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ail Kernes (*1) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

P‘ Round 3A 2:00pm D207 L

h“g;)n 2 Mozg[brlr;;;asg?gn%éﬂj‘p Judge’s Name: 6‘9’ IL KGRN‘K'ES }4 %A/< f(-/ [} // ﬁ

Varsit Publlc Forum 1 A
y - }H/\{ Judge’s School Affiliation: .4’Lf i I IY
“hetp PRO; %50 con, 7
I Team Code #: IFD Team Code #: i

Pro Speaker #1 W q L‘{j “ pts %2‘7Con Speaker #1 mo% B%G'é pts Q__(TQ
Pro Speaker #2 NPY% l m Wpts ZG Con Speaker #2 ?O%N pts ZZ)

Please award each speaker points based on the follow:?é scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to q _,f}' for elimination rounds)

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

Judging Cri feria

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

e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support argum
Was the evidence credible? 7

e REASONING: Were the conclusions re
analysis? Were arguments logically b i

® CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSH! I' : Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner?

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

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

ents with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?

hed by the debater drawn from evidence and

Using the above criteria, p se offer compliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater: mss5hri g 82.
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Rose Macias (*9) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 3B 2:00pm D210

Pro: 4 Nachuri - Lee ,
Con: 5 Menon - Anderson Judge’s Name: @»&t, H\ﬂm A
Varsity Public Forum
Judge’s School Affiliation:  LOGA @)
PRO: CON:

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Pro Speaker #1__\{® Qu U\ pts &%  Con Speaker #1 &n DERDG b pts 28

Pro Speaker#2  LE® pts 1  ConSpeaker#2 300N pts 9

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 round§)
26-25=Fair  24-20 =Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapproprigte behavior

Judging Criteria

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

explanation clear and concise?

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

Was the evidence credible?

® REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debafer drawn from evidence and

analysis? Were arguments logically built?

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

on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil

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

e DELIVERY: Did each debater speak in

and easily understandable?

rganized, communicative style that was pleasant

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

Pro 1: Con 1:

WeLL SPOKeN| ReSEMTS NG (LereLy. Seerys VE®Y Buickyy bt elears

SHOLD MDY OfpoBhT o ANSWER Orqucizl 10fo & evidenel
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Pro 2: Con 2: .
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Presentd nEsraion  wedl

TEAM CODE #: ) onthe _ (op)  wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Rose Macias (*9) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 3A 2:00pm D210

Pro: 12 Chan - Park , Qﬂ m
Con: 3 Zhang - Cohen Judge’s Name: |Gofe. | INAGIAS

Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: | OGRAL

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: Team Code #:
Pro Speaker #1 P A K pts &1  Con Speaker #1 Couen pts ?
Pro Speaker #2 Q )AI.\ A pts (Q? Con Speaker #2 ZHaNG 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 rofinds)
26-25=Fair 24-20 =Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapprop#iate 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 debatér 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 maner?
® 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:
Spesks ﬁutﬂ  hord do el eenybosel | aupn presaTRON
%@Nl iIn€o ORGAMNTD | IFD
D Wme |
& Urie postes ve DANG CRoSTiée
Pro 2: Con 2:
Cood UE oF P Meardetine Compusure @um\% GWCSSIK Croschre
Stk i ouFIpeu s
TEAM CODE #: 3 onthe _ ()))  wins this debate.
7 (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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it PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 3A 2:00pm D211

Pro: 3 Dyke - Jung s . - F:’
Con: 12 Roy - Ahluwalia Judge’s Name: Q fe < Whv

Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: | >

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: 5 Team Code #: 12D -
Pro Speaker #1 97, 4 < pts 2\4 Con Speaker #1 ]As B \ U M/V(q pts-zfé
Pro Speaker #2 e T o pts 24 Con Speaker #2 Q oy pts 2 8

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

Judging Criteri

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

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

® REASONING: Were the conclusions reachtd 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 effecfively counter the arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?

