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PARLI Debate N
Michelle Place (*15)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 136 , . _
G(:;ICI 10 Ch am- Fg?gy Judge’s Name: MICHELLE PLACE
Opp: 12 Burroys - Marr

Parliamentary

Judge’s School Affiliation; BENTLE Y

OPP

Team Code #: 1O Team Code #: | =~
Prop Speaker #1 HERN ptsQ®  Opp Speaker #1 BUrrous pts ,,’28(

Prop Speaker #2 ‘% LE 7’ pts _ﬁ_ Opp Speaker#2._ M A RR pts&g
Please award each spéaker points based on the following scale:
= Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (b 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: How reasonably and affectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

Evidence: How appropriately and effjciently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts an¥ references to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectiyely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side '

Points of Information: How relevant and eftfctive were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an oryanized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debate?g were to opponents and judges

1O

REASON FOR DECISION: R
Well on e ol P"V"‘kﬂ

onthe GOV wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate
Michelle Place (*15)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 136 s . z =
Gov: 3 Szeto - Keychenko Judge’s Name:_ M ICHELLE PLAC E
Opp: 10 Dickerman - Millar
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: BT eEY
PROP OoPP
Teaw Code #: 3 Team Code #: 1O

Prop Speaker #1 SzeToO pts.l7 Opp Speaker#1 DICKERM KA TN pts_&g

Prop Speakeh#2 K EYCHER KOpts I-‘ Opp Speaker#2__ MU L LK K pts &E/

Please awardkach speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 =YGood (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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debat

o Evidence: How appropriatgly and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may includg facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly\and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters spedk in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful ¥qe debaters were to opponents and judges

TEAM CODE #: \ O onthe O P P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp) J

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Arna Katewa (*12)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 139

Gov: 13 Murdough - Donaldson
Opp: 10 Eng - Ying
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PROP

Tho-ws S esid be v~endabr gy g
PARLI Debate
Judge’s Name: A"/\-aw WW .

e
Judge’s School Affiliation: Son Marpm— f% 4"&’“‘(’ :

OPP
Team Code #: 3. Team Code #: 1o
Pro%%eaker #1 [\/\ J /‘(’] ovV4 4 pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 7’ NG pts 29
Prop Speaker #2 Do N ‘c}So ~  pts 2T Opp Speaker #2 Erne pts_2%

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

27 =qo0d (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: How reasonabl}xand effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

Evidence: How appropriately ard efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include factg and references to authority as well as general knowledge

by the other side

Delivery: How well the debaters speak in

and easily understandable
[ J

Argumentation: How directly and ef{ectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

Points of Information: How relevant and\effective were the questions and the answers

athorganized, communicative style that is pleasant

Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and{or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Julianna Phillips (*2 | . .
Round 1B 9:00am Rofm 1&2 ) . , Judge’s Name: \JW“ Anna Y‘M““‘J

Gov: 5 Chang - Steuart

Opp: 10 Lee - Goldstein - (
Parl!amentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: Bl&l’u)q 0 DM\/J1 .
Team Code #: 5 Team Code #: ‘ O

Wentt fopic, due 5 wox t\w
sivess , e Sress evers 6’“"3” firey il ;‘,

Prop Speaker #1_Awnwwnieg Stevav® pts 2 6 Opp Speaker #1 \ l Oco b o |d§ {'f;(\ pts 1%
Prop Speaker #2 Avia Qﬁgbq pts_ &~ 1 2’1 Opp Speaker #2 ( yAtAN{ (’, 'H’ L? e pts 2«3

Please award each spe ker pomts based on the followmg scale
= Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (butpossibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 =Roor . <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiehtly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refeésgnces to authority as well as'general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectlvely e debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side :

e Points of Information: How relevant and effectiviwere the questlons and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organiz commumcatlve style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters wer to opponents and Judges

Usmg the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: ‘
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TEAM CODE #: \0 onthe © EE wins this debate.
' (Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate
Janet Chang (*4)
o 15 9o0an seem 17 nagesvame JANEL  Chang

Opp: 8 Murdock - Shotwell : ?j;
dge’s School Affiliation: 3“(‘{&‘”&3 ‘ IT/—QI{—S )

Parliamentary Debate/JV. . u
e le‘\'ecﬁ%u‘\zzé FG«SQWA _CoNevwment  abemndd =
PROP S e\ wmifPfums  Sladd be  wadd pp W e~ scletls,

( 4 Team Code #: 8‘

pts_zg ¢ gpp Speaker #1 MUT&G(J( pts 28
pts_2‘z Opp Speaker #2 31&0{‘0\) Q«” pts § 2.5: ‘g_

Please award each Speaker points based on the following scale:
0 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ; é[nalyze' the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately an¥ efficiently the debatef§ suppor
evidence—which may include fact

e Argumentation: How directly and e

‘ riarguments with
d references to authority as well as general knowledge

ctively the debaterto the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How{elevan ffective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an\organized, communicativ§ style yhat is pléasant
and easily understandable =

] g_qg’riggz: How courteous a@spg@g deba¢ers were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments andXqr suggestions for improvement to

each debater: 520
19;‘;4‘2 @wiwi) Df:20 '} O Wair inifopm
Pl'op léﬂﬁsﬁ; ue:&(&ybu((#tﬁ Opp 1:16}4‘ : !%; . “”i?ﬁ;?:‘l/%mm wynv-(?.?.
Tdoners net ey 22
umad *Pocony Mol to-€x Wf/
.A}:&’oiﬁi:ﬂ&‘, ﬁvaw"“'\:. ¢ ‘ ?‘? uAtTm(.'/)w
etan-Not en  SKalls cevecmtact tone ood
Siclls Y G skl 4ocepod thesgpet, 2B PN et o0 g
_ Courta oxaiantatt PP gud _ “ P - 0 e
Prop 2wl w060 Opp 2: A/Gsis: ot one post fspat Gp 1 poree
Cuilores Tt tae iy P70 : Erilonce <1l fob 50 10 miny Lo sy e
A?ya;umi‘,awnm dok Juck of exprese yousef. o oy .
it el i o oo g,
SKetlsR bit ot dpus ymabrns
Conressd ok S :l‘s“hr)ﬂfbé/ﬁbt So much Rufe contacts

: Courtdd > ﬁ
TEAM CODE #: / 0 on the JP It %F winso this daebao e.
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Mool scrednt s banekiced . PARLI Debate
Tina Donovan (*3)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 140 Judge’s Name: T/
Gov: 6 Mao - Tong-Seely 8 : =
Opp: 10 Liu - Fu e
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation: _%DMQDL_L@ D
PROP 44 OPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: \o
Prop Speaker #1 TﬁM . w‘\/&{ ptslo[ Opp Speaker #1 Liw pts2 ?
Prop Speaker #2 M}\/o pts Z? Opp Speaker #2__ £ A ptsZ +

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
0 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good ( ut possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-2(0 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

. Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and‘"‘effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate .
e Evidence: How appropriately and efﬁrilently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts andeferences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effégtive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgapized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable |
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters\were to opponents and judges

each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: l D on the ( 2_55 ; wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Patricia Zaballos (*2) <
Round 1B 9:00am Room 116 Judge’s Name: m 1127/ Zaé,,,([og
Gov: 12 Baxter - Nam
Opp: 10 Morgenstein - Kerr-Stein
Parhamentar% Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation: ﬁ '5 / 307) ZDJW(K
PROP OPP
Team Code #:_\_[ 2 Team Code #.___ /()

Prop Speaker #1 W pts 26 Opp Speaker #1 N‘& Mm&w\pts Qg
Prop Speaker #2 N 0\&\0/\ pts 2?) Opp Speaker #2 Chl,c)Q t@f‘ S‘QM pts 28

Please award each speake omts based on the followmg scale

30= rfect 29 = QOutstanding 28 Very Good

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

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectyely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiextly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refgrences to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant and effectiNe were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organ\zed, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters Were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or Suggestions for improvement to

each debater:
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Patricia Zaballos (*2)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 116
Gov: 13 Barton - Saghafi
Opp: 10 Ng - Huang
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PROP

Team Code #: | 3

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: Pﬂ?lfl// é/ A Zﬂib d/[ & S
Judge’s School Affiliation: B’ Stl ouj) 0 ' l%)’\/ 6(

OPP
Team Code #: / 0

Prop Speaker #1 %&P\'O{\

pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 N% pts 2 ‘1’3

Speaker #2 &fﬂh'q?{

pts 27 Opp Speaker #2 m HM qun J pts 21

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

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

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

26-25 = Fair

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasqnably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debgte
o Evidence: How appropr}
evidence—which may incl
e Argumentation: How direct
by the other side
o Points of Information: How rele
e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful t

each debater:
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tely and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
e facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

t and effective were the questions and the answers
in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

debaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate

Bill Windsor (*6 |
Round 1B 9:00am R(oon?133 . Judge’s Name: B,r“ w, Y\dgo r

Gov: 10 Stroumza - Chen

Opp: 5 Vafai - Wan
Parhamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation: J— [ V’W H 3
PROP . OPP "
Team Code #: (O Team Code #: >
\
Prop Speaker #1 (\MV\ pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 Va {0 ! pts 2 7
Prop Speaker #2 S l {0 b(LN\Zﬂ( pts ; g Opp Speaker #2 {/\‘d V\ pts l7

Please aws d each speaker pomts based on the followmg 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: How reasogably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may inclde facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

o Points of Information: How reléyant and effective were the questions and the answers

o Delivery: How well the debaters spgak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfl] the debaters were to opponents and judges

ach debater
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TEAM CODE #: @ on th R wins this debate.

