
Rob Stone (*2)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 3 8 -

G o v : t o G e l l e r - M o s s

Opp: 3 Golde - Donovan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_ 0'Pou)D

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2 H

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 Ok

Please award each speakW points based on the following scale:30 =̂erfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but mssibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 =^oor <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 effiĉ ntly the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectiv̂  the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and effecHye were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orĝ zed, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatersNyere to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or\uggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

P r o p l : « O p p 1 : i t >

OfiMfefUe

f O i u f o / k i e k r . ^■TEAM CODE #: 10 on the_y _wins this debate.
(Prop iv Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ r , d y ^ ^ J y y
■ ^ > i s i e ^ - 8 4 ^ U A y f U ) j



PA R L I D e b a t e

Jeff Owen (*14) "TK'i V\9^sc 5(Ueo\ Vx rv\Ai''ct<^^k4
Judge's Name: AŜ .̂ >iL—R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 3 9

G o v : 6 L i u - S u d h a r s a n

Opp: 10 Murphy-Yim
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

L?U )yiU Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2_

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
3bs= Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (bîpossibly 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 einalyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriately and efJiciently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts andreferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effeĉely the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and en^ctive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an or̂ îzed, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaterŝ ere to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/oî ĝgestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

P r o p l : O p p l :

p r ] K O - V M 2 4 , \

P r o p 2 : ^ ^2:
\jJQ^

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

W e i . ' A r f - TWe i .



P A R L I D e b a t e

R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 1 9

Gov: 10 Scott - Crocker
Opp: 6 Doriwala - Goldberg
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name: Cok^^

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P
Team Code #:

Prop Spêer #1 ̂
Prop Speaker J2_

pts_j2̂  Opp Speaker # 1 ̂  Q fi \(\
pts Opp Speaker #2 Gtold t̂̂

Dts2.7. ^

_ pts ^7

Please award̂ ch speaker points based on the following scale:
\. 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Gbod (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 reasonably and'̂ ectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and effibî tly the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and refsmnces to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively^d^debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective wehss^e questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, cohmiunicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opjaonents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions improvement toe a c h d e b a t e r : N v ^
P r o p l : O p p 1 : - V \ ^ p c , < ^ i r

i s s y , J ^ L i ,
< x p \ ' ^ ; ^ r " M , ; w . v , J

i J s y, i i K c c . A . ? / L H ^ (
y c / / y i s s o ^ j H - K

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : / l / ^ ^

. T d ( t v "

fi \ A ^

p M ' o y . yL J U n ^ C O M / 7 f ' fy, « c /on ' - ^ lA / yh h> a l ^ f . cH-o ' ^ , f o " coH^ l f+Vv
U D v i H A U L , y o u a a j o J I ^ r X
^ . • 1 ^ A
T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)
. L i y - l . O V u ' l ' N r V u T V l " i C

^ p ^ p ^ C r W l V



Amara Cohen (*1)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 1 9
Gov; 14 Morgan - Bee
Opp: 10 Pineda - Schmidt
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

P R O ]
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:_E

O P P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

pts 2^ Opp Speaker #1 pts^7. f
pts 2-7, 2- Opp Speaker #2 ̂  ; g/'/' pts 2.7

Please award each sp̂ ker points based on the following scale:
3)9̂ = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (bdt possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26 -25 = Fa i r 24-20\ Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ Judging Cr i ter ia
• 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 an̂eferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an oWanized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debars were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments an̂ r suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

o j o c / - / ^ v s - + W
/ • I r t c L h > ^C f / L o ^ f y ^ ^ o n , c o y ^ U ^ f \ o

^ ^ ' U A . r . L j i • "

Prop4:

-fV yvuL~ La ovtf y ' ^
■ c - c U U . 0 M

yto r-

- H \ ^ y C 4 < i V r -

O p p 2 : I n f a r I C o n V > V ^ x - e _
- t . A . L « _ / . . • / • / •

A . . P ^ ' p - f t _ . i ♦ '

F I j L u \ p - i A O r , t #1

' - ' • v j

/ P I o o u r ( . . ' V c A « p , / / ' I p

3. ^r£>pp<W ^ -^35. your Pcl/I^
E A M C O D E # : 1 ^ o n t h e ^ P P w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop o/opp)
E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , ^ ^ ^ f ' / ,

X i f p O o n - h ^ r * ^ U s s i s ^^ 1 ' u ^ ' /

o - F (
TEAM CODE #: I ^

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

l/[/ c^/jT ^ A p C - M / « ^ ^ <



(2.-ee?-' lWi5 Uoû -e. he(Uf̂
^dw>ol t"><(4vv^5 ^IapoIL ■^T-

CC Zhang (*15) |^, - | "L 5ckooh
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 3 6 J j
Gov: 10 Feng - Hui
Opp: 2 Whitehill - Zaballos
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

. z LJudge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 V\uv pts

O P P
Team Code #: *2-

Opp Speaker #1 ̂ nî cr U\lv
O p p S p e a k e r # 2 2 . Q

Please award each speakê oints based on the following scale:
30 = P̂fect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but poŝ ly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Potor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effe^ively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriately and effî ntly the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and̂ ferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effecti\ely the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and efî ctive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments an̂ or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

Prop 1: Opp 1 : A - rk ^Kzo i ' t

Prop 2: Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop for'

^ y : { S f ^ c A f c Z .
i Z c J Z



Ŝ 5+«̂ <S b«>Njtfvc\â \
PA R L I D e b a t e

Alisha Eastep (*5)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 3 2

Gov: 15 Pillai - Llanes
Opp: 10 Phwan - Lee
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:_ ̂  (\ si/vQ̂  f~
Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

pts Ly i Opp Speaker #1 VAAva

pts_£̂  X Opp Speaker #2

± i s

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

\ J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during debate
• Evidence: How ̂ propriately 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: Hbw relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debars speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable \
• Courtesy: How courteous and r̂pectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer\pmpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

^ ̂ p̂oci
\ , X r t A V " " ' 5

Prop 2:

T E A M C O D E #: f S on the y iTS w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
(Prop oi^Opp) Lf (SL CnW'
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PA R L I D e b a t e

Emma Sutton (*8,1)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 3 0
G o v : 1 0 B e r m a n - K o s

Opp: 6 Le - Lad
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team" Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speak\#l
\

Prop Speaker

Pts)-!'
Pts^

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2

L e

Please award eauA 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 ̂ -̂20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a
• Analysis: How reasonablWnd 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 f̂s and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly an̂ ffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak ik 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 compliments\nd/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

Prop 1: V 5

Prop 2; Croc

WAV W cc .̂
A .