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

TEAM CODE #: e X0 fe (o _C_=w__ wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION:







PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 3B 2:00pm D211

Pro: 11 Kapoor - Weiner , R F’
Con: 12 Kabra - Satoor Fudge’s Name: =2 ¢ o e, N
Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: | 3
PRO: CON:
Team Code #: i Team Code #: 12—
Pro Speaker #1 \4 «)o ooy pts 2—7 Con Speaker #1 \< a\a o A pts }8
Pro Speaker #2 \A/ eiineyv pts 27F Con Speaker #2 5&'{‘ PY-X% 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 inapproprigte 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, expeyt 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 questiong relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil manner

® REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter the gfguments 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 complimn ents and/or suggestions for

improvement to each debater:

Con 1: / v
ylr s Jomf Mt Ao o gt
Confﬁ,,;;z:/? g e

o= s
TEAM CODE #: | 2~ onthe < own ins this debate.

_ (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION:







Tobi Thomas (*14) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 3B 2:00pm D209

Pro: 3 Luo - Malhotra J ‘ O ‘
Con: 15 Abbott - Sen Judge’s Name: )MW‘ Y oo
Varsity Public Forum !
Judge’s School Affiliation: 1 C’%kd:ﬂ
PRO: - CON:
Team Code #: 5 Team Code #: / %

Pro Speaker #1 j‘\ v D pts w Con Speaker #1 6(} A pts 98/
Pro Speaker #2 \,\/‘ a i }f]ﬁ(ﬁ}i pts j LE) Con Speaker #2 ":\ b\Yfﬂ pts Qg

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 illustrgtions?
Was the evidence credible?

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments afd/or suggestions for
improvement to each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: % / 6 on the 4’22 / L/ Wﬁs this debate. y
(PRO or CON) L
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Kaustubh Vijapure (*15) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 3B 2:00pm D208 e L )
Pro: 12 Kim - Chou : \< e\ o
Con: 3 Oh - Thomas Judge’s Name: \—\5&——%‘6&3{%@‘“ ] Q\Lm&)\\ \:BG”KML

Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation:_\he SR8k Ty Voo Sdnacll

PRO: CON: N\
Team Code #: \ 2 Team Code #: 3
Pro Speaker #1 \< 2 ) pts 2R Con Speaker #1 T\\Om QR pts 2 C‘
Pro Speaker #2 C\'\ Sue pts 22 Con Speaker #2 @\’1 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 roun:
26-25=Fair 24-20=Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriaj€ behavior

Judging Criteria
e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in thg'topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?
e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, exp
Was the evidence credible?
e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debatey’drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?
e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questigns relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civil m:
o REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively counter tfe arguments of the opposition with
analysis, evidence, or reasoning?
e DELIVERY: Did cach debater speak in an or;
and easily understandable?

opinions, or illustrations?

ized, communicative style that was pleasant

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

Pro 1:

Cone Ru& Sgsm; S\ \:\\?x\\.;,

Con 1:

QE&O\L& Wy WSS~ ?& S@i \p@f}\ K_QA&‘_
N ol S, \0 s QY f‘:\\i&\’iﬁi’\?; = ?@& Ei‘ ;g W\\Q::\
i) Vs, =L AN N 3 Q@\&L& Nl | B :»J.,Q o Koo QJ;\Q. S

56.\5.\ SO N )
'-\ Gous o

Pro 2: Con 2:
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‘ S

N N, Bd
c%&ﬁ& & R R0 T WILAR \‘u‘?f ;;\ =
TEAM CODE #:____> onthe CON_ N wing this debate. O 30 -
| (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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Kaustubh Vijapure (*15) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 3A 2:00pm D208

Pro: 19 P Crosb
cg)rmea? ii oSty Judge’s Name: %ﬁi\m\v\\z\m \)\\Q\Dwt

Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: @\'\M“\ Lm\e, 0\«:\\@@&

PRO: \q CON: iﬁ\ /
Team Code #: : Team Code #:
< <
Pro Speaker #1 ?C\ Y& pts 7. S$"Con Speaker #1 L\ / pts 235
Pro Speaker #2 & < 3‘&\\\ pts 28 Con Speaker #2 Y pts 23
L

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

® ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most impo
explanation clear and concise?

® EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments
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/ civil manner?