(Prop orOpp)

REASON FOR DECISION: ARG} Gier Ay M0 ,{,ﬂ,,[aw‘ (;f?,,wg{(/ Tz 4.
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YO dov & Suce?: PARLI Debate

Manning Sutton (*1) — Cond -

Round 1B 9900am Room $34 - N7 Cxit M Judge’s Name: QI /767\/
. /4

Gov: 10 Yan - Sun % s Al oA/

Opp: 13 Clawson - Schade — 1 u/

Parliamentary Debate/dV  __ FZV w Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP OoPP
Team CodeN{: l O Team Code #: 6
Prop Speaker #1 Sy pts Zb Opp Speaker #1__ (. LAW SO pts_ 2t Zz
Prop Speaker #2 pts 4/‘1’ Opp Speaker #2 g(’ HADNE 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 APoor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effgctively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and effickently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effectivg were the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organizZad, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters werd\to opponents and judges

each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: /lD on the E@j wins this dz.bate. buv4 covla e bﬂ@’\

(Prop or Opp) Cvar M - ~-

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Ceslavs Belinskis (*3)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 135 Judge’s Name: @J/aum @é‘é{ nSe(s

Gov: 10 Lyons - Wyszynski
Opp: 13 Corbett - Bohannan )
Parluamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: Carcrolinos  HE

Team Code #: ‘0 ‘ 3

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 \/\/7/’:) 11 ﬂﬁki pts_ 28 Opp Speaker #1 SVW @( bodt pts 29

Prop Speaker #2\\ ~/0 ns pts. 27 Opp Speaker #2 AW Balmnnw\ pts 2.7

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Gooy (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-2S5 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably\and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include fagts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and\effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant dud effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak it\an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the 8gbaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments hud/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: lz on the 061 wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Scott Engstrom (*13)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 141
Gov: 10 Tran - Vainberg
Opp: 11 Jicha - Thrasher
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PROP
Team Code #: I'g

Prop Speaker #1 ﬁm\oQ;c T o) pts }7

Prop Speaker #2 ig;g! S!ngbtﬁg\ pts £ 1 Zq

Please award eaKhspeaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 =Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =

\\
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PARLI Deb

Judge’s Name: g ; 3 7L[2 m
Judge s School Affiliation: 45?2 (/

OPP
/|

Opp Speaker #1__ (| l‘{‘l'% T\\f‘lnh(/‘ pts )9
Opp Speaker #2 A\O"\ 3 I(J\& ptsZS

Team Code #:

Very Good

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

26-25 = Fair 24-2(_} Poor

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

N\

offered during the debate
evidence—which may include facts

by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant an

and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

each debater:
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Delivery: How well the debaters speak in

Analysis: How reasonably and: foectlvely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

Evidence: How appropriately and sfficiently the debaters support arguments with
d references to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effgctively the debaters respond to the arguments made

ffective were the questions and the answers
organized, communicative style that is pleasant

the debaters were to opponents and judges
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TEAM CODE #: 7/ on the wins this debate.
(Prép or Opp)
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This House believes tha e yeor round schod PARLE Debate cial.

Ceslavs Belinskis (*3)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 135 , el E@Z‘M(
Gov: 10 Woo - Melman Judge’s Name: [ =L

Opp: 16 Cohen - Hall

Parllamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation: Cﬂ‘HPOUNDo HS
PROP
Team Code: 'O " Team Code #: | {’

AN pts_ 28  Opp Speaker #1 CAQSQ (V}leh pts_ 29

Prop Speaker #2 SO P\ Woo pts 28 Opp Speaker #2 ()14§e (Oh Q/’I pts 23

Prop Speaker #1_

Please award each speak points based on the followmg scale
30 =Rerfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but podsibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20=P <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
udging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficienty the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refeignces to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively We debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective\yere the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organize, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were\o opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: C-la,\twl cu»d oqe;ﬂlbuzl Opp 1: PQM
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TEAM CODE #: [ Q on the Of f wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

Prop 2: Jica "'ﬂj,{f‘ ﬂDU@w{af&’- Opp 2: G‘wﬂ

REASON FOR DECISION:

Wl WWM@CQ and delivered Great aMw%Se'Q.
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PARLI Debate
Arna Katewa (*12) '
Gov: 6 Wang - Davaknanawali sadge's Name:_ Ay nae_ Ko ewen-
ggfﬁéﬁeﬂéﬁ%’eﬁsggj\t/mm Judge’s School Affiliation: (S Marax #76« ALebiosd
pROP e
Team Code #: b Team Code #: /% .

Prop Speaker #1_Qc.z@n ﬂ{a% pts_ZF  Opp Speaker #1_YACK &gﬁ@m pts _2_7
2 Mpleel i Dovubharuats_2F  Opp Speaker #2_GuSfavo MadSen pis 27

Please award &ach speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good
od (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

® Analysis: How reasonablxand effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately‘and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and\effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant agd effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak it\an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the dgbaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: E on the OPP . wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
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Bill Windsor (*6)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 133
Gov: 12 Gersh - Fields

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: W Md»mf

Opp: 16 Campanella - Brown HB‘
Parllamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation: J—WW fm\

Resthfen: o
Voo Houss Gl s Yhal sl Wfléras xv/4 (4 gondibe))

PROP e OP
P Team Code #: ?6

c
Prop Speaker #1 FI (’,Qd\ pts 2 7 Opp Speaker #1 C—Rmfmoﬂa pts 28
Prop Speaker #2 \g Q\"SL\ pts 27 Opp Speaker #2 E 2oLIRA pts ‘@

Please award each

eaker pomts based on the followmg scale

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

27 = Good
26-25 = Fair 24

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably And effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately agd efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include fac(s and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and kffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant ayd effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak i organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the Yebaters were to opponents and judges

KR seffe

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments\and/or suggestions for improvement to
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REASON FOR DECISION: OM Uwiee _/({; "Zﬁ ?f((ing d"y“ WS/ nd Wﬁr

A Ve .

vemgy apssted foof 0N dif vof show W. o o el i - olto ivafice wozo ol or



N Leoop [ U jeforat<

PARLI Debate
— Pl —s S A
Manning Sutton (*1) Q/ Y
- - ‘ot g‘

Round 1A 9:00am Room 134 > . -
Gov: 13 Ambrose - Oller 7 27 Judge’s Name: MM SAQE 2 TTon
Opp: 3 Jia i
Parliamentary Debate/JV I~ ] Judge’s School Affiliation: ik gf }%\éﬁkef7

Team Code ¥; /3 Team Code #: 3

Prop Speaker #1 A pts 23 Opp Speaker #1 j 7M4 pts 2%

Prop Speaker #2 E‘Z_a pts__% Opp Speaker #2 j | oM 4, pts (%3

Please award each sp ker pomts based on the followmg scale
38 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (butpossibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20x Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

‘ Judging Criteria
rO Analysis: How reasonably and efectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and\teferences to authority as well as general knowledge
o Argumentation: How directly and effectiely the debaters respond to the arguments made
" by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effegtive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgigized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
@ Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaterswere to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or stiggestions for improvement to

each debater:
Prop 1:

Oppl: S éov
— CRAN evickoece D&, BT PP @soi/
2 BT Wepse--~ C NN Evicfen

= Rebothf Gow@eb.| L Qleop [JCorXISE
> Bulbyny Sl ol beffem

= 5ooJ/ ,u—rd”“”s‘ e

Prop 2: Opp 2:

Gaoh vie H EENIT
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TEAM CODE #: 3 onthe )€ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:



PARLI Debate

Janet Chang (*4) t },
Round 1B 9:00am Room 137

Gov: 13 Bodisco - Ransweiler W sudge’s Name: Jon€T _ he Az
Opp: 14 Owen - Coscarelli Thig house belitwts fhar the,
Parlialy entary Debate/JV \560( (0W\b SO0\ 635\(,“\ludge s School Affiliation: D I/H 5

- - S penes
PR OP VOV

Team Sode #: ) Team Code #: [ 4‘

Prop Speakyy #1 %(lrb\'\l\ Eoéls(opts 2?3’ Opp Speaker #1 ‘&achd Dwer. pts 2 gi

Prop Speaker A AL13 Y 0ASue ofpts_ 28 Opp Speaker ﬂw pts_?

Please award ed h speaker pomts based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = qod (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: How reasonably and effectively the debater@he topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriatelyand efficiently the debatersguments with

evidence—which may include Xqcts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly any ef ctively the debater@o the arguments made
by the other side

o Points of Information: Howg’ré’le‘van aad effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak if\an organized, communicativq@hat is pleasant
and easily understandable S

e Courtesy: How courteous and fe Qspect)}-le ddbaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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dulianna Phillips (*2)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 142
Gov: 11 Raven - Sweeney
Opp: 6 Shaik - Gnanakumar
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PROP e e, -
Team Code #: “ .

Prop Speaker #1 6’\"1’() 0 éld@ef‘ey pts

Prop Speaker #2N0§\'1 Q oveNpts TA  Opp Speaker #2 A¥MeN Shmark

" PARLI Debate

-~ ~ .

Judge’s Name:

Judée’s School Affiliation: EE( L\O g’ Oll ’DOWO( .