\ OT E A M C O D E # : « ^

Opp l :

jv-Vw 14 cJW-VOA^'h,

□p p 2 :

on the Tf _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ( „ . w i < -

\ v J r C C ^ - 4
Cor^V \ ̂

k - \ w V .



R i d d h i P a t e l ^ 6 ) I
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 3 3

Gov: 3 Ganten - Gumming
Opp: 10 Bystrom - Kriney
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

5 ) r ) N t
L - \ ^Judge 's Name:_ iC j l u

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P
3

Judge's School AfFiliation:

Team Code #:

s_2̂  Opp Speaker #1_
ptS O p p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s

Please award eacĥ peaker 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 2)̂ 20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ Judging Cri ter ia
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriately W efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include fadts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly an̂ ffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevantWd effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak̂  an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thXdebaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliment̂ nd/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

Propl: ̂

Prop 2:

o p p i :

. \ ^

U ;
Opp 2;
- fW,

< 4 i S V O l .

T E A M C O D E # ;

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

( » ( A A k l & t n o v
C-^u.wJb0r-edk t
(7)̂  ̂ lÛ UWVê  •

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

(Wb <5reoc$ skcH.
cxcf &v\
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J > r 3 r i 6 ^ " '
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■"It) tl iUXtA'rY^ itv/ZA^ ^

^̂ ŴokA,, CEWQ'Ĥ-

/ - > 7 7 ^
K-^- /^/(3(^

W

+Utt7A.-ShfCcd

^ Oo (\fe ^ %F,eMKA o^^xz^MS M f m A J n r - ^ l u r c ^ ^ • ^
[i\̂ p ̂ dti&f oĵ l et>»fvOAM f

^ f c i 7 - X - 7
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PA R L I D e b a t e

RiddhiPatelC6) -SIaDiaM (qP nn
R o u n d 1 A 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 2 3 3

Gov: 2 Thompson - Knight
Opp: 10 Lee - Smirnov
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation: IX̂ î

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P
Team Code #:

i P t s

pts^^
Opp Speaker #1 /\JV19U '

Opp Speaker #2

'lAl/irv?Q\/pts__2r̂
pts ̂ 2̂

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

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

\judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectfyely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate N.
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficienhv the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively mŝ ebaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective w^se the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, cbq̂ unicative 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 suggestionŝ r improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

Prop 1:
b'OdlM

©v-efouU jiVr NAdfcg

^ O v M o l l
nLp(Xi f|5f^\r-taedl

Oppl: «JCnA ĉl!e4A:S, Cf̂ C.- , l ^ A 3 a Q .

,, Opp 2: <j(t5od aver
(jouJi4

T E A M C O D E # : 2 - o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . i
, ( P r o p o r O p p ) f ( _ Q \ / € r ^REASON FOR DECISION: lOK,\V€ |c)011

v̂v W%4tA «/̂>eoJl£.̂e ,



Mere- M«m,- M^r deti^ ^ '^r""^/^%tt^
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James Sweeney f 11)
R o u n d 1 B g : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 3 1

Gov: 6 Ali - Bhagavatula
Opp: 10 Holwitz - Kay
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: 1 t

Judge's School Affiliation:iation: M

P R O P
Team Code #:

V

Prop ^eaker#l
\

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_J

Please awaî êach speaker points based on the following scale:
\ 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy Good
27V Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

\ J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a
• Analysis: How reasraably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the deb̂
• Evidence: How approprWely and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may incmde facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directW and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \• Points of Information: How reliant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters ŝak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectiVd the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complnnents and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

P r o p l ^ ( ^ ^ O p p i n ^ ^ ^ y

L ^ A j u e Q i 2 c i . ^

V ' / J L U . y ^ / A J O i t H j y J ^ I * "

J ? / • -%/ ®(z?' <̂ <̂75

C O D E # :

V ' . ^ c
on the p wins this debate.

(Pioplor Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ / 7 ^ A



looose belfewe^. ^%e U«ar ^c/tol ai^-k^oil hey^rrujl^ P A R L I D e b a t e C I a t

James Nam (*12)
R o u n d 1 B 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 2 1 8

Gov: 10 Sat t le r - Ke i th

Opp: 6 Venkatesh - Joseph
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation;

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2 K\\/

b{<X Sofflgr Opp Speaker
R\v\» I4\̂  pts Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speâ r̂ points based on the following scale:
30 XPerfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but rassibiy 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 an̂eferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and enfective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t c i n d a b l e \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments an̂ r suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

t "
?rop 1.

^ jv/l /8>0 ic/io0fci<kys
- k ^ i h i r

^ ^ ^ c i r t h
T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

, I t h e i s s u e
cp'Cio/JtĤ c/l resources uf̂ s iveU

ĵLtkh There wr.S aCcmt Ujhere .'i-ux>sn'e-ckr■h /ne'T-ycfUJCre. ̂vLrt.'r,̂
li/i then yoo idifnos merfh*^' 9

Opp 2: ufer^ ri/toCcys -
aoUUy cf>r-hter,'nr -tUneir/ -hr revuuJ, jeh

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

or Opp)

%e r̂ c„or>i-for roond :icU - teknfTcn 4 Uifer rest
uefe i>y £yye>(V7(?/) J bff locce not sh-on̂ ly t-efi/tecT,



"ieOfL- l̂ iJ/YO
Mark Cabasino (*9)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 3 7

Gov: 10 Wu - Ofman
Opp: 2 Phillips - Yu
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affil iat ion: ^

P R O P /
Team Co^e

Prop Speaker Xl

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

p ts^7

Please award eacfar̂ eaker points based on the following scale:
= Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Goôbut possibly not good enough to quality for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 2̂ 0 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably aî  effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriately am̂ êfficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facwŝ d references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and efectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant an̂ effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ̂organized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the d̂aters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments a^d/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

P r o p C ' c t ^
I o n I

H \ e ^
is r -

Prop 2:
Qoo)
(■eij

O p p 1 • ( j Q p J ^ ^ o r o f '

of- ĵ i/lvĴvyCr- ,Uv
<J)4^ up <V^

o{<-
Opp 2:

'■^ 0 » C - h > ,

^ o u r i ^ r \ ^ C f O C c
T E A M C O D E

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e

(o), d'Un 'hsu/tl)
^ (Ox^lP'u^ ^ ^ Ixr ^h > c 4 ^ p

• P / g L t : > f i w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . '

*rop^r Opp)

6d^^<

\jc -h rd'/zr /\u. CcMc/c/^iAS. ^CAisO-n ir^J !