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

e DELIVERY: Did each debater spe
and easily understandable?

t issue(s) in the topic? Was the

ith facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?

an organized, communicative style that was pleasant

improvement to each debater:

Pro 1: ‘:Qo\cs_ Ao\ N/ o |Conl: b\ck& TN Q&QQ(( \ﬁs, \ Qéiwrj &
A %@i SNty - ‘ig\ ﬁé\ AW \Qw&\ “5\5&,_,“ (M \

(gﬁkﬂ*};\ %sﬁm%\" TRy~ %O’K\\Q& {B \\QA« T | ;\\m\x

C}hﬂb\\\u»a, QUM\MQQ\ *»S&ux s

Pro 2: Con 2:

i w}x};\ Ntk o N K\?\qm}, L\ﬁ“t:) Q\%\& ‘x%&% k&w&\x
t‘*ﬁ &ﬁgw\éﬁu ,\\Q.‘.@:?) ' S\;\u k e\ ‘\M\m&m}&, ALY

RN ““‘{3“23 R e e &Q\Q’
TEAM CODE #: i on the Cca _Con wins this debate.
_ (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION:

o SdoSe \,&% o Ao &M @m& ffﬂ\\ bt Veosme WG
a‘a —— Nowuss A o e
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Tobi Thomas-{*t4)— PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 3A 2:00pm D209

Pro: 3 Magid - Levi ! o 2 .
Con: 12 Hwang - Matley Judge’s Name: f}'\/\[&(‘ ‘»1 =So& K
Varsity Public Forum
Judge’s School Affiliation: (_%1/ \
PRO: CON:
Team Code #: ) Team Code #:

Pro Speaker#1_|_¢ 1 § pts_ 2 Con Speaker #1 V/\/ lart! [/ pts ﬂ
Pro Speaker #2 L/\/\/’LO) \d pts 9-'_[7 Con Speaker #2 ‘\—\1 4)/’/4/46\ pts ﬂ

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

Judging Criteri

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

® EVIDENCE: Did the debater support argumentd 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 il a civil manner?

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

® DELIVERY: Did each debater spealf in an organized, communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?
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QU Wee .
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nd 5,9&44 b H € A
TEAM CODE #: } . onthe ('] 2 / wins this debate.
| (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION:
L U; O l 7538 )
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Ruby Kaur (*9) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 3A 2:00pm D205 /
Pro: 4 Bhakhat - Kuang , 43\ U/{O ,
Con: 11 Wang - Wallerstein Judge’s Name: ¢ Y
Varsity Public Forum / L
Judge’s School Affiliation: W& ~/
PRO: cox: |
Team Code #: Team Code #:
q = 2 ) ] i 3
Pro Speaker #1 K}D\\CD\Y\\\C\’X pts 2F con Speaker #1 /4 au @X&Téw\ pts 2]
Pro Speaker #2 Y\\-) an 61 pts 2:)" Con Speaker #2 \/\] C\V\’% pts 257’“

Please award each speaker points based on the ollowing scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enoyéh to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25=Fair  24-20 =Poor <20 = Rekerved 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 suppoft arguments with facts, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

® REASONING: Were the conclugions 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?

Conl: @ C’chr&ep) C,@ﬁzp/\c{@}j
b\ﬁ\' ‘V\ee_cD TZ, _g(ma Q(Zi)x/i)v\ "

| ‘ , W 0-UA,
Pro 2: S;P(—?_QJQ C/Qe/aubf Con 2: C’f&—&d} @Nf)}’ﬁ/ % ("deﬂ
@6 — 2 Q@P“&’J@&; &ﬁﬁ;}&& ™

St (O~ {)’y@if\&m&xc
\M’Frﬁ% Provn Gt

TEAM CODE #: 1] onthe (O winsthis debate.