OPP

G

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1 Koav¥hilc Gnanakumon ptsQ-7

pis 25

30 =Yerfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

Please award each s‘peakK{)ints based on the following scale:

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor
\,

N
* Judging Criteria
.Analysis: How reasonably and effectjvely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters sﬁpp’ort arguments with

" evidence—which may include facts and re

e Argumentation: How directly and
"by the other side ‘

ences to authority as-well as general knowledge

effectivel) the debaters respond to the arguments made

e Points of Information: How relevant and effecti%e were the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organixed, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters

each debater:
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(Prop or Opp)
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Sehood w87 PARLI Debate
Scott Engstrom (*13) Sheu dét st M g\ﬂ 5"’ (M

Round 1A 9:00am Room 141

Gov: 3 Wu - Ayalon Judge’s Name:
Opp: 6 Mandal - Zheng S 2 \/
Parllamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation: ‘
PROP OPP
Team Code # = Team Code #: £
Prop Speaker #1 K\J ¢ Wy pts }0‘ Opp Speaker #1___ (/d. av‘a n Wﬂ(/g,éts }' +

Prop Speaker #2 Q Y Q)‘Q]Qﬂ Z Opp Speaker #2 ":E,C%ﬂ Z Z‘Mg% pts_ ~ /"?

Please award eachwpeaker pomts based on the followmg scale
\ 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Gooa\(but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 2432{) = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

N\

AN Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and‘efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts apd references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effsctively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side :

e Points of Information: How relevant and kffective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an'\Qrganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and{or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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TEAM CODE #: on the wins this debate. bJ ,(3,
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ARLI Debate
Tina Donovan (*3)
(RBO(;J\rI"d étiﬁ:QOE:eRoom Mo Judge’s Name: T/ NA -~ D ON & U/ A-V\}
. AN )
Opp: 13 Woerner - Woerner @
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: C.A’ MR Dy OO
Team Code #: Zf,- Team Code #: \3
Prop Speakel%x Pyuan [ee p(32-2 Opp Speaker #1_W a€{ney (; | &3 MV\B ptsZ— 1

Prop Speaker #2 A awn Lin pts 2—‘5 Opp Speaker #2_ Wo rpey ( l.’M‘\> ptsZé
Please award each siieaker points based on the following scale:
' 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (bukpossibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

N\
N\

. Judging Criteria

ctively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

® Analysis: How reasonably and e
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and\teferences to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant and ef

o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an or:;
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatexs were to opponents and judges

tive were the questions and the answers
ized, communicative style that is pleasant

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/
each debater:

suggestions for improvement to
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Emma Sutton (*8,1)
Round 2A 11:20am Room 137
Gov: 13 Madsen - Engstrom
Opp: 10 Chan - Foley
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: gt«}e‘o\l A
Judge’s School Affiliation: -3‘ L‘» ‘j‘"ﬁ‘

Ce v-..\\

PROP.. o OPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: ‘0

Prop Speaker #1 E»:\J\‘(O\r\ pts l('( Opp Speaker #1 C—X/\"\K pts )%‘
Prop Speaker #2 \\‘u L} W pts 1% Opp Speaker #2 ; 9 \‘( }S pts 25’

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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective w ¢ questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgariZed, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respect

the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please
each debater:

fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

b.+ vohed
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TEAM CODE #: \ 0 on the wins this debate
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Marcie Schade (*13 ,{ Ve b T -
Round 2A 11:20am Roor(n 136) U\«‘ f\ﬁ bt Judge’s Name: \\/Wfao Wﬁ/

Gov: 10 Dickerman - Millar

PARLI Debate

ggfli:a?nLei:t;rl)—legebatelJV Judge s School Affiliation: &y\ ?&UV\N\IV\- V& ’ l‘ﬁg H‘ﬂl’\,
aememee e - : U 61;1; —
Team Code #: lD Team Code #: (0
Prop Speaker #1 M 1l d( pts 96 Opp Speaker #1 !Z\,hm Lee pts %
Prop Speaker #2__Di (eer mav pts % Opp Speaker #2 4{A‘ ayon L; " pts 78

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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer comp,llments and/or suggestions for lmprovement to
each debater: A ()K/ N\& 725“1
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TEAM CODE #: | 0 on the PV wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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Jeff Owen (*14)

Round 2A 11:20am Room 135 Judge’s Name: & D—'-&\)\-
Gov: 10 Eng - Ying

Opp: 6 Wang - Darukhanawalla

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Afﬁlialion:%?&u. l—\—‘\j\,\ ﬂ?&@\
PRO[’ Olg
Team Code #: O Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 Yl Ne pts 94 Opp Speaker #1 Br; o ,A‘%cg pts %

Prop Speaker #2_ ENe pts 2% Opp Speaker #2 ﬁ_ﬁjgﬂ[m_ﬂaﬂﬂﬂ&dbp@

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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side i

e Points of Information: How relevant ayd effective were the questions and the answers

o Delivery: How well the debaters speak fin an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respec

1 the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: W‘LQS \‘j Opp 11 L) ]«’2\_5 ﬁsa&‘vs R, weeq a.QaL»
“’R‘-e, () eSS ‘D%Lk (fmv&:

Prop2: (zgp \L‘& ‘Sa—l‘\ﬂg-« Opp 2: é‘ﬁé’,\l& C\'Skt’j “\rtgu
o

TEAM CODE #: l o on the ?@ wins this debate.

(Prop o Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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Sk g wtlk Re SBbes FRe md, v Kb kel
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PARLI Debate
Rob Stone (*2)

Round 2A 11:20am Room 134 Judge’s Name: Qaw S‘)Z’U&’

Gov: 10 Lee - Goldstein
Opp: 11 Raven - Sweeney

Parhamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: Biswor O Bowd

PROP orp
Team Code #: ! B Team Code #:

’

Prop Speaker #1 Qcab (roldsten  pts_ &4 ﬁ Opp Speaker #1 WO\H@QCQNY pts éﬁ

Prop Speaker #2 ! SOIN) ii I [4( pts LY - %6 Opp Speaker #2 A}M;\ / 24\1‘(4’]

w2

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 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: How reasonably and efectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and ef

iently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and\references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectiyely the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and e
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an o
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatd

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/s
each debater:

cctive were the questions and the answers
ganized, communicative style that is pleasant

s were to opponents and judges

suggestions for improvement to
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TEAM CODE #: l D on the {;Q? wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: %m,j# e, W WW s wel opgres
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PARLI Debate

Ajay Nanda (*4) M
Round 2B 11:20am Room 142 » . ~
Gov: 6 Mandal - Zheng Judge’s Name: ﬁ:‘fﬂ J AU’DA’
Opp: 10 Lee - Lichtmacher
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation: 7)\/ H 3
PROP
Team Code #: 6 Team Code #: ' D
Prop Speaker #1 MF\ND"\ L pts j 5" Opp Speaker #1 L i:: E’ pts 38

Prop Speaker #2 ZH LA (;\ pts 2€ Opp Speaker #2 L) CH ™ A CHE P Pts_&

Please award each speaker points based on the fo]lowmg 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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatgrszr’éépond to the arguments made
by the other side ///

e Points of Information: How relevant and eff,ce( ive were the questions and the answers

® Delivery: How well the debaters speak/mn organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable ,/

e Courtesy: How courteous ?drc’spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

o j T d
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(Prop or Opp)
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i\m‘ﬁv\k makses '3474‘/*- PARLI Debate

Rajul Doriwala (*6)

S0 L e sudgesvame:_ R 2y u 1 Dondwiala
ggﬁiﬁngr?;?';elsei;g?eelac\’la Judge’s School Affiliation: ‘X'V \\'V\j\{‘\%’\ ‘H S
. . e e i e R
Team Code #: | & Team Code #:_ X
Prop Speaker #1 L U pts 2+ Opp Speaker #1 Flguerba pts 7/7
Prop Speaker #2 C(A pts +1 Opp Speaker #2 OJ'&& +e. pts Zﬂ

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: How reasonably and effectively the debater/s/analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the %aters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referencgés to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in/an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfil the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer ¢gompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater: /’
Propl: LAy 27 / Oppl: 27
/
/
/
[
Prop 2: 27 Opp2: &8 24

TEAM CODE #: 2 on the (')Q 2 wins this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION: (Frop o7om) . W\kt,# \ s O nAcomt
| = Ogp. VTt aMa to WMTRISTE \v“ - sg:\wgfx
27 fupp Inkorpreged Mg = wergonitloity basdon =0, i,

B 000 Swece scdunlly veduwked hal,
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Jeff Owen (*14)

Round 2B 11:20am Room 135 _ Judee’s Name: m
Gov: 10 Morgenstein - Kerr-Stein g :

Opp: 13 Ambrose - Oller

Parllamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Afﬁhatlonmé‘(

PROE OPP
Team Code #: (=2 Team Code #: '3

Prop Speaker #1 Ch\be (@‘I’S\(ths% Opp Speaker #1 MC/CCL N O\\e,( Pth@
Prop Speaker #2 N\(k MOIQQ!\;‘QT{W Opp Speaker #2_R0S$S A—m\afosp pts%

Please award each speaker pomts 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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effectlve were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an ofganlzed communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful/fhe debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: ?&y/& “é = Opp 11 tese\ b':»cg @A-!T s
Sortao foote ponts

Prop 2: ety deaede 2 OPP 2 £vollad ipagooy, 0
O Saade s Srellor Toe 4Clas Vg

TEAM CODE #: (O on the P,ﬁ wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: - .
s e o deg LSP o ol stbes Lb e




Te hovse boloyes that i+is bettes o6 PARLI Debate

James Nam (*12) have foved € lost ffjn

Comazs (1zm Koom 0 4 peve f/jm ve ol yuggesName: Jimmy Ko

Opp: 6 Mao - Tong-Seely &/

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: Sgﬂ Mn'n

M : OPP e e

Team Code #: /0 Team Code #: é
Prop Speaker #1 N 3 ptszs Opp Speaker #1 M’ Wﬂ%\u pts 29
Prop Speaker #2 'H'M ah pts 28 Opp Speaker #2 Mko pts=28

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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offé/l' compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater: "

Prop 1: Exccelln s management of Opp 1: good ‘/ ob 5}5?7%5_ the benetor of fve

time and outlining oo case. peeds +0 oviweid, the cosy of the Ios
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Prop 2: wel) av h'éu&;f?{ bot yausc'cmaf Opp 2: S was arguing.
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zi‘EA CODE #: L onthe Opp. wins this debate.
Frod 4+ Oy

REASON FOR DECISION:



Ragsolu*ion: This heuse believes that might makes right.