- T V \ i 5 V i o u s e V a V ^ b e r v e P ^ c L i o i .
CC Zhang (*15)
R o u n d 1 B 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 3 3 6
Gov: 2 MeloVBrar
Opp: 12 Jonas l̂son - Turner
Parliamentary D t̂e/Novice

Judge's Name: ^

Judge's School Affiliation: j
* R O V

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

PPP
T e a m C o d e # : I

Prop Speaker #2 ATl/t/ r<^<^ pts_

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

Please award each speakenpoints based on the following scale:
30 = P̂ fect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but poŝ ly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Fobr <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effecnVely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiendv the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and refê ĉes to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively ti^e 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 organized̂ ômmunicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents 2Uid judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggê ions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

Prop 4: O p p l :

Prop 2: Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prgfp Ôp)

S J . r , r



P A R L I D e b a t e

Thomas Wyszynski (^^10)
R o u n d 1 A 9 ; 0 0 a m R o o m 3 3 3
Gov: 2 Cisz - Ferry
Opp: 6 Khan - Singal
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

J u d g e ' s N a m e : ^ )
UNltV\-

Judge 's Schoo l A ffi l i a t i on : ^ > H V '

Team Code #:

Prop Speâ r #1

Prop Speaker UT

P R O P
Team Code #:

pp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

^̂ V̂o
n

Please award eaca^eaker points based on the following scale:
\30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (̂ t possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-Zft = 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 enkiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts anovrcferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effect\ely the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \• Points of Information: How relevant and effêve were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orĝzed, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters \yere to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

P op 2- Wt/IV ̂
" h\i%

T ] : a m c o d e # : o n t h e

Opp l :

Opp 2;

R K A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
(Prop or Opp)

i^vs^

^ns this debate.

SnÂKWA



PA R L I D e b a t e

Thomas Wyszynski (*10)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 3 3

Gov: 12 Martinez - Tarleton
Opp: 11 Keith - Sapers
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code #:

lirs^UiProp Speaker #1 li(r\ ̂ f/l/yts Speaker #1
P r o p S p e a k e r p t s _ O p p S p e a k e r # 2 v \

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 compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

Propl:

Prop 2:

Opp l :

Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

'oWo n t h e _ _ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)



5
^ V h v

Emma Sutton (*8,1)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 3 0
G o v : 6 P h a n - K u m a r

Opp: 3 Hopkin - Roberts
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Team ĈeJ:
Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

ia t i on :

— 1 \ V * — p t s

.W-4k DtsXy
Opp speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
3Û Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (burpossibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 ̂ oor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and efibctively 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 re^srences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelWhe debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and effectivb̂ ere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters weit to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or sugg t̂ions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

P r o p l : V r c < . k

/ i h < - t i - ' -

Prop 2:
"V'

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e

O p p l : T X

Opp 2:

^ V / - L - k ^ ^ ^

-V^u .3V^ o - rU. -
' wins this debate.

(Prop or opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : . N J L

V - r X \ - L



S C H o O t ^ O U C O 6 ^^ P A R L I D e b a t e

Mark Cabasino (*9)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 3 7

G o v : 1 2 M a h a c h e k - M c l v o r

Opp: 6 Bhatia - Prasath
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:_

P R O P /
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

pts Opp Speaker#] P̂ AsA--Tn
Opp Speaker #2_ B>HA7(A

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

27 = Goô (bW possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-2UV 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 ̂ ficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts aî  references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and eff̂ ively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and Vfective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an\rganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i l y unde rs tandab le \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debars were to opponents 2ind judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments an̂ r suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

Prop 1:

, o f - f r ' y t J \ w c
( j s o o b r e u ^ < c ) i .
( / \ A A j r j S f ? C e i U ' l U / r / l c n P \ ^ I • -

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :

( j o o i U r e U K U ^
a . ^ + . A C e y . " U e .

/ I , , V | i / e ^ ' / v
X ^

( i ^ D o d ^ -T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

( r z^ (Prop^Opp)
[ l E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ P ( 2 o P

f / c ? p ' 5 C u y . ) r z h j \ < r c ^ y ' -
^ " k > . | j v d U £ > ( I c z c , p - o p r € k , H - ^ J

r \ i € ^ S 0 t U \ X u j ^ ^ . O o o J O / i

O p p 1 : y < ? o

^ T i J i ' d S .

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :



' i)i«4^ iy.Uft' Soo ^ jc<x^-'
" '''«*̂  k'S'̂  /st̂ " ̂  Ig î.

^ r t ^ H Q p S y 3 ^
/ * l o v d J ^ ^ O A ( ' < < ' C l U ^

: s j j X .
r - f n c ? / ^

^ a r y ^ ^
" X < s < ^ ^ ! u » - ' « -

X

^ i ^y

^ l̂ vf̂ lY+Xj

0 - ^

Ct̂ iv) 1̂ 4:

^ -«• ^All,
H*14V

-^v TJ' ^
oW/A1 / '6iu(/̂*<«'̂etX

A ^ > . .

X f n

'rUj lAn̂

3^ h>v^ o Lv-
^ y

Ctv',"f-''(*-f 1̂ —'ij

)Cioy Ĉ M̂y
iVi.

t -^A- ./ -^4
I

( J ^ f ^ j

* U i ^ y h v f ; ^ ,

AW\ GJ^Ic ' 4v ^ , ) 6..^jV
W s ' W A V ^ ^ ' S ^ '

A ; A c A k j K , ^ y C ' . * - ' y >

1 . ^ f A '

; 7 ^ / . . V . - c c G v t .Qu''̂  'W, ;̂ , ̂ 1 Ĵ i jio;̂

K ? c
JjvH /uj A-W

^ â Â /v wH«cr'

ao S'

' r ^ r :

^ «V s^r-
^ ' k -

f A o t A ^

y gy

< y ^ U . A A

ir~4î ^ ,-'î  J p f̂

* < a - c a G , ^ - r "

c(^^f
^^t\Ay^'

MuxyJf<( hU J-Wf {c> ^*

^ VJ Ca-̂JÎ

- G i A f x - ^ v

;» d/^Aj e<Ax e y

C 'V> ' (1- f.j- K ;-V ' -2

Pt'-VŶ ÂV,



James Nam (*12)
Round 1A g :QOam Room 218

Gov: 2 Wayland - Nguyen
Opp: 15 Archibald - Hohmeyer
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

S>r.Ueo/
PA R L I D e b a t e

r / y f S

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2_

/ r

Please aŵ rd 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)26-25 = Fair \ 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria• Analysis: How readably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