, (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION: 4 ‘ ‘ J ‘ _%
/r\’\@t ay& ?va—e—eo } C;@e«,/% e Ce
\ B

/g’\,ax/\&,, ol 0@% ce %Q\C r

\







Deborah Weiner (*11) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 8

Pro: 9 Uppal - Sekar , ) i y
Con: 4 Kiran - Pillarisetti Judge’s Name:_1XD DA W %U/\
Varsity Public Forum /
Judge’s School Affiliation: \A%’a WoVA-e_
PRO: A~ c}%: |
Team Code #: 01 Team Code #: L\"

Pro Speaker #1 (//()17)7 A l pts 2/8 Con Speaker #1 Vél[&\/ 1S f/H’l pts 7’5
Pro Speaker #2 Q,&VLM pts TF con Speaker # I \Z/? VARNM- pts ﬂ@

Please award each speaker points based on the fgllowing scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstandipg 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20=Poor <20= Resrved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the fhost 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 conclusiops reached by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?
® CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers

Con 1: @\/’Q vl W CTV (ed
P = Povaol tne i o
Oe glegrty dus mg&pd“m

Con2: 106(] »e@a/tcwuu ‘BCT PO s
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TEAM CODE #: O\ on the wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Deborah Weiner (*11)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 8

Pro: 15 Vijapure - Sen

Con: 3 Clark - Wornow

PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Judge’s Name: (DQ/W AU COUAA\NM

Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: WWWW ‘

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: \S Team Code #: %

pts %ﬂ’ Con Speaker #1 V\[O V) 5‘\/\.&

Pro Speaker #1_ < OM

pts ﬁ(ﬂ

wa

Pro Speaker #2 \[ L\\|G( ) WAL pis '7, ;I/ Con Speaker #2

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

ps 240

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

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), i the topic? Was the

explanation clear and concise?

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

Was the evidence credible?
e REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the
analysis? Were arguments logically built?
e CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were
on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a civi

anner?

ater drawn from evidence and

estions relevant and brief? Were answers

® REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively cougfter the arguments of the opposition with

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

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

improvement to each debater:

Pro 1: {>\4¢~e e IHduvnACon1: Dtk c«Vl\L’f
WMLLW Wl o elden | BV DY

AN
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SH/H{ -~ &m\bﬁ ded
(e X 5@@ U“\@ODE 4 onthe P20  wins thls debate

(PRO or CON)

WAVANYINE )

REASON FOR DECISION: 6 V. Y {u(
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Jim Hwang (*12)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 5
Pro: 9 Ganesh - Donthi
Con: 11 Fox - Khan
Varsity Public Forum

PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Ttm AP

Judge’s Name:

Judge’s School Affiliation: MVY %5
PRO: CON:
Team Code #: [’? Team Code #: / /
Pro Speaker #1 @WC’ S pts 2/7 Con Speaker #1 KHhand S pts 2 X
Pro Speaker #2  poN/ //f/’ / pts 7/? Con Speaker #2 7:9 ()(, pts ﬁa

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 ﬁ@r elimination rounds)
26-25=Fair 24-20 =Poor <20 =Reserved for ;p’de or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria’

® ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most mqportant 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 reach%d by the debater drawn from evidence and
analysis? Were arguments logically built?’

e CROSS EXAM[NATION/CROSSFIReE Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the cross fire conductg& in a civil manner?

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

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

" 4
Using the above criteria, ple 1se offer compliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each deb?fli'
|

Pro 1: Wizee sprtens. Gow popirs Conl: wweee spofers. Gosw Popols

Con2: Goor ACE fug /ARy To Foreow

Pro2: Geop fac®,
TRAWN o THOCEHT .

TEAM CODE #: i onthe PRO  wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION:
BLTTER frp MIRE CoOHESN & ARGMEN]S
4/@9 P wO7 REFATE F@EEGs Corvvin/ Conly Ly







Hao Li (*11) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 3B 2:00pm D204

Pro: 4 Jang - Shahi , 7
Con: 9 Wu - Autenreith Judge’s Name: ’//4(7 L

Varsity Public Forum ] ,
Judge’s School Affiliation: M / f ﬁ W ﬂh)f € %/ %

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: 4— Team Code #: q
Pro Speaker #1 5%& J1 !‘ pts 25 Con Speaker #1 /41/"1“6‘4 Y&LFL
Pro Speaker #2 Tp\f\ é ' pts Zg Con Speaker #2 W/M i 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

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

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

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

¢ CROSS EXAMINATION/CROSSFIRE: Were questions relevant and brief? Were answers
on point? Was the 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: e - mk W ﬁa)
e A