PARLI Debate
James Nam (*12) \7...
Round 2A 11:20am Room 140 Judee’s N . : Gm
Gov: 6 Shaik - Gnanakumar udge's Name ‘m’"}'
Opp: 10 Stroumza - Chen
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: larin
PROP orpP
Team Code #: é Team Code #: {D
N ‘%ﬂ‘c\h \C""'\‘-V\ i -
Prop Speaker #1 kcw'k‘(\\\ti . C\ Ae~pts 28 Opp Speaker #1___Clhhan pts A6
Prop Speaker #2 &k&agg! &]Q.\\‘pts 27 Opp Speaker #2_ Skvouumza pts 28

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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable ‘

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please pf‘fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater: /

/ . w too muwch
Prop 1: Great Sob oManizging. you! Opp 1: Best pont aAoV:-/ /w. o . R
ovtine with the Mmain (’oc.\fs f”Wew can Jead to detrivental s ronsT
of your dgumentovecy easy e abuse ¥ ditatorshps . Lues expeching
for wme €2 note d‘Fo“w. More diect r&ponses to the v mation s 4rg,

"3 . Since you sh'll hawe guite @ bitof-tine -'ny,aﬂ
Xe&"”"‘/" ém‘/ JOIL ’?’”"m‘"g; iyl tAaf 5/ ¢Cch. X?Av#a’/,' Linkin /(chsm 4 Sffre’o' of
Prop 2: the ﬂ/jahz,n died prot-adldress Opp 2: 20 a power sHag les nocded a litle mon
So', o o ﬁumen@ a/«'r‘eef/y, : e’f n‘rﬁ'ﬂ"f’fﬂ]ﬁ, 7( A US A / )
| Goad J'el ijw‘n?_ /qu the wer of the c’/e

é/oo/d'oé l"@l'f"era‘ﬁ' o ff’"nts in L(Jldl, bot wrsn't S0 ’“"f{:\’( in ﬂlC “’{M’é‘:ﬂ

and J’gcuss"'n t“ @ C/’eds (474 ] fﬂw&’ Aéo 6/"/,?'/5 u/ W//- f-eqm; Q (/‘meﬂf‘ cn

Lo more Vet ) Forces, dictafonships "/o/,ze/rm47
TEAM CODE #: / O onthe 0 wins this debate.

(Prop or ' )
REASON FOR DECISION: ﬁ

w /%ja/?&e arjument' abouvt the aél/;e o7£ o0 muaA ﬂwer éel'nj—
/r‘oé/gmahb gy wa s stron ] est.
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. vk 2A ot PARLI Debate
Marcie Schade (*13)

‘ - C
Round 2B 11:20am Room 136 Judge’s Name: MM&(@ \J\AA%/

Gov: 3 Jiang - Jia

Opp: 10 Yan - Sun
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation: _;a}/\ ’P%.W\dm \/’ ' ’fJ H.'ﬂ L\/

P£OP OPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: &)

Prop Speaker #Ij%n‘% e S\..GL pts ,Zq Opp Speaker #1 E{ o S N pts ?/6
Prop Speaker #2 N ’ A pts Opp Speaker #2 ( 3‘([ ! i‘l en (Zfﬂ N pts ,Lq/

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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and r/fe/ences to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effe€tively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

o Points of Information: How gefevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debéters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understanda

o Courtesy: How coupteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the abo
each debater:

o

Prop 1: B\r\g\l-"‘/ 1, Onbheree W opp 1: B Spmf/4 g C{;.ﬁ,w\ 1

p\qf(’(},{ﬂ\ko hg/ 15 VQJ\»'\ i ,-'in m \.t lS &V} ?Yb-&;gw"\“ ,
e Tt hw ”‘fu'/{ "f, Maley A O\MW’( prigite’s

teria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Syl Ghe @wyutmt R L PN A nﬁ Pﬁg’;!&{ ‘Mt‘}‘" o e foctved
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all TR |
1er;gm°,‘£u A .f;: A (5 i Al ’}\\ﬁ‘ o

U %
TEAM CODE #: %’

on the ’Pfg ‘2 wins thls debate. ‘%ﬂ\wme, WM\&/ v &
REASON FOR DECISION: (Pmp‘m OpP) he S
o b teans Ad- & Gack |
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PARLI Debate

Ajay Nanda (*4)

Round 2A 11:20am Room 142 s ) T ) ¥ ~
Gov: 16 Campanella - Brown Judge's Name:_ATAY  AIEARDA

Opp: 10 Tran - Vainberg

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: 3V H.S
PROP , OPP
Team Code #: 3 o] Team Code #: l )
Prop Speaker #1 ¢ PANELLA pts ?6 Opp Speaker #1_JR ﬂt\) pts £&S ?g

Prop Speaker #2 %7?0[,.} N pts ? ; Opp Speaker #2_\J A} ) g E‘& '! pts_ &% 2—¢‘

Please award each speaker pomts 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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compllments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:
. Prop 1: (veeok 0/39 )7 ‘”@f Jione| OPP L (leon Ma’#a/ OIW @&#*m Fonn Q/
¢ 4; 5 ~ z!mg M "‘PQ;J’N/S#("AC ;»«»J o~ {\JW raeetess
: . wrat ik f“"* : \ ‘ ’
&&.. waocj Ao J " ? Qic’b ’PPOT’ e &« é\/@ﬂ& X‘L""\”ﬁ
‘ )f(ézegery* Vgg é%s—}'fgs Vll l"“n". f\‘,
RED . ?Mo\ht’fd cleah chadlever bm’ % oo

u»'B;;
P2 % gﬂfwi Q e 1&’? v\};m,fwﬁe. 1% Lé?

Corumfns We) (méolmf-o&m? e ,
Sv G - OV & wv? Yop <§~ W}&U‘ bU(,\Cé t?runé\ﬂ ) O'p?g; &OMJ R~eve aﬁloueo' I L
NOAESTION - ¢ ot heabthy areosmat

fS I
?Mi)z_ ot wone. hlused o Rebutal }f)fe: ii,,i&j% A 7 w"w“S‘/“aﬁ
TEAM CODE #: \Q on the Qf[ wins this debate.
REASON FOR DECISION: (Frop or Ope) d&@
The 0/5/9 Doid set chean RebuHols with fuls 8 w\mﬂfgiuﬂ\:”//
bent ba b %03& o ¢leen chablenge +0 Péop b o
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ﬂé @W PARLI Debate
~Alioha-Eastép (*5)

Round 2B 11:20am Room 141 , . . % .
Gov: 8 Murdock - Shotwell Judge’s Nameuﬁ[f—% L (s plesiort

Opp: 10 Woo - Melman

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation: Aé’//c/ & yct
Team Code #: Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1__[Vurds (1< pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 MP’M(M pts 28
Prop Speaker #2 SI/IO"'WQH pts_ 26 Opp Speaker #2_\4J00 pts Za

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg 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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters #nalyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referep€es to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effective}§ the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant aid effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speaK in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: //g/// V70214 7 Opp 1: Lfuul ﬂ//////////l
/ oF [Hitr ///e//ﬂ/d////;%/

Prop 2: //% / . /é/ Opp2: Lo/ ///ﬂz/%///%%

TEAM CODE #: [{/ onthe 0 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

/MS@ Hey  (oncmded ()



PARLI Debate
Rob Stone (*2)

Round 2B 11:20am Room 134 Judge’s Name: RDBW S;pwg
Gov: 13 Woerner - Woerner
Opp: 5 Chang - Steuart
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: &Zﬁiaﬁ 4 2'%); )
PROP OPP S
Team Code #:_ 13 Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_\WJoefnQ ¢ (k {® )_%'5 Opp Speaker #1 Sﬂﬂ[(“"’ / A!)H (€ p _g%
prop Spesker 12 Woorper{(Ligem) ot s 2B oppspeaker #2 (V\Ma ,Am o_ws 2

Please award eaxh speaker points based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Gogd (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

® Analysis: How reasonabl¥ and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriatelyand efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include fas¢s and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly andffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant ahd effective were the questions and the answers

® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in‘an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

”
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PARLI Debate
Ellen Lee (*10)

Round 2B 11:20am Room 133 s . ‘-em
Gov: 13 Corbett - Bohannan Judge’s Name: ¢l Lee
Opp: 12 Baxter - Nam H
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: LW -&t l S _
PROP OPP
Team Code #: ( ’3 Team Code #: A

Prop Speaker #1 S(kéﬂé?/ é/éevff- pts 2? Opp Speaker #1 ,ﬁa\«')(\\e/ pts 27
Prop Speaker #2 /4[0( Bd"\wwm pts ’L% Opp Speaker #2 /)\)O\ AN pts Lq

Ve

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

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e KEvidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, piéase offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater: AT Necahemd - sonde.