• Evidence: How approprl̂ ely and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may incline facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directl̂ ŷ d effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the o ther s ide \

• Points of Information: How relev̂ t and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spê  in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfuPAe debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

Jweo/J nasje /o\/e/ H huGr /yiore or

y o , r r e L .
y o u r y o . T

P r o p 2 : - / f I J J , O p p 2 :
T l , . h n k ^

C i n o t e y o u r .
^ee/neJ Q btf- . ScrouU hcue ///ttJr^jore a^fJ)o

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e

(Prop or/O®

ccnnecYiĉ n Ĵ e-hueen
t/pi/orerfS ̂  i>u//yt'rc cvas
fV^acJe. ^

roiiecr- rhore
wins this debate. C^Opect/on yv

D e f w t e p * u p i ' ^ r r ^ ^
ts bĉcYJ /iffio iAJooM

UrlAtrr̂ ^ r̂ /̂ ory imyfroue/Afs 7



P A R L I D e b a t e

J u d g e ' s N a m e : ^

Judge's School Affiliation:_ O vhS
P R O P

Team C^e #:

Prop SpeakerXl

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2 j' "S gcL pts

Please award eacĥ eaker 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-̂  = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably anXpffectiveiy 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 ahd references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and eff̂ ively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and efective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an ̂anized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debates were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/̂ suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

iJxAxuJ ^^ciovyClZ^. /I. ^ J jO | j A

-r Cvy^'tv/H

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ a . . . I ^ 1 J
J fcLivvJc tL?. ve^kwvjp) Cu-eJ^

on the C> 9 yO wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



Kashyap Sharma (M)
R o u n d 1 A 9 ; 0 0 a m 2 1 7 B

G o v : 6 K u m a r - M i s h r a
Opp: 2 Wheeler - Sin
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Sp^ker #2_

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

U V w \ Y "

p ts Opp Speaker # 1 ^ \ p ts ^ '

pts ^ ^ Opp Speaker #2 W ^ pts
Please awai;d each speaker points based on the following scale:

\ 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
2*̂ ^ Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)26-25 = Fair \ 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a
• Analysis: How reasohably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the deba\
• Evidence: How approprialidy and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directlyWd effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \• Points of Information: How relê t̂ 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 debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complimeI^s and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

O p p l :

4 Po X ■ C O O r - v

A . . - ■ / ) / t ) k \ ^

f J U ^ ^ o - f "
0 X 'IT'O \p wins this debate. ̂  Coo/fC ov̂TEAM CODE #: (jlQG ' ̂  on the Pt'O W wins this debate. ̂  Coo/fC ov̂

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ f i i - f l O r - / « / , / , ! .v w c p r e 4 C ^ M c r }



I ]

Marcie Schade (*13)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 2 0

G o v : 6 G h a n k o t a - P a t e l

Opp: 15 Arega - Vine
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

Pi'l f (fv Ms-| Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

ia t i on :

s O p p S p e a k e r # I

Opp Speaker #2

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

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

\ Judg ing C r i t e r i a
• Analysis: How reasonabl̂ nd effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriatelŷ d efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include î ts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \• Points of Information: How relevanVpd effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak\n an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful this debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complimeî and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

Propl:|^^l^' « . /I , Opplifol
- t ) l l ^ \ ( f V ' ^ j

P r o p l ^ M h l f i - ' O p p l - . Q i U ' J r ^ - „ ,

^ f ' " - 1 ( ^ 0 I v ^ .
\ l b w w ^ ^ . - u ' ^ c L

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
W \ c o f V M O ^ ■
T E A M C O D E # : V )

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
(Prop or Opp)

/U"oL
wins this debate. ^ ' fVv

y i - N r w r v \ i - f I

X ytjm^ Tw! If \yXm
mio \4aiXA'l

c ^ c t - i I N I , - ,



M a r c i e S c h a d e ( - 1 3 ) 0 > '
Round 1A 9 :00am Room 220 ^ ^ H/^ t f ^
Gov: 15 Kelloff - Jurgens
O p p : 1 M o r a s k y - B e r g '
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker^pts Opp Speaker# 1 M\V10< MofOt"
Prop Speaker #2 ^ Opp Speaker #2 ^ \/\^ Pts 2>(p

Please award each ̂ eaker points based on the following scale:
\50 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (tmt 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 anoseffectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriately and evidently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts sind references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and eff̂ ively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \• Points of Information: How relevant and ̂ective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in anVganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i l y unde rs tandab le \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debars were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments ano r̂ suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

P r o p l i . K H A l t f t ' ^ ■ O p p I : ^

SM&pt 0 ' WP W« 1^1" .■
P r o p 2 : , O p p 2 : ^ l > , - ^

V 4 1 - ^ f J

Idc

-fcr -41'̂

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : - K v ? i - / ' J C / l ^

on the •pKA> wins this debate.
( P r o p o r ^ O p p ) - 1 I 4 - «



Ajay Nanda (M)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 3 8
Gov: 2 Parina - Trimble
Opp: 6 Kharbanda - Lee
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Te a m C o d e

Prop Speaker#!

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

pts.2^2_ Opp Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2_ _ pts "2 Opp Speaker #2 pts.2S
Please award each speakeXpoints based on the following scale:30 = infect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but pebbly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = P̂ r <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effêvely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiWly the debaters support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and rê ences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectiveiy^e debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \• Points of Information: How relevant and effectî were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organiz ,̂ communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters ŵ  to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suĝ stions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

P r o p 1 : O p p 1 : ^

T r o p i O p p 2 : U s c
« ; w 6 > c , e s ) i o i v : y ^ - T t «

J i f t f t f A C H A e ^ n s \ ^ . ^ \ y
T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the O 1 r wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

* > J . . 1 .

fAe Op>}>
^

C -y



PA R L I D e b a t e

Ajay Nanda {*4)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 3 8
G o v : 6 M u k t a d i r - C h o w h a n

Opp: 12 Caramucci - Rice
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation: H S
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2

lits2iB Opp Speaker #1

pts 23: Opp Speaker #2 ̂  V Cf
pts_^

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

27 = Good (but ̂ sibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = P iDor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effîvely 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 r̂rences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectiv̂  the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d 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

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters Wre to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

P r o p l : ^ O p p l :
£i..ui

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : A
/ , H i c J r h u j ^ o f u r ( I

. y / - ^ L ' j L L . ^

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the T ^ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

H o n e

m ^no^,Jrd i-a/ d-^ - of cd.