~ Sptih v fart) H~A ,
Pro 1: Con 1:
Yef ‘P”m Scwf’ﬂ i/ (SO0 5 0

W#— VM MH/P

_ /ﬁnf@_,_,___/—————

Pro 2: ,/@,2 vy Z,.,,«( %f)e”ﬁ%
oy é’”’" W/@;,e Cortons

_ oofid deva v 9+W”>r

Adivecd - Lo,

TEAM CODE #: % on the i
(PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Hao Li (*11) PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 3A 2:00pm D204 i
(F’;roor;:_49 E‘:'Sarlilv-a.gtIanva - Wong Judge’s Name: H o L
i e Judge’s School Affiliation: M ram onte H%
Team Code #: PRO: 4’ 2 g Team Code #: con: q |

Pro Speaker #1 B q “6\ 3 % pts ﬁ Con Speaker #1 Sry Wista ‘qu; ”;ﬁ ptsZ 6
&:V\ pts 2 5 Con Speaker #2 V‘/a "&{ ;;“’ﬁr ﬁ- pts ;Z?'

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

Pro Speaker #2

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? 4
® 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?
e REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectiv,éiy 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, pleas¢’offer compliments and/or suggestions for
improvement to each debatery
- wed

wmd/"-;;‘e“# i M‘

Syuchured 4i
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TEAM CODE #: on the CUA/ wins this debate.
, (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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Jim Hwang (*12) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 3B 2:00pm Room 5

warsvame___ T~ il
arsi r
S Judge’s School Affiliation: M V/f;
Team Code #: FRO: ? Team Code #: o é}L
Pro Speaker #1_AA0 #MW pts & " oo Speaker #1 RA4PoL Y pts 2 ?

Pro Speaker #2 fe9 K pts 2/7 Con Speaker#2_ M /<fH2A pts & f

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 opmm;ﬁs or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible?

® REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by the debater drawn ﬁ“om 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? 4

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, ,eommumcatlve style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

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

Pro1: p/p a7 Mpte Geop use 4 [Conl:
oF Cress EX To crimaee [
f&}/T/d/v

Pro 2: Det jvepy Couch B & ope Con 2:

Shoo THf
TEAMCODE #: U onthe_ PN wing isdehsis
_ (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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Pranav Shahi (*4) PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 3A 2:00pm D206

Pro: 12 Weng - Majewski , ) z
Con: 3 Bhasin - Dovichi Judge’s Name: PRAN@’J §H AH |

Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: DVH ¢

PRO: CON:
Team Code #_LJENG- MAIEW S K, Team Code #:_ {SHASI~n ~ DOVI M)
Pro Speaker #1 M ATIWSK] pts 28  Con Speaker #1 Do VICH ) pts s
Pro Speaker#2 W EAN QG pts 29  Con Speaker #2 BHASI~ 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 fof 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 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:

Pro 2: Con 2:

TEAM CODE #: 8 HA StV-DwuicHon the  CEO/V  wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION: R
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Pranav Shahi (*4) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 3B 2:00pm D206

Pro: 12 Hart - Nakahara
Con: 11 Lee - Steinberg Judge’s Name: PRHNA Y gHA M

Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: D\f MS

PRO: CON:
Team Code #:_H ART~ NAKAHARH Team Code#: |.$¢- ST¢ (N BSRC,

Pro Speaker #1 MAKAMHARA pts 28 ConSpeaker#1 L. €¢ d pts 28
Pro Speaker#2 M ARTY pts 2% Ccon Speaker #2_ & 2in) EQ Rq pts 1%‘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

® 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?

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

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

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

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

Pro 1: / Con 1:

i

Pro 2: Con 2:

TEAM CODE #: [ ¢ §- Qé 2IWB%RGon the  Co~J)  wins this debate.
(PRO or CON)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Q+ m«gw\dgﬁf\w& (QJG“t‘/’-«E/Q)ngOJ Tr e wﬁﬁm

it 1 ‘W gited ot PRD team way n W
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Suma Kachinthaya (*5) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 7

Pro: 13 Hopcraft - Reicher > j I T
Con: 4 Jamal - Sankineni Judge’s Name:__ Stemat Kathen “H’\ﬂ-y&

Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: Rl Con
PRO: CON:
Team Code #: 13 Team Code #: l;.
Pro Speaker#1__ ¢ i ( bz pts @9 ConSpeaker#1___ Jexenal pts_ 24

Pro Speaker #2 H&?J'\«C)é,&»é'i’ pts _2 7 Con Speaker #2 fcu\,&m;d pts ER:S

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 forrude 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 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: ifjﬂbm SM‘A"" Conl: Passanele W Can Slcew

Pro2: Can taprope ©4 Con 2: E:ZM& 2 >

TEAM CODE #: Ly onthe CoRn wins this debate.
, (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION:

@f/\,ciumﬁ:- Cb\c{ ez O ;q,z,aawxj .