[ leatydetops 1 eh, [ DI ot VAT tng 25 AEF ool
SU\O@OM‘N& {wcl-mw.em, {ﬂ'S |- B and ‘l’f""/ d%ﬁ%‘:ﬁ“&d +ire OMrer WO e YMS well
T Wi Qm,&" M. fﬂg"cf”Q"'Sum ("Lve D -
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;W\L& &awp‘ﬁ& Cppotx  OpPLs (Peckens) ovagmac pans

TEAM CODE #: ) 5 on the t 'ﬂﬁi wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: The GEFls acuments o SLpput 0% tne reSdufron

e okean and YanS L aovin fadn Cyclr o4 Hre deloate. The evidente-
Weio on topic and ti< AEF's By to buln o kb 7 The OPPOY
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PARLI Debate

Ellen Lee (*10) /
Round 2A 11:20am Room 133 » . €é
Gov: 14 Owen - Coscarelli Judge’s Name: E ”fm
Opp: 12 Gersh - Fields
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: Lowe|l H S
PROP OPP -
Team Code #: \A Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 V-\acm\ b,\)ey\_ pts Zé Opp Speaker #1 &A pts Z 8

Prop Speaker #2 &bee% Coscodel\: pts /L:l’ Opp Speaker #2 ﬁ g F‘:I C/ J pts 17-

® Analysis: How reasonably and effective
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and effiCiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and &ffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side /

o Points of Information: How relgvant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debate;é speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous ang respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

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

Prop 1: (Leqr JEFINITIQN abiermS| Opp 1: b treeng Analyss of hpl& QU\opouch
cotdnave un devscoved the by Cle? orawp\es | oot

(nlelliencse. av uWent- W : tecayoline o)

u m-‘;f C‘/%C&u\oﬁ oN ?:O&:eu\!w% ag“‘sbm&b‘(/df;doirdaf)tﬂ: POIJO\S@SC“*@@

s oontgct W[ thedudge dfh\l(’ﬂmyw W 20 dv [ D nlomacy

M"f‘ &€ et L Yowevds peoad Gentvalieghens e.5., P .

POIW\S C_}())J Q;.\/\a\l“( beann ML § 060\\12?5 Liveg " —Prppreaa\,w; —\—ﬁrg (:malw o4
The 'ud(-;:pa:pp’tuabm switrand, | PP and gffu;w con fu stm n debm s

e“cd\\Jw mowe Yo Qﬂfmdc fuvrev daﬂnb_azhw > o and claditymy

5%%\%0% oIS Did well inchallensig  Did a.gwd JUB Spph N

0(){15 oS OPp Lo porNT 5.

TEAM CODE #: |2 on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp) . :
REASON FOR DECISION: aequq ‘W\is Was a i PFV.(ML*F Q{’Sduﬁdf\-/ ’ Tl/»e ne+t

benehis o Y Opposing e Ne§ feam  weve steongee toar e POP
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PARLI Debate
Hn +o N It loved at al
Mark Cabasino (*9)
Round 2B 11:20am Room 139 ) . S JO
Gov: 12 Burrous - Marr Judge’s Name: CA@A ( _
Opp: 3 Wu - Ayalon @
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP( oPP (’)
Team Code #: @ Team Code #: 3
Prop Speaker #1 60 ?\{Z'O v 5 pts ?’q Opp Speaker #1 t\/\ U pts Zg

Prop Speaker #2 MA m’- pts L% Opp Speaker #2 A { ALoNS pts Z— (1

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze tl}e/fopic and the arguments
offered during the debate Ve

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters supfnort arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

o Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debdters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effecfive were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an grganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respect

the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

prop 1) job Foty ol S [OMIC) ailetsn F g i
rfectny wiHs 700) Aoy r— @vb 5905 [k vl Jrwn W £, Lt od

e, ang . - _ - o ) . - .
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U g gt | O V) et braden X
Lr rerktls 35 *"yﬁ /lxdéo\; it o ne ¢ rauden Mm;%,
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Mark Cabasino (*9)
Round 2A 11:20am Room 139
Gov: 11 Jicha - Thrasher
Opp: 13 Murdough - Donaldson
Parliamentary Debate/JV

—— [
Team Code #: m

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: CA{}A 3 ( (L.\)’D
®

Judge’s School Affiliation:

OPP
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 TH/LASH‘EIL pts, 7/% Opp Speaker #1 MO QOOUC)— H pts Z‘ 7

Prop Speaker #2 'S\L\'\ A

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

pts % Opp Speaker #2 OON ALDSe N

ptsZZ

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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

by the other side

and easily understandable

ot SUB  wuid 0

each debater:

Prop 1: (00 Gnles i
.3-94) e o i
J P 3w 72 speed., My +o

299 - Benply o 2L 3.

(7¢ Pepewrey 1 Y
Good cun Glanplts )

¢ ~ :
Prop 2: AR / Udy&? :
(7°0A regotealy ‘u'\/ov%u\" Yo /™
m 6 GQ)J d‘ﬂ/\v'\fl-(,“ﬂ_m aC \r»f

b@thiﬂbr\ o Wse p AG s\ o

boub [ TN d:xd’" Hier, Gvuas Stroqy JOVV{,7

on the

(T@Zfﬁép' )

TEAM CODE #: /{ 7(\

REASON FOR DECIS%Z{:

Delivery: How well the debaters speak in

Courtesy: How courteous and respect

/
e,

/

vidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debater, éupport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the débaters respond to the arguments made

Points of Information: How relevant and effgCtive were the questions and the answers
organized, communicative style that is pleasant

the debaters were to opponents and judges

Mol2E ﬁZ{?\q

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

Opp1: Gy uly  m
Speect. 1. QW{”’%‘] |,7¢1,,/qu&/

d/\(&( 0]‘1 (\;

thority as well as general knowledge
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Emma Sutton (*8,1)
Round 2B 11:20am Room 137
Gov: 16 Cohen - Hall

Opp: 13 Barton - Saghafi
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: S Wy ;C W
Judge’s School Affiliation: —30\“‘ S\*j(\'

PROP

OPP

\3
ots I
o 1)

\o
Prop Speaker #1 CO\I\K\'\

Prop Speaker #2 CO\’\L\’\

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1 @)C_f\'(]\k
Opp Speaker #2 —S ﬁu‘-\\»‘-{p

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)

2%

pts

pts

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer comphments and/or suggestions for imp
each debater: o
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Prop 1: (yoox \3\
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—

Prop2: ¢ c\\uc\— se <LJ\ \ Opp L
S ame
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TEAM CODE #: \ (" on the i i E wins this debate.

v {(Prop or Opp)
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Rajul Doriwala (*6)

oy LY PARIé—Debate Love d Oq\ M ‘

Round 2B 11:20am Room 116 s . Y,
Gov: 5 Vafai - Wan Judge’s Name: {Zm\} \M‘ D O Wa\&a-/
Opp: 13 Bodisco - Ransweiler
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP OPP
Team Code #: g Team Code #: / E

Prop Speaker #1 AV/\J e W pts ‘1;6 Opp Speaker #1 i)\J/OIh 806/:'5'&: pts L?
Prop Speaker #2 s ghlen U=\ pts 7/4 Opp Speaker #2 /M / 2 P ULl pts ‘),é

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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

’I
/
/

Prop 1: ‘ Opp 1: .

/

Prop2: vovuw pat s s b Opp 2:
/o roEA

vyl effecHre

TEAM CODE #: §- on the Q £ "e wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: ‘
~» PR keanw's vea soming  p aSE0n

—> 0§ ¢

tearn focnse tov vvwmeh 0 dibate ket niealitiey
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ﬂ&twb/ ﬂﬁc[ﬂ/fm PARLI Debate
Ali %
Round 2A 11:20am Room 141 Judge's Name: feve é/. al;oz’p/}

Gov: 13 Clawson - Schade
Opp: 3 Szeto - Keychenko

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: Uead fo yee
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 15 Team Code #: g

Prop Speaker #1 %{/{f ’ /Wfﬂ/? pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 '4/’//7/ S 2eto pts s 28

7
Prop Speaker #2 Mot Sheoe pts _& Opp Speaker #2_Lauren  Key Cheand 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 inagpropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the/topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppért arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authorigy as well as general knowledge
o Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters fespond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective wefe the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable ¢
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: iy  (fidence 171 Opp 1: Just //e/mf wWhey \eor ,9/(;«:,7

Wit Yooty /z//@y abovt 7%// Jopded ot [1/He it

Prop 2: 4 Opp2: Wt  Jue yw  Jizf s conter?
With /ﬂf /;/?(,

TEAM CODE #: 3 on the

(P1
REASON FOR DECISION;
o PRy

/77///%// N % Westlt Wty ///7

wins this debate.