^James Sweeney (*11) ^
Round 1A 9:00am Room 231 ̂  ̂  \ "T

P A R L I D e b a t e

R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 3 1
Gov: 3 Belinsky - Johal
Opp: 2 Jacobsen - Taffe
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Namer \ VIA

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1 V\.CVsz}rQXtf

Opp Speaker #2 / '€U( ,cob^rhts

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

27 = Good (bht possibly not good enough to quality for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-2(Kf Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and\ffectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriately and eteciently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts amhreferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and enhctive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an or̂ qnized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debater̂ ere to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/oî ggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : ^ \

U.
T E A M C O D E # :

' f
o n t h e

\jjzy

jL?*,A/irCjO ̂ U>
^XjtlcAy

I l l s t h i s d e b a t e . C A ^

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : (ytAiA:> o-AA a. lcJ(^iCuA^

L y < = > ' ^ 0 '€ : ^



" T U . S i ^ ^ l A i a ^ - f e r < - | 2 .P A R L I D e b a t e

Alisha Eastep (*5)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 3 2
Gov: 6 Shah - Singh
Opp: 14 Coplin - Diaz
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: m

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: \ j>

Prop Speaker #1

Team Code #:
O P P

Prop Speaker #2_

pts 2^ Opp Speaker #1 0»g\'7.

pts Opp Speaker #2 CcqIiua

VisU"̂
_ ptŝ ^ .'S

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

27 = Good ftaut possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-21^= Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ Judging Cr i ter ia
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriately and effibfently the debaters support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and Werences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effecti-ŝ  the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and effectfye were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgam d̂, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters w^ to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suĝ stions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

Prop 1: SooJ J®

W.ll. t

Prop 2: Q^^\. pr^^iO'

U v O V « -

Oppl :

' I

Opp 2:

J - ^

t r> if
, d, A

: ' •
N
c i I '

T E A M C O D E # : i o o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . , 1 . 1 ^
(ProporOpp) , , ll^f

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : i . i l
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PA R L I D e b a t e

Lin Jle Wu H)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 3 6

Gov; 6 Wang - Bhat
Opp: 14 Haugen - Ernst
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: L) ^ C\

Judge's School Affiliation: C, pcP t
P R O P

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! t\j4f^Gpts Opp Speaker # I

Prop Speaker #2 /̂ /HXT pts 7̂ /? Opp Speaker #2
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

X30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (ttut possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-i0L̂  Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effeehvely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e \
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and referetK̂ s to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively thes^ebaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were^he questions 2ind 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 opi)onents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestionŝ r improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

P r o p l : V e V O p p l :

/ e / i u p
l l ^ l c c " W M f r p ^ e c L - e j

A r c f \ A t ^ ^ J c r ( M t r c c i b ^ o f a . a • z ' / J S n L \

M l i U f e wai/s/f!/ Ofpcmu.. U p^sjUah de'irey, (,ccd
I f c y , e e ( {

TEAM CODE #: ̂  f on the Off wins ̂ î etafe!'
(Prop or Opp) pJiU^4REASON FOR DECISION: p U

fUj {o Cfi^C. pc^ ,



P A R L I D e b a t e

Lin Jle Wu fS)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 3 6

Gov: 14 Cederborg - Peterson
Opp: 15 Whitney - Boyle
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: L i i X ) u

Judge's School Affiliation: «~We>

Team Code #:
PROP,

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Sp̂ ker #2_

pts Opp Speake r # 1

pts 2 Opp Speaker U2 ̂
Please a\v̂ ^ each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

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

\ J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a
• 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 inclu)̂  facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directiyand effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other s ide \
• Points of Information: How rele\̂ t and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speqk in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfuKthe debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above crh^rtn^ please offer complim^its and/or suggestion&.^(friiiiprovement toe a c h d e b a t e r : N . f )
^ , , , , C ^ , n / / L .

f a a J y y < i £ d - e o 1 " { H h i i / / i i i i i ; i j . i 4 U i f • (
. V I / r v . - e y ^ y /
^ 0 > r ^ c L n e r ^ ,

1 / / fl  / / r H \ i t ^ . j p e e c L .

( X r j u ^ S y ^ r / c J / / x n
TEAM CODE #: I i on the wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECISION: ^ he^€ j - - ^

e a c h d e b a t e r :

A/^ p}^ ^(l ;/x c^r^uAu' ^ p \ i / \ d ^ l y U ' ' s . - t o

Qaoj
^ d J r w j h ^

Cô -Cld-ê ^

y{Ai (AQ^'e.d p/P^c»rv4fcyt,
tjUtur M jpeecL̂  d̂ ok



'V'i yioust bel;e\Je'i PARLI Debate Ve«r-/?ouh^i ^^hool

" S S I f f J u d g e ' s N a m e :

P R O P .
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:^

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! n^JlCtO )pp Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 Opp Speaker #2 \/W )t9-^

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

X J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a
• Analysis: How reasonably sand effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately ahtl̂ êfficientiy the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include factV̂d references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and eifectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and^effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in aî rganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i l y unders tandab le \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debhlers were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments an̂ r suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

P r o p 1 : C o A V O p p 1 :

>

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop Or Opp)



b /̂r-Ci/£S^ rc/>(}o/ {Ah]f̂ f̂ S ̂ /̂ 0\aICI i>Q. jTiOhdclî -̂ (( -fc/
PA R L I D e b a t e

Jeffrey Eng (MO)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 340
Gov: 12 Boothe - Fehring
Opp: 6 Shastry - Ippili
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: v

Judge's School Affiliation: Lj>^\

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code #:

P r o p S p e a k e r # ! O p p S p e a k e r # ! Cm

Prop Speaker #2 Opp Speaker #2_

dPPP

>vV\ Pts

Please awai^J 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

\

\
\ J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a

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

• Evidence: How appropriatelyv̂ d 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
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \• Points of Information: How relevanr̂ d effective were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tĥebaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliment̂ :̂ d/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

P rop 1 : I K-WfU p(a»r€ Opp 1 : ^ ^
4 g S a j A c t u ^ \ J c ^ - €

Sa 1 AipoJ -fcj -ecoAÔ rû  ,
Prop 2. ^ ca[[yyi ^c! QcJoI Good

oc<̂ U/UtAS

:ODE #: Gau (2 on theT E A M C O D E #

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
(Prop or Upp)

Wj>u7t(-U
w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

-fiu. !o(^ o.irgo/Kvck^
. ô p rea-lî  ̂ cWc( ar<?cv<.tjts cclĉ Jr Se.)CuoJ'4̂

" ^ f < ) ( p ^ r d r . c j t - d r « p c ^ ' 2 « W ,
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tK\s bt\iwc.^ \\xk\
Jeffrey Engr̂ 1̂ <̂̂
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 3 m R o o m 3 4 0