Suma Kachinthaya (*5) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 3B 2:00pm Room 7
Pro: 9 Noriega - Yi = , » -
Con: 4 Huang - Sun Judge’s Name: Stemmer i’{ a‘(}w\ihcf{,://t
Varsity Public Forum /

«

Judge’s School Affiliation: zt_»@’ﬁuv

PRO: CON:
Team Code #: a Team Code #: /,’.3—
Pro Speaker #1_ N O«‘v{.e,? o pts 2] Con Speaker #1 Sn pts_ 27
Pro Speaker#2_ Y.L pts_ 24  Con Speaker #2 Wu-@u'\j; pts_ D%

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 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 orgamzed communicative style that was pleasant
and easily understandable?

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

Pro1: Caun m«/vku Lo (’"/w&":tonl' Can \,uz, waaxé.u»?

/,(,(7&, ey /#aw geod /:e,cﬂq%

Pro2: Ve %WW@Msz Con Z;q,;/wm on emfha

Commuapa l
TEAM CODE #: I onthe (CAN  wins this debate.
! (PRO or CON)
REASON FOR DECISION:

Sk I ?rw Pl Koo Hel /fj—efﬁl«/wq,j . PRo L
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Sepideh Ataei (*12) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 3B 2:00pm D212

Pro: 5 Siva - Manthana 2 : ¢ . \ '
Con: 4 Rajkumar - Kapyraboyna Judge’s Name:_ Oy iche / O A‘T@\ €4
Varsity Public Forum ) ~ NS :
Judge’s School Affiliation:\ ™\ © V\\ € \/ \ S)Va\ H 5
PRO: 5 CON: 14
Team Code #:_ ¢ Team Code #: 14

[ ]
Pro Speaker #1__\ (A ‘Y\f\ ANGDtS 2‘9} Con Speaker #1 }2 a } \4 el pts 2@
Pro Speaker #2 %?\ \IZN pts 2% Con Speaker #2 K a §2 aMQ b %%na\pts Q%

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, orillustrations?
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 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: _ s t
N —need? 10 ‘ .ech
¥ Veré welll \ore\)&fﬁc& W in __ 4 = j e Sure he Speec
MQV\“\*A AN Pf?_ﬁ_g Cacls e o Con ok RO\A,KL\MQ\( Johoesu'f PEE-go over fime.

@rmfc Cross ek sievé»cén Q&kav?«w——e»-
(SN V2 Q ,,’ V ’@Ch , r‘\OTSD ’ aNS: » . g
C/Y%CM E k\ ﬁﬁt "gy\uw\f)%c Aeliver 1n more nadurall # under &
S fromg veasonicd | ohaldble speech.
SiVoo Pro2: "&‘?\’f"e&t C’)&\\‘/e“& : ConZ:Kc\Qg\vb\\Oo‘AY\GX
e e e )

T A= O QS | N
thv“d i@%‘(écté’ aY%‘”‘W‘* needn Yo %W\\pmx’e bcd‘é ]CM/\C?YW»%»Q
nadwral speailer

TEAM CODE #: K on the wins this debate.
7 é ?RE 3 or-CONY
REASON FOR DECISION: OX ) ¥
S ‘DQ e ((’7

woell P Yequéd with Lacte = evdonce . Vex 4 ratural o C"”@“”‘Z/‘
\D Y O‘()GSS (FOJ\«CLQ P Cesentorio— .