Regina Muccillo (*2)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 135
Gov: 10 Chan - Foley

Opp: 13 Corbett - Bohannan

Parllamentary Debate/JV

PROP

Team Code #: 0
Prop Speaker #1 Chon
Prop Speaker #2 ng% pts 21

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: RCC\) na MMCC} l lo

Judge s School Affiliation:

SO B v —

Team Code #:

0DowD

oPP |

13

v

pts 23‘ Opp Speaker #1 SﬂW/ (afb&“’ /p}ﬁﬁ
Opp Speaker #2 /4"0( Bo)r\amn&/\ pts 1-7

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale:

/

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Ve
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify’,f

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

4

7
/

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

e
i

é:)od

‘elimination rounds)

<20= Reserv?l/for rude or inappropriate behavior

e Evidence: How appropriately and efﬁc1ently ‘the debaters su support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
° Argumentatlon How directly and effecnvely the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side

e Points of Information: How rele__a,nt and effective were the questigns and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters Speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and"respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

—

Using the above criteria, please offer compllments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:

Prop 1: ALy y\f:}; P Y‘° (__.H Py Oppl: Ve Y‘\\o
v HUF m \\9“‘%

tonld have beor mare
ot

Aptienlate. %(5"3“% Yo

yveable .
bo\l:,f;ﬁw‘b s Peff A f“z"

o,su.#-hc

Opp 2: M”)L—’

oo, ‘ oS
o alignd —h» a\sny
?Wq-lv%i% Gm ""‘;(' M‘,’&“”'
‘ AHeorr A
strong voice . pe sovd pt - {_mm .-;,dﬂm\"ﬂ'
pcece the Wor\d 15 fckl—b

TEAM CODE #:___ 1O onthe [V wins this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION: (Prop or Ope)
AFhovah the aroauecrnerits> weve very %’frmbﬁ'h poth 8::’;'7
™e Anal ¢ - er\aWﬁﬂleFo%%WW\fﬁ
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1olenX Video games wakl  thivdren movre Licely
49 0o oade (\ww N\o\enhce . PARLI Debate

Regina Muccillo (*2) . M y \/
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 135 Judge’s Name: O\ na UCCAVVO
Gov: 12 Baxter - Nam 0
Opp: 10 Dickerman - Millar
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation; ODM
PROP OPP 0

Team Code #: | 9\ Team Code #: I

Prop Speaker #1 E'?\K‘LW pts Z% Opp Speaker #1 ; Z\QK LCWNOAY pts 20)

Prop Speaker #2 l\\o\ VAYAY pts 23’ Opp Speaker #2 p\\\ \_\ [\ pts Zg

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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the t
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters supppft arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authorjty as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debategg'respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective yfere the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgapized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thy’ebaters were to opponents and judges

ic and the arguments

each debater: s

Prop 1. (Mo 5"’;;”;" ' 03%:‘# m W&’MW&TW

/
F Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
/
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AwrA merchid ness/aise der

TEAM CODE #: ) L on the 'OV wins this debate.
(Prog or Oép)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Devandra Kumar (*6)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 116
Gov: 3 Szeto - Keychenko
Opp: 10 Eng - Ying
Parliamentary Debate/JV

PARLI Debate

DEVENDRA  Funpnc

Judge’s Name:

Judge’s School Affiliation: I QV’NC‘ 1o ‘\)

PROP OPP
Team Code #: 3 Team Code #: | 0
Prop Speaker #1 L AVRT \J pts? ( Opp Speaker #1__ CK¥fi OroPhev pts LS’
Prop Speaker #2 ‘*E IR pts A () Opp Speaker #2._ "I\ ljaw o

y_L%

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

27 = Good (but possibl
26-25 = Fair

Analysis: How reasonably and
offered during the debate

Argumentation: How directly
by the other side

and easily understandable

Using the above criteria, please offer csmpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

24-20 = Poor

Points of Information: How relevant and e
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in

Courtesy: How courteous and respect

Very Good
y not good enough to qualify for eliminatjen rounds)
<20 = Reserved for rude gt inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

effectively the debaters anglyze the topic and the arguments

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references

authority as well as general knowledge
and effectively thg’debaters respond to the arguments made

ctive were the questions and the answers
organized, communicative style that is pleasant

the debaters were to opponents and judges

) P
each debater: | oo ‘ f N ‘ L__._‘*——g———
W {{cahon
No 8"‘(0“3 ’S\As—Hf(\ Cerhitn, Ot bpl,g P{t&e wsl Yeal S(evwvxo 3 Prachi®
(e ~
Didvnor  une all He ¢ Julasa
VA .
Secovdd X :wdi ;\)é‘/:» QAves L where By Pre h@
Pt T BT Rona: H Confimnel
‘AJO.(? 5\/\’1’ exee”?v«}' .
Prop2; —— Sr¥ Opp 2: analody  Weh e o3fhined
O\\d“ﬁ l-\'\\tk wet? NI TR zaco\mbk 2 rwmen)
TEAM CODE #: (O on the 0 Pp _ N wins this debate. /
(P! Op or Opp) \ WY\L&
REASON FOR DECISION: ‘ Doqd et} comPi
peovideet  Juyhfication ] Bxh  Fa

@cch ofer wells pavided ?)ooc‘

Scorv i

qw\’oﬁd b P(c.cHCq'



PARLI Debate

Kimberiey Haulk (-12) \oss\ohe. (
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 136 ’ | |{

Opp: 16 Cohen - Hall \S .
Parliamentary Debate/JV & r\e\\m\ng Judge’s School Afﬁ]ialion:_gé/vs V\/\\G i
PROE OoPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: \\0

Prop Speaker #1 J{I_l( Qb ( ZQI(LSII;Q pts__w Opp Speaker #1 C LM{%’, GAM pt __Zg
Prop Speaker #2_(70 0 1+ L0¢ pts_lﬂ’ Opp Speaker #2 [ ;) ase [ﬁ /)3/ pts 28

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 elimingtion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rud¢’or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatefs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references tg/authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in aryorganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfulthe debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop IC

Prop 2: wse\\ o Opp 2: \foxu Oc¢ comtvnd| Nonovon Wk
a~k geood L gV OV Cé"b"’ U OO aopik=d OVfW(-m
C& At 0o st T

TEAM CODE #; \'\, on the wins this debate.
(Prop or{Opp)

o DECISION
REASON FOR DECISION:—7) e sfun Lot [0k "y
[Heprntd 0 Sifvom- F7o8 A / 7 o




PARLI Debate
CC Zhang (*15) -

’ A

Round 3B 2:60pm Rcom 133 ] & ‘n. ‘“

Gov: 10 Lee - Lichtmacher ndge’s Name:_S—

Opp: 11 Jicha - Thrasher ﬂé / /

Parliamentary Debate/J\{ . Judge s School ffiliation: 8*'@ Y /ﬂ/ Al &I
S vicledt uideo gawmes mal@ N 1 uwy 15 tiomse

PROP Vol P
Team Code #: I 0 Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 Ma‘H’ Aet\) Le@, pts_< Q Opp Speaker #1 [.,(\9{" ﬂr '0“"" pts 2 0]
Prop Speaker #2pau\\ L(\'-rc‘h’"“(.clerpts ,8 Opp Speaker #2 A/{ N Jicka pts‘2 :}

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followm scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to 4ualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficieitly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How rele¥ant and effective were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debatetg speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous arid respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria,
each debater:

ease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

UC"/"L’{(( Opp 1: / = dretl Dgarn z oA

=4 f'/' SRt NE % y % Dl ot

Prop 1: /‘/[ WS

Prop 2: (/]{ O{,,_/(_ / (,";;&, L-K Opp 2:

/")

\rl :} G et ,/ 3/1: }’"”;' . '
/

TEAM CODE #: /! on the ()117%2 - wins this debate.
(Prop‘or'Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:* v

) Anaksls effec / 2, Cvideace - Steeng év’%{’w
3/ /—]»rj},;ub)(%q fayen. c,,/c((/ . &1‘//»70,, IO LT O % /"i/ff/
el«/ cleenr 4 /c‘ﬁ_l/u Linder ool & (e HE@/ *”63/7{ cw(
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. . PARLI Debate

i kely o eny afes in violence, ’
Susie Barton (*13) < ( N g F .
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 137 s N
Gov: 12 Gersh - Fields Judge’s Name(Z_
Opp: 10 Liu-Fu g
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: oM

PROP”/ OPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: (O

| Prop Speaker #1 ber 511 pts ;2?'5 Opp Speaker #1 L‘i\& / pts 2 ? 4 5 .

Prop Speaker #2 F e J‘s pts(lb‘5 Opp Speaker #2 FL‘ // pts lq‘

-

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

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 Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenceg/to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively th€ debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in/an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respegtful the debaters were to opponents and judges

alyze the topic and the arguments

Prop 1: (Geed] eye CoLf® i Ceod t;bﬂzn[s/ 39%@6 e Conlaof
M:»\fﬁ ok refotes | 3000{ .fml"*b o
Geod comu=d s cir foam Il Wore fuofS thon
Lo
thl‘S" l/.\o"n@ fr a( e @ﬂ#C#*
f opp2: Geod refutes, good e

S 3[4004"\7‘651 6090( Fro‘,m}— th Optnion 5‘/'8 wé/
1 not-4o A"(@’Lwﬁug iiﬂ Ccov ’o[:\ @zycr s, &007; Mo

gvdee S €y@75 When SM’@W

TEAM CODE #: / O on the ( 2‘ \P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

bee debate . OfF sie 3@&6 with £ W\»ﬂ
M{/@/’\/r%;{c& J(I\O( /107L hﬂpe oy h gaéog-}w"ﬁw(.a(/&te
@\f«/a‘demce besides the mass %400141\@5



VIOU\;‘F ViGae = More (7 s |

Manning Sutton (*1)

Round 3B 2:00pm Room 141

Gov: 13 Bodisco - Ransweiler
Opp: 10 Morgenstein - Kerr-Stein

Parllamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: Bl'f 5 SE

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: SU {Tx '\l

" PROP o | OPP /
Team Code #: 1 5 Team Code #: 1

Prop Speaker #1 0 (jz@(& ﬁ_ Opp Speaker #1 ka/r-r S““@Lo\ /pts Zg
Prop Speaker #2 (Zﬁ»r\ fwa‘(% pts7 Q Opp Speaker #2 MM éﬂ§7‘4 pts 7/}

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters dnalyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenceg to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in gn organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respectfdl the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: (‘JZLG/I" &574\’
(’7'114’ d/{\jmm&r\ki
b W M Y
— Redttong Gl

7 : W Opp 2: M E@Ldf&g S/ %O&‘,{

. Opp 1: Good Svideace BWNM&Q
(la A
Forgst <4~ Promates fadiSic -

Prop 2:
~STN 20 e (Uoce.