Gov : 1 Cohen - I rw in

Opp: 6 Kumar - Shroff
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

I

SW«\ c
2 1

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfTiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

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

27̂  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 appropriatelyŝ d efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include ihcts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and̂ ffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant\nd effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak iĥ  organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i ly unders tandab le \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful theMebaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complimentX̂ nd/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

Prop 1: cScIvOYX ̂

P r o p 2 : G a o J i .
CoA «^Ce^ac!-

TEAM CODE #: Gx)̂  I on i
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e

Opp l :

" i . I f Wt t ^OO cU\ \^MX
u > t r k -

Opp 2:

pcA kncMJ ttti iuK̂OcjV
îclciî vs cufl̂OUi/̂  - i dt'i

(Prop or Opp)

OaW u3(5A -A'vS ckVxic 0(stg- UjWa tW-'̂  tl«e clflcc(4\ fcĉ -̂  S
- f t t o " 5 e . c l t o | ( l C a i " ' e s . a j e s h c x ^ l .

P,M«<ic. poUts a\x>^ jr>0. S(5tyic! ^lOTo oAv>PiMaAe- st
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Tl/IAS noLl'3(?
o vi 0 ij.!.:! ̂  1,71 mnd (ii i&A {7

Victor Lacombe (*14)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 3 3 5

Gov: 6 Sivakumar - Sasi
Opp: 2 Stone - Kenney
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

ji uUiiVc/'m^
PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: I—AC'C>A\%C:r

Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop SpeakerŜJ

Prop Speaker #2_JsHL_S^

)ts Opp Speaker # 1 AclCUVi pts_2_^

)ts Opp Speaker #2 ^V7l^ ["'in VvC^,\'^nU pts

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

27 = Good (burpossibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 =^or <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectjyely the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiehdy the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and ref̂nces to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelyNhe debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and effectiveswere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organiẑ  conununicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters wer̂ o opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or sugĝ ions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

P r o p 1 : O p p 1 : c . < s r '

A \

P r o p 2 : Q ^ O p p 2 : ^
..vi/L .. ao,Sr..o

C s ' t S r e s r J l \ ^ . , " T x . r .

u,^rNv.,v.a

/ M A . ' - l I

TEAM CODE #: 5̂ -5 on the P P ̂  P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ L J I ^ A
, V , „ ( J
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^icW(\on- VV>\S Wuse -Wu. U^IUJ Debate
V i c t o r « t e « L « a l T ^ v n a
K ' a S S - S ^ . * . - . » » , : _ ! _ f i C L a C i £ ^
O p p : 3 B e n n e r - S c h u l t z .
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge's School Affiliation: 1 ^

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker^ 1

Team Code #:

pts_2-̂  Opp Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2

pts 2. ^

Opp Speaker #2 MaK ScUt/cV-V^ pts^-?-

Please award eacĥ peaker 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 2)^20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

\ Judg ing Cr i t e r i a
• Analysis: How reasonably ̂  effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriately an̂ fficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and efî ively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant and elSective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an oî g îzed, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \ c
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatem êre to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/oî ggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

P r o p l : O p p l :
1 ^

W_£i.k>-V.

P r o p 2 : ^ ^

_ U V i ! C 3 - n

1- VI
U y_>-.

. a d L ^ - . c , O p p 2 : c _ C : . j 2 . o . L v
Z "3==* K-s~CL.p

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e ^ > w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)
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Rob Stone (*2)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m R o o m 2 3 8 -

Gov : 1 Su t ton - Su t ton

Opp: 6 Batra - Nambiar
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2 R\a N
Please award each speak̂  points based on the following scale:30 perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

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

\ Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and efr^ctively 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 Keferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \• Points of Information: How relevant and effî ve were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgWzed, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debater̂ere to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or̂ ggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

Propl:

krkoK,

O p p 1 : ^ ^ ^

T E A M C O D E # : h o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . ^T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

a S i > e t ^ l e u : 0 - ( ^ u u e f g e e > P a r e < ^
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Louis CIsz f 2)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m 2 1 7 B
G o v ; 1 2 J o n a s - D e l s o n - Tu r n e r

Opp: 10 Geller- Moss
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliationij

O P P
T e a m C o d e # : l O

Prop Speaker # 1 pts ̂  Opp Speaker
Prop Speaker #2 9 ( 7 / - Opp Speaker #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 qualily 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

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e J• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the Raters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referen̂  to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelyme debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant an̂ ffective were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak̂  an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

• Courtesy: How courteous and reŝ tful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please oner compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / .

Propl;

^ . , r L ^ f a i t ' /

P r o p 2 : ^ p p 2 ; ^
— j y & ( t ^ 0 < < r v w u ^ O « > < L

TEAM CODE #; \ 0 on the ^ wins this debate. «L
( P r o p o r O p p J ^ J L V

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , r ^
V \ n r ^ > M K a ^ X ^

V

IvA.-V'

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :



P A R L I D e b a t e

Regina Muccillo (*2)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 3 3 8
Gov: 10 Murphy-Yim
Opp: 6 Sivakumar - Sasi
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:_ _je

Prop Speaker#! IZovti

Prop Speaker #2 FlC ŷVA

Judge's Name:_ 1̂ 0̂  Ji/̂ IACC)

Judge's School Affiliation:_ ppov/3

Team Code #:

pts 21. Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #^

i\//csfa/ y'K/

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 compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

T E A M C O D E o n t h e _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : i ^ ^ I I
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^ '1+ VU-VJrJtr A-e, U^J,/ ^o\ j^ «*,- tX- V'^s u
Susi^arton (*13) . . , ,
R o u n d » 1 1 ; 2 0 a m R o o m 2 2 0 _ U

PA R L I D e b a t e

' C c . * .
Gov: 6 esnwstehr OeMberg ' filpn gky ̂  l̂ vx
Opp: 15«lteMJanes- ScJZ °X 9^
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name; i f S C

Judge's School Affiliation:< M i

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # I

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2 M ŵOv Me-,

pts_^
ptŝXS

Opp Speaker # I

Opp Speaker #2_

" ' 7 0
e » i .

