ‘%
iy _..‘WM. Hzm e \ _ hw@mﬁﬁ,. LONTYAL
PN e \ \‘ s g’

.,?&
b Susied Fosme

GFA ,
i

|




Carol Lloyd (*13) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 2A 11:00am D210

Pro: 5 Menon - Anderson
Con: 4 Bhargava - Adusumilli
Varsity Public Forum

W

14/‘«9‘
il

Judge’s Name: KTOD lk %‘AA’M
Judge’s School Affiliation: A‘Lmu H g\—(

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: 5 Team Code #: L\l
Pro Speaker #1_{HAL VS, pts 2= Con Speaker#1_AA 140 v ] s & 29
Pro Speaker #2 ‘MMDI/I pts Z7 Con Speaker #2 @WL/};AV/«J pts 7’8

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

® 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:

Prot: [Hnderso. con1: pd Tt s
E&M,wﬁcfu bt ot Clear
/DLO s dovdirn A éc//‘//rzj’ L%ﬂﬁé

[ St LONSTTrUetdiie Az {)é(juwg
,’é CeLbol b@«afl;f o pfelr

Pro 2: V]/’\WOVI Con 2: Vﬂ/{ ()..fﬁft(//\
- (25 7’\24/“?' NANGUn in€~" LU - é&/“) LZ,Q{/
{/mm e 4 an
fieae v preeyrer val
Mé/ el
TEAM CODE #: onthe < &N wins this debate.
. (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION: o
CON 4w gl beth [ ad L o7~ sl
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Carol Lloyd (*13) PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 2B 11:00am D210 .
Pro: 4 Bhakhat - Kuang Tuilge’s Nanre; %’D | (AR
Judge’s School Affiliation: WM t'h% t—f

Con: 9 Srivastava - Wong
Varsity Public Forum

PRO: LJ( CON: A

Team Code #: Team Code #: q
# . " F p]
Pro Speaker #1 BWUZ—/J{' pts QJ}? Con Speaker #1 \S T NESTAS T~ pts 29
Pro Speaker #2 l%f/% pts?/? Con Speaker #2__IAJEN g pts G

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 inapprop/le;ate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

¢ REASONING: Were the conclusions1€ached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logicgity built?

e CROSS EXAMINATIO OSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the crgss'tire conducted in a civil manner?

¢ REBUTTAL: Didthe debater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidénce, or reasoning?

e DE RY: 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: 8”\1"/ ’(,ng{,[f“ Con 1: 57; la/M‘fz/’LWﬁ.

Pro 2: ]{/w‘u"jﬂ Con2: (W 0746

TEAM CODE #: &( on the E;j& °  wins this debate.

(PRO or CON)

f1o e /»Wg QZW s

REASON FO ﬁECISION
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Deborah Weiner (*11) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 2A 11:00am D208

(P;:)on::43 ?_el‘Jlic;-(i/ilglhotra Judge’s Name: _DQ{OG vZUA C[tk\/‘ 'W eve
Varsity Public Forum S W\MYV\/UV&@

Team Code #: PRO: 4 Team Code #: CON:.?

Pro Speaker #1_ P> dLLL pis Lo | ConRpedierfl LD ots 22

Pro Speaker #2 @\ A pts QJ_Q Con Speaker #2_ ML ‘ I/\ 0 f"(Z/\ pts @y

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?

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? Kaf the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?

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

e DELIVERY: Did éagh debater speak in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandﬁhlg:‘?

Using the above criteria, piéase offer compliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater:™,
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TEAM CODE #: 5 on the (./ D\\i wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)
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Deborah Weiner (*11)
Round 2B 11:00am D208

Pro: 12 Kabra - Satoor
Con: 4 Mishra - Rapolu
Varsity Public Forum

PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Judge’s Name: ZD/&QMU/L (MM Melpnai
Judge’s School Affiliation: V\/\'W\/\We

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: \"].- Team Code #: ]
Pro Speaker #1 \LUL \001 pts 20\ Con Speaker #1 (Zl’k D (’)\ VAL pts 27
Pro Speaker#2  Q C)J’ Verd pts Z[/\ Con Speaker #2 V\A/@\/\ A pts Z: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 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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Sanjeev @hawla (*8)
Round 2B 11:00am Room 8
Pro: 13 Hopcraft - Reicher
Con: 3 Dyke - Jung
Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s Name:

PUBLIC FORUM Debate

fﬁnj—e«e v Chasta

Judge’s School Affiliation:

Iyving fun

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: i3 Team Code #: 2
Pro Speaker #1 Reic her . pts 29 Con Speaker #1 D\IJ ke pts 25
Pro Speaker #2 'Hop*{&f &"‘M’ - pts_27_ Con Speaker #2 Jdu V\Jﬁ pts_~ 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=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? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?
REBUTTAR; Did the debater effectively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidéﬁgc, 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:

Pro 1: 4 thyj C{{frf L MSS‘?L;’% Con 1: ’ 5{'(()1’!? QQL"\M )
¢ Sudunee 1= Need Sovng, %O(,ws w
oy w (w055 ENe D i ,
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REASON FOR DECISION:

on the P 70, wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)

TEAM CODE #:
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Sanjeev Ohawla (*8) PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 2A 11:00am Room 8 g C Lq,
Pro: 15 Abbott - Sen ; . and e/
Con: 3 Oh - Thomas Judge’s Name: | b
Varsity Public Forum i’
Judge’s School Affiliation: I{V’Wﬁﬁ"‘ H‘5L v Sch oo ( ,
PRO: CON:
Team Code #: (5 Team Code #: 3
Pro Speaker #1 Sen pts _ 2¥%Con Speaker #1 Thomas pts 27
Pro Speaker #2 /’\ bbott pts 2% -5 Con Speaker #2 O pts ‘2‘,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, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

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

e CROSS EXAM[I%ATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the ctoss 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:

Prol: = Clew Hunking Con 1:
Skrong der
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TEAM CODE #: S on the YD wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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