TEAM CODE #: /l 0 on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Phogisition had « bhord Fmg provirigpbes
Cale - /Zzév%‘»l-g MW?HW O/pos—r'?)"S\
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PARLI Debate

Manning Sutton (*1) = R
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 141 , . U TTo
Gov: 6 Wang - Darukhanawalla Judge’s Name:
Opp: 10 Ng - Huang

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: BH S BE"ULQLEY
Team Code #: Ce Team Code #: 10
Prop Speaker #1 (!é"r P Cq pts 4,4’ Opp Speaker #1 N& pts
Prop Speaker #2 Mﬁts 2.£ Opp Speaker #2 H UMi\’ — pts_ZCQ

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 elimjfiation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for ryde or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the depaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenceg to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively tife debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant and eftective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in #n organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfal the debaters were to opponents and judges

alyze the topic and the arguments

i

Z
et Losiead.

Opp 2: gord. wte I hae A7

k LarE wardHtobo W0
but 909 0 teann wonlll

on the '18 wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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Susie Barton (*13)

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 137 e Name: égc @mﬂ'}m

Gov: 10 Stroumza - Chen

Opp: 3 Jiang - Jia e ﬂ; \%{
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation: Saw R""ow [/ )’ b{

c,fu

kwv\l’
Czjw f e&} ‘ ‘ "'svmfit:s debag\& Q?;_F 90\(/@5

PROP OPP
Team Code #: 10 Team Code #: Z a ﬁs

,0
Prop Speaker #1 Chen pts :2,7 Opp Speaker #1 2.-.)71 e L/h~ pts cz I bor 5
Prop Speaker #2 S“’faudﬁf A ptsgz Opp Speaker #2 ﬁﬂMC— 0] {'W

/-

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimjhation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for 7& or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria Vs

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anakyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatérs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to/authorlty as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the/:(ebaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant and effe;z{we were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an grganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer ¢
each debater:

pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1:

Good, eye contack.
6€bd, mefo]t'm (A Comi 9 M;/l«

.el‘bl be,'tw IHWC AnilD p
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TEAM CODE #: 3 on th?” ywld
n

E/ (Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: ~S
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PARLI Debate

Reg Violeal Video 2 oS waie Chldion T T TRl
{@ 0“9[*5‘0 m (/ .'"O/é/wgz;dge’s School Afﬁliation:%@«;}k@&g[

Jeff Owen (*14)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 142
Gov: 10 Yan - Sun

Opp: 16 Campanelia - Brown
Parliamentary Debate/JV

OPP

PROP
%)

Team Code #: C@ Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 E(‘\ c 8“«\" pt% Opp Speaker #l/- kr Cam @

Prop Speaker #2 ‘ Zlggi&ﬂ &&ﬂ pts&) Opp Speaker #2 Ka!{*g mﬁz@v\ pts%
VA

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 roun

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappydpriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the tgpic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppogf arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority’as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters y€spond to the arguments made
by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organiz€d, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the de¢Baters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:

ents and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: Cqcm - ;a\g =Shdaey

Opp 1: Cacol < -
NS k\‘h},&;(\&—& L ,0\,*) %-\a—&—\_ﬁ

s o &C.\_},.s_ SL\ |
el Ceses, Lasod\ d

Prop 2: @W&,\\u‘;& %S&&\“j

wﬁ @, b Mo~
gb&iﬁ» =

Opp 2: C%@((;:(_éb =ldig R

Corses, res &.o.«éc\'\fj You— éw@é Folde (Te &@oééftj ‘Le
TEAM CODE #: (& on the ‘%\vins this debate.

( (Prop*or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

e‘??;“g 'PD\ASG et e Sk Be Ol \aesy



PARLI Debate

JeffOwen (14)  R2A" world peaLs
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 142 - v s .

Gov: 6 Mao - Tong-Seely (S adtinnlde . Judges Name: WW
Opp: 10 Lyons - Wyszynski

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: erakee Boag, U«tg&&‘e\
PROP OPP
Team Code #: @ Team Code #: (D

Prop Speaker #1 j“sw‘“@‘tﬂ's%ts&% Opp Speaker #1_ ig MUt | L?fo/) 5 pts=F

Prop Speaker #2_[Kov0n MUvw  pts AGD  Opp Speaker #2 SO‘H 1 W;/‘j%:/" Jkip

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 eliminatior rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude op'inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analy
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaterg support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to afithority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effeetive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an/organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respec

the topic and the arguments

the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:&90&? Zeang N

Opp i Eppd Passatelor o~
A S mdoon oL \spe

Shdag ool

Prop2: (gl ?W-\-éar\ =~ | Opp 2: Cﬁ& ? el on C&‘LE&\\:“
LNy Pree ceceunly Voo ack cotrosy o al
/, ~alar

TEAM CODE# (© on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
woni\e (e ﬁLLLLL Catoedle et s 1A Re Q“‘\“"‘a _‘—Q‘Qﬂ

bil rot- do aa Kby o s & i~ Trest k‘s\-&\’
Lees 3~ ddce Ve =5 Q.d;.\&



PARLI Debate

Lin Jie Wu (*3) T
Round 38 2:00pm Room 140 Judge’s Name: [y J)ie Wi
Gov: 10 Tran - Vainberg

Opp: 12 Burrous - Marr / A
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: Cﬁ MI/I /, nég,
PRO}’ OPP
Team Code #: 0 Team Code #: | 2—
Fren
Prop Speaker #1 #Fu&*s’i pts 25 Opp Speaker #1 g“l’ T} pts 27
Va'nbe
Prop Speaker #2 Mﬂ""}‘ "~ pts ZJ’ Opp Speaker #2 Marr 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

Judging Criteria /

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenceg to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and efféctive were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous and respectfyl the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1: [pes well o d Opp 1: Mealees 70098 avgunends B b o)

deums earty. Ps vl ln yonmy ctdAims g praf’f Grgurents prepey,
e lssne and demE £ procedure, | Needs do work om dellvery | les) Lt voords
HOU 9()od ’-anot()’f'gf ot wn éer Cvglined Wenk over hme , mernee Yokt crountd

Nu&; le 1 Flter wor /'cw&/ rovt-have Chracfure \ % use ok f/,’pﬁry f/afe {alecy
Yatter cymnind SHrnturd, Good €ye contak| oty closhry orgunap U ROV A0 5 , oA (Olemg,

Prop 2: Hood l.///w\-.e/ €/agueh£ Opp 2: Needs bg[je/-/rc/arrévﬂ(om, GoodAd
Sreaker, Needs €0 ci¥e orn Souwney fbuf ort'vs Omabyrly, ond cddineg e leer
M ydm/a ga/‘k‘ﬂ—éo Mci 01@%"'6(*{"&;4,{ pd)[{/ )m-é reed o btz#éer oma(y-zc
OPf'aﬂ-t’Ion 0"'\0‘ not cite evidence 0(“/,,\/, 4 £ (,OWVFZC;" 0(”9"“"{"&

D-H—U/ W}JB 900‘( Gr\a(/,hsi‘, [ 0
TEAM CODE #:

on the Pl’ﬂf wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp) Do
REASON FOR DECISION: Bzéfer Lfe 0.7L Cﬁ?_})a@’_— ‘Fmv‘nj/ pove Comui 40,,3
arg uronty
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PARLI Debate
CC Zhang (*15) ZA
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 133 ) ) Vii
Gov: 10 Woo - Melman Judge’s Name: ( <’ 4 q
Opp: 5 Vafai - Wan ./, J ;
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge s School Affiliation: /_/(?l? / f// . L_/q o w}/
PROP OPP__ ’
Team Code #: 1O Team Code #: 3

Prop Speaker #1 Leah Melman pts 24 Opp Speaker #1 A shiken Ve £\ pts ‘Z?