^rotAgf pts

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy 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 ^ organized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e .
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

/

Using the above criteria, please qf̂ fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

" X I lo coA^ct a teUhr,
' W ' . t J 4o lA tM Ua i i / t r y t Co t / [ \< Qoexs i reA' W- ir k/l-

J U p > W l A / v u w : I / o u -i J P r o p 2 : J . O p p 2 : ^ J / /
\}b l̂ iMlfoeiAt

NjvViWv y 1 t ^ y r v Z l / D

Ĝi9d
mCK dU'ul''

r t / f e s , M " ^ 4 ^ ^ . 17-7 ,.^11 /i- Sf/^i^orhnu^ Off Std^ ^

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e

A r J t i U n ^ < ^ i r
<Dff wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : / / ^ ^ ^ A y i k ? . r

S P e k i J o - S < J k ^ L J / P ^ o V
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P A R L I D e b a t e

Rajesh Ippili (*6)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 2 3 3
Gov: 10 Pineda - Schmidt
Opp: 12 Boothe - Fehring
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Te a m C o d e # : t P

Prop Speaker#!

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:, JIM:

,-OPP
Team Code #:

pts2T̂ Ŝ̂  Opp Speaker#] ( ^^pts_2J
Prop Speaker #2_ / ichû rA ̂  pts 2̂  Opp Speaker

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

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debater̂ upport arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and references to aumority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an oĉ nized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful ̂  debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : / O p p 1 :

A 4v\<k/«iC£. A/sAtvvi (MaaJA-I^K'^ V ivA.ev4_ pOuOerAjC
P r o p 2 : p J U d t j ^ O p p 2 :t ^ C K f y o ^ ^ p ' l i U i - f - ^

J < L c ( M i ; ^

J

T E A M C O D E o n t h e _ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N ; ^

"rcAuîd). 1KA. CU><Ĉ  -oĵt



uT̂ Juer-4̂  h5»4>e
P A R L I D e b a t e

Steven Archibald (*15)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 2 1 9
Gov: 6 Bhatia - Prasath
Opp: 10 Fong - Hui
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P.
Team Code M:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Judge's Name;

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

^ pts_^2l Opp Speaker #1 (4 cA h ^ >^0

O p p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s ^ ^

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 debater̂ nalyze the topic and the arguments -. _

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the d̂ aters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and refereîs to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectiveiythe debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant an̂ ffective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak m an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily imderstandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offe/compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : ' O p p 1 : r i A

. - 4 c u ^ < g O c > l l p ^ k > l e

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : ^ ,

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

TEAM CODE #: ^ on the _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , / ' ( I / /
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P A R L I D e b a t e

Natalia Mizin f 15)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 3 3 7
G o v ; 1 0 P h w a n - L e e

Opp: 6 Arshad - Sankar
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: ' i c M ' / n

Judge's School Affiliation:
c : : - 6

P R O P
Team Code #:

O P P
Team Code #:

pts y Opp Speaker #1Prop Speaker #1 ptsj2^ Opp Speaker # 1 pts
Prop Speaker #2 A\ V \ O pts Opp Speaker #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
• 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 deb̂ r̂s were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : y ^ t r a t Q
w e l l ,

^ J('MPT P2

Prop 2:

Opp l :

. • ' 5 l^je //

r̂jf-
Opp 2: ' '<^'^'■'>'1'

k r u : H ^
d k ^ /

f o X h c f
T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

p h -
7 ■ r ' O - A ^ r

y c a



T \ - > B . ^ r r e f v _ p a r l i D e b a t e .
T i n a / t < r # t A
G r i l S u r R i ^ J u d g e . s N a m e : j r : i U A p s ^ ^
O p p : 1 0 B e r m a n - K o s ^ C > A / > > t v > /
P a r l i a m e n t a r y D e b a t e / N o v i c e J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f fi l i a t i o n :

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker U:

P R O P i " 7 ^ O P P ! f J
[ y ^ T e a m C o d e # : \

RtC€ ptŝ  ̂  Opp speaker # 1 DÂI BL
\ V 1 \ C f t r c t m u c c i ^ P P S p e a k e r ^ % v 4 l / j V t s

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy 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's well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e , "
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak inarforganized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e / -
• Courtesy: How courteous and respedtful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, pleasefffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

Prop 1:

" ^ V V / f n - h - J t a r

Prop 2:

0 / V \ ^■ ^ ' 9 i r y \ ^ ^
v S . T ' r t f u / | v A T

T E A M C O D E # : I o C o n t h e

Oppl : o 1 /WA^^ A
/ i n v a , " 7 '

/I ?0 oc'/

6

Opp 2:

(Prop or Opp)

, (An use- <2>F Pcit- nfAzc/

<KcxjCc4 rs z. LOS^ A umsf
V-^ins this debate. CtAa* ty d,
r » n ^ "

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

p<?dPs /]v2.ttiT/ (Wxx^
e r \ ^ i k > P = ( N < A L
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H o i i s e \ r ? G \ \ e v e s ^ r \ ( x > ^ - v •' ^ P A R L I D e b a t e *

Ceslavs Belinskis (*3)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 3 4 0
Gov; 10 Bystrom - Kriney
Opp: 6 Wang - Bhat
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: [ OS

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker U1 Ar̂ <£ ̂ \!|S^nihifnpts Opp Speaker #1 pts '2!/
Prop Speaker #2 A - ̂  lliAVl/f j pts 2.*B Opp Speaker #2 _ pts 2-G
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

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

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: 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 ô er compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

Prop 1: —^ Oppl: C\0<ok ^-C<pC. .
L » L x U M - & o o k ^ i x s ^ d .

Prop 2: Q^Pok . \ Opp 2: rx>cK.A\(^^ .
£nJ^i Opp pOi*J^

/ } \ / 9 •

Oppl: CovA w^c l^Jol s
Qiooa ^

TEAM CODE #: jh on the Pfi-OP _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
<?-rfSo lO Cifi R frR6a^6AjTS TKywy opfosivio'^
BE-rTSR PA-Cef AMD Pgulvr€RY,



PA R L I D e b a t e

Tim Aboudara (*16)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 2 3 8
G o v : 1 0 L e e - S m i r n o v

Opp: 1 Feinberg - Shen
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

P r o p S p e a k e r # 1 O p p S p e a k e r # i p t s " Z ^

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s ^ " 7 O p p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s

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 quality for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapproi^rdate behavior

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze tiaertopic and the arguments

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatpr̂ upport arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and reference^4:6authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelyHlie debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevapf̂ d effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters/̂ eak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous ̂ d respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

/

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

Prop

T O 7 * ^

0pp l :O<^

3VJ

Prop 2> Gooo 3oy> O p p 2 i . ^

TEAM CODE #:_ on the O wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :



This hwSe i^k^ve^ inii/jhf D^iite^'
Patricia Zaballos (*2)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 3 3 9
Gov: 10 Holwitz - Kay
Opp: 6 Liu - Sudharsan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #: 10