Sepideh Ataei (*12) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 3A 2:00pm D212

Pro: 9 Mohammad - Izadi s DY ( v > AJ(‘
Con: 4 Srinivas - Mundres Judge’s Name: bLP ' C(d/‘ .SQ‘? j RES

Varsity Public Forum

Judge’s School Affiliation: 1\/10\/«\((: Visla HS
PRO: CON:

Team Code #: O[. Team Code #: /,4

Pro Speaker #1 XZQ OL\ pts_20  Con Speaker#1__ I\ n Cﬁ e s( f)é ) ptsm & é
% | pts B0

Pro Speaker #ZM ) {f\ Amw ad pts 94 Con Speaker #2

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

analysis? Were arguments logically built?

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good f’
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 =Fair  24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or iI;faﬁipropriate behavior

Judging Criteria ; ;/
ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issy%(s) in the topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?
EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with fg@'{é, expert opinions, or illustrations?
Was the evidence credible? ii’ h_—‘ i
REASONING: Were the conclusions reached by % debater drawn from evidence and

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

——on point? Was the cross fire conducted in a ciyil manner?

REBUTTAL: Did the debater effectively cotinter 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_/ullierstandable? — '

g on Cerfo-is words et |

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments afid/or su i i AN o he— . {T
improvement to each debater: —EC more vyﬁumﬂ fow-
R Su———" f / Mond (@5 e - ":C e
L ZM'O\%EWE{QJQ‘H elt #ch} bmurj 5 4 ecch. Con 1: }Y\edh noTe PT&VQY& Fosi
U ek pre '\5C\red : Q\U\E‘S‘k\'o'v\b O (§055 exon~ Were NOT Cleay
. : PRSI Y1 R OV olote ; i
very profession o presen fation - ovd overlopp boAd longuegs

Clear

REASON FOR DECISION:

i : V\Qed\/l fo VUOT\Q OV im;?m'\/e
(wd ecmxl% un clerg‘iawa(af/v& et d;é?emw(f\o o @(’ewk fore @V&M__)

;C/\O\/\amMa(Q Pr;x 2 FeecV\ Con2:5/¥n| \1"5*2;[( C&’Jeaﬁ \WesQw'\GJ\’:ovv
@N’%{lwf‘%{f(& Ae\Nve \’& qvesy \O%'\ cal o«'&kma»k
%Y@ak CYo55 Exo— \Y%@ needd o worl oM (ro5S @xo.
J(GSCO& e 06 el fe wf \Qi( ¢ “ // o Comi |lusions .
TEACODEAR, A on ﬂl@-;z-lr__wins this debate.

G

Ve’\f‘ég QYQQG'?SS;%CM\GL 7 pre eomac) E;?eeclns i th Lot CNA GV{C&QY\C&-
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Neeraj Chadha (*4) PUBLIC FORUM Debate

Round 3B 2:00pm D213
Pro: 9 Meda - Doshi * ’ x | o
Con: 11 Stephen - Ruiz Judge’s Name: N €€y ey CM

Varsity Public Forum Y

Judge’s School Affiliation: Dv H‘g

: CON:
Team Code #: 'B q Team Code #: J )
Pro Speaker #1 M COU\ pts 29 con Speaker #1 42 viy pts 24
Pro Speaker #2 D 1723 b pts 39 Con Speaker #2 St ‘}‘L‘*“’\ : 2‘ 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 inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

e FEVIDENCE: 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?

® 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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Neeraj Chadha (*4) PUBLIC FORUM Debate
Round 3A 2:00pm D213
Pro: 15 Shvakel - Dhatchi N
Con: 3 Durney - Liu Judge’s Name: W@éb’a/] %OUA‘“
Varsity Public Forum 4
Judge’s School Affiliation: D vV 5
PRO: CON:
Team Code #: ) 5 Team Code #: 3
* C
Pro Speaker #1 Dk w7 b pts 22  Con Speaker #1 Dur h’/é} pts 2&‘
Pro Speaker #2 g S J‘V‘\ k“?( pts 29 Con Speaker #2 Liv ' pts 29

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€limination 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:
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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 ro y;'s'
26-25=Fair 24-20=Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
V4
Judging Criteria /
e ANALYSIS: Did the debater explain the most important issue(s) in thé topic? Was the
explanation clear and concise?
e EVIDENCE: Did the debater support arguments with facts, ex;?ﬁf 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 mannﬁ 7
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