Prop Speaker #2 SO‘\'\'UL Woo pts 2 C]’ Opp Speaker #2 Aadav We o) '}
Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatjgn rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude gr inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anglyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references t0 authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak indn organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respecgful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

I ~ ~ - 1._
. Prop 1: Oppl: He ; /7f<., Vicd ‘/'/( f'v/J‘/“/})f"’f
.€7O~ E’)K’L/(/{\‘; O{Lﬂ/ AG&{ (f‘/zxk,ty
é, ‘/If/(.C«\ 178 " 2 Q&L/;")p{f"i /)1 {
()L r (,’ ol VAP 3.,‘,4'.4 c.
(g
Prop 2: Che Hirg C ﬁ/f/u e Opp 2:
¢ vidend o g(/ e
pognets
TEAM CODE #: ’ 0 on the /’VOZ " wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION v
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PARLI Debate

Kashyap Sharma (*4) )L ¢ e <
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 139 s . M H (
Gov: 3 Wu - Ayalon Judge’s Name:_| A A AR Y9A
Opp: 13 Clawson - Schade
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: @v I S’/ _C,Ci\\,\ QQ\‘V@'V\
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: 2 Team Code #: | 3

Prop Speaker #1 W (A pts Z- 5? Opp Speaker #1 CQC\L»\) A2 % pts 2 7
Prop Speaker #2 A \()) C‘JZ 6w\ pts 2 F Opp Speaker #2 SC/Q\O\ OLX 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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side ‘

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective{,,Were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgzgﬁzed, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

A Prgonch
Prop 1: (;—,g_a_,ﬂ \;Kffca , Opp I: Gust b\r{cl_qv\up Z( M‘v{r\a

‘_YTD o W/J)ffma\ 0 . KQ@W be Mﬁ}?‘i )ﬂn’fe»\jt-s TY'\a
~ fowx A i Tea 4'24 Mb,ﬁsﬁgg}uﬁ«c" Jreq\,\,\aemlQO
G Rel M )

Opp 2:
" @@%@Mwyb, an?)@
~ Ty to Lbdtle i every by & | TTake adu. R Lol tie | Ua

TEAM CODE #: ‘:L_. on the F wins this debate.
h (Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: 1 ,0—(%\“( — Fomm ) E . éuol M};&Z&X
G 6"0}’ Feam )er il }ﬂ«ovemokoA‘« ~ I{'C‘)M 5

Besc o Mu{»@& rmeve oL 9 sk /~ Fequn oy Wik -




PARLI Debate

Kashyap Sharma (*4) .

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 139 Judge's Name: FYSHNAC SHAR M A

Gov: 13 Barton - Saghafi

Opp: 6 Mandal - Zheng

Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: D V H S’, Sé\»\ (‘ZQ\MOV\
Team Code #: \ 3 Team Code #: 6

Prop Speaker #1 Tl Q‘G’\_G"\ pts ?—% Opp Speaker #1 .]\’) q-v\ok c_o pts 2 <
Prop Speaker #2 Sa QUQ\Q% \ pts 2% Opp Speaker #2 2\'\2 V\a 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: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

02 L calllank doliiery , POT
Q‘Tw P *QVLM
War. donok dleck expeyia il Tudge

TEAM CODE #: é on the OZ k wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:



PARLI Debate

Lin Jie Wu (*3)

Round 3A 2:00pm Rcom 140
Gov: 6 Lin - Lee

Opp: 56 Chang - Steuart
Parliamentary Debate/JV

¢
Judge’s Name: -” m e U

Judge’s School Affiliation: (a IMI/J /l|"é’(0'

i S N e oA £ A8 R Fiapinen e s by /

PROP . OPP
Team Code #: Cﬂ Team Code #: S

|
Prop Speaker #1 L A pts Z? Opp Speaker #1 C l"‘m 9 pts 2
pts z 0’ Opp Speaker #2 _(;('ebt a P"(‘ — 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 elimipation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rud€ or inappropriate behavior

Prop Speaker#2___L€ €

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters apalyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively th¢’debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effgctive were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in aryorganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfu)/the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: ((ghertnk argunest) Opp 1: Good wndestanding of hon <o £rame
OaJ l/d(whe, hut need/ work ‘H\L llJJMQ.éaaa( leve( of COvvter—trg cumes{
0 n kownl,, lesy FMle words e | gin a/;dx\), Needs hothe, Preparatio, Theel
YVt T, 6000P [enel o F f /’Wﬂ‘ffoh' bood de(/‘rux\// 7000( €ye ontacd
Gdagl CUMH’V avgumenk o q/y},j| (gm/{ejo ws, ém,é fa,‘,,;é O'L' ovdér— /0.71,{

wny,
Prop2: (G pead (AQ(,‘ v, Vens Opp 2: Good d}hov/)/,(.;‘} of (ol’lMWf\/?m%
Qla%uew(. Propev anclys's ¢f/ Conte- argunaty but needs 4o wovk D de totry, 7

Cood wnle 0 modern 0@ wples omd Wa/ -(’00( many “uhst!! and ffum-”; [rowd
QV‘\OQ ence, -~ \“&, d ell /’ef)’/ /v\m/c/,.7 YI)QE (/1 thf‘py '
TEAM CODE #: { on the Ff dé wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: '6000( L) e oL d‘té’&((e //’U(Cdm/‘(_ WC@U\?&( /{lﬂ‘éc)
(erolullom (e dinitlon  ar gamerk, had prove C'O’Yll/\\/'&lf'j emderce |



PARLI Debate

Devandra Kumar (*6)
Round 38 2:00pm Room 116 Judge's Name: DEVENDR A sy M L

Gov: 2 Odeste - Figueroa
Opp: 13 Woerner - Woerner
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge’s School Affiliation: "] 2 VI NGT oN

PROP o ~ opp,
Team Code #: 9" Team Code #: | > /

v
Prop Speaker #1_ (fes + pts 2 1 Opp Speaker #1_ LN peYx neyY « pts 2 q

Prop Speaker #2 2y l?! (er0A___pts Zé Opp Speaker #2 W@L”\N;/Q{) pts l—j'

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 g¢limination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters/Analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the de€baters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referengés to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively’the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speal/in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

- W@W
Using the above criteria, pleasg’offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement 'to < o
each debater: pont
Shersed ™ evidlewce
Prop 1: peP Lied Sl By “MSMM' Ooppl: ™ 3Pt cofecd  pSse sgvent
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Al el afgbl Su(verd 2
TEAM CODE #: 1 3 onthe O Pp wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp) e
REASON FOR DECISION: ey Whooevl dowc e . excell env@- M
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Wocld Qeeee 1% ot taingbo\e.
PARLI Debate
William Lee (*10) |
Sorizh 20 rem 1 nigesnane )1l Lee
Opp: 13 Madsen - Engstrom Lo
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation; L0 ELL .
PROP OPP
Team Code #: (1 Team Code #: / 3 /

Prop Speaker #1 (}bw“‘-"“ J"M“) ptsZﬁ’ Opp Speaker #1 jQ[ 7” thgf{bh’l pts Z B/
ptszg Opp Speaker #2 61(3‘1%‘/0 /ltds/Sen / 4/5/

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

Prop Speaker #2 Jos Re.ven

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the tdpic and the arguments
offered during the debate
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority As well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters regpond to the arguments made
by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters fvere to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments
each debater:

Prop 1: ~Goo 5"’\»6/&44(/1

d/or suggestions for improvement to
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TEAM CODE #: /3 on the % wins this debate.
. . (ProporOpp)

REASON FOR DECISION: D¢ A/ tes, pe s4F2/el /;.7 Gov' ¥ #Hp harrao -76 Lf, .
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I'a wioleacy PARLI Debate

William Lee (*10
Round 38 2:00pm Loom)134 Judge’s Name: 6{)( //{M’( Léé

Gov: 13 Murdough - Donaldson
Opp: 8 Murdock - Shotwell

Parllamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: LOL()EI/I/

‘PROP. ~ op
Team Code #: / 3 Team Code #: §/
Prop Speaker #1 M J "CJ vvsh  pts 7’<é Opp Speaker #1 N\A) 1/‘&0(/ )< As 21
Prop Speaker #2 D On g | J § o~ ptsZ“ Opp Speaker #2 @/p)%\:\ / pts 7,]

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg 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 gr inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters/support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to aythority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective’were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgghized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the débaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer complithents and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Prop 1: féoo‘d 476 WM Opp I: ’é]ood delue 76 “quﬂ

’féSfdfa&/«, Q &s‘mwcjwb\ (‘2 - Creathue at tu ; mhﬁﬂ&f@m
YL Sk ot e PoSHON opp e g

) wmg 5733 w:Z%ﬁ:f—_)w,&Q yush

ﬂ/t /T Jéu?/
~ PM% et M’}‘ﬂ M7MMA
Opp 2: ~&rood ,4.7,4 covrizct”

~ el tvseat runffrrng
o'\ G &m@%ﬂ?{w&d#ww

~ploar ¥ Saa//z///e/mc? % a

Prop 2: - éwcf £ ¢ov
- 47,,4 dc/(uu»7 treb

TEAM CODE #: / on the ?/5 é wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate /

Kimberley Haulk (*12) /
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 136

Gov: 13 Ambrose - Oller Judge’s Name:

Opp: 14 Owen - Coscarelli S
Parliamentary Debate/JV Judge’s School Affiliation: AN AN
Siolenk Nideo Gamed make chidre 0001 MLl 30 il Violence
Pf%)P OIP
Team Code #: Team Code #: {
Prop Speaker #1 Q—O%S Aﬂ\b(vyj)ts T+ Opp Speaker #1 'V‘\ pts_ 7.3
Prop Speaker #2 WCQU\ OH’J pts Z(l Opp Speaker #2 (/ (fm pts_?_j'

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

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters apalyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debdters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references fo authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively th¢' debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effgctive were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an/organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

. vee Pluctuatiow
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l ‘! on the O wins this debate.
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