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

iation: 'BiShop O'DnŵJudge's School Affiliation: ly ' J' lUjy U
O P P

Team Code #: ̂

Opp Speaker # 1 EVwilvj UU Pts_2j7
pts IB Opp Speaker #2 Î D>̂ WKi pts

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

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

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: 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 referepces to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant̂ d effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters ŝ ê  in an organized, commimicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and ̂ ŝpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

/ '
/

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

Prop 1: |A

y ^ s o l u p i

o p p i : .

y r r n y t a o
fao'cl ict ' . \

TEAM CODE #: 10 on the P/C?T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

( P r o p o r O p p ) i■■ F'^op tnck-Li r^SoUc-^^u
/ 7 / 1 ^ ^ r r i i i s y } C / \ T l ^ CAyc-fit LO t S C f n k P r r r u i n i C / \ t ^ ^

nbuWi^- opp yr)a.d^ foPtp PuP^ ~rh€^^^
w r t r f X h e r - i ^ U f H i c e - O P fl



PA R L I D e b a t e

Lucas Tung (*7)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 3 3 3

Gov: 6 Khan - Singal
Opp: 10 Sattler-Keith
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: "Tu\r\̂

Judge's School Affiliation: Lc^gctO

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

pts 2& Opp Speaker # 1 _

pts 2% Opp Speaker #2 lAe»VV>

pts_?3_

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

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e '
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppd r̂t arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to au^drity as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e / ' '
• Points of Information: How relevant and effê ive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in aî ganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectft̂ he debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offê ompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : / O p p 1 :

^ T < * t w ^ w o r V c .
• v y v u W f i c - V o v v - V o p ' c
J c ^ ( . B - V « + I n

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : ^ ) .
^ c«?^v<cV^o.r^. tA<es i>o\v^ i\\Acy & cirtoUV^a'^.

w e U ' • ^ 0 * 4 A
y o u r

TEAM CODE #: ^ on the trap wins this debate.
(Pi^ or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

T V M , A c V x T t l - c O l V u W i r c * - ( t a w A w O t V - 4 " " C b * . c V o - S ^ - v V
\ o \ \ i ^ \ o ^ K C ' » c « « * v \ p « c < 7 i V i ' * * ^ " V W

\eM\Vx j OAC v \<5Vt f «> \c>oe. osn^ wVajK rcv^V»«VyCxrOV cA-cAvVy c6*vî A(rc>'V«Vc. teo'v̂ 'd" \ovir̂  <**4. losing A WA 5A»'0vvj<r



^ D e b a t e
Louis Cisz (*2)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m 2 1 7 B
Gov: 6 Kharbanda - Lee
Opp: 10 Wu - Ofman
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: v('

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1 r v v _ ^ ^ t s

. MProp Speaker #2Kft̂ \L VJtC' Opp Speaker #2_ Acv.Au) V\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 qualily for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debateî nalyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tlp̂ ebaters support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and refe;̂ ces to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effecU l̂y 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 ̂ eak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous an̂respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, plê e offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / . .

P r o p . , O p p ^

tV <5-\->roA^

Prop 1

rop 2.

T E A M C O D E # : \ V o n t h e C

iV <5-^0 t fw Lp
Opp 2:

D D E # : \ 0 <

( 2 5 I
O C C j t f v x v C X e ^ * ^

^wins this debate.w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

^ )(VA^A<^ (U/«nrot.^



1V.ib
William Lee (*10)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 2 1 8
Gov: 6 Venkatesh - Joseph
Opp: 14 Morgan - Bee
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P )
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 GicMjVaftA MqaVvi

ptŝ ^

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2

« j L r k - a

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'̂ i?mg4|ie debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may in t̂idefocts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly mid^oljectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant and erie&twi^were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized^^Qommunicative style that is pleasant

and easily imderstandable
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to oppotisqjs and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for impî
e a c h d e b a t e r :

L e n t t o

P r o p 1 : O p p 1 : - ( ^ 6 c c f ,

Prop2:-<^oW

T E A M C O D E #: K6( o n t h e

O p p 2 : - ^
- 6 7 0 0 J - h

9 0 w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . /
(Pi op or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

^yCMuX/^"^ 7^ //^Z-

\M-pĈ
t n .



liij looi/se 5cimj if- is bcil-(/^ la
lov« l aud i l oved q I a' William Lee (*10) oV

Round 2B 11 ;20am Room 218
Gov; 3' Golde - Donovan
Opp: 12Mahachek - Mclvor
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

ia t i on :

Prop Speaker# 1 S>€ f̂/) pts Opp Speaker
Opp Speaker #2_j

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

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

\ Judg ing Cr i ter ia
• Analysis: How reasonablŷ d̂ effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate \
• Evidence: How appropriately ̂ d efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include fîs and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly anô ffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e \
• Points of Information: How relevant aî  effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak iir̂  organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable \
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the CT^baters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments aî or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : \

Prop 1: - ^00 c/

Prop 2:

- COorh

T E A M C O D E 1

1:

- (^^asc/

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

O p p 2 : J i

' ^pojbc c.Ua.K(LA .
- ̂ 70 o<y- ( r^x iCf

o n t h e _ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)

'P/©/ ' haJ o^rau-ut tM. '^ m
p C o / , > i . ^ p . c o c o ^
5 1 / ^ a . S .



T K . - 6 ^ ' 3 J v r D e b a t e

Susie/Barton (*13)
R o u n d 2 S e 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 2 2 ( ^ ' I / I fGov: 1 MuidiKy -"Derg (jorllA/̂ l̂  / G>ofc(J[>«/9
Opp:10-Seett-emCKBrf;((«i;
Parliamentary Debate/Novice J

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code #:

q p p
I S "

Opp Speaker#! ̂  ̂  pts_^P
Opp Speaker LICA OĈ  pts 2.̂Prop Speaker #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 jii6baters analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficieî lV the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and ̂ ferences 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 relev^t and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters ̂ êak 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, pleas^ offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

■}A,e



( j l c y l n i c < / h ^ f o f ^ y
C/yM fid ^i^hrf^-^ success .« 1^
e K ^ - s < " ^ ^ s 5 , h ' W r v ^ - c c ^

yd of ^Je ,V truA. U i-^
|/teio« afi- -M^ Itouse -W«e. ^
ffcn C^r.cW d^ (nWfr.^yc^-
y,U ly-el ffî c ̂ r̂drucf"̂  ô  U.s<



U?y!2_^bs?3-s: uc
Manning Sutton (*1)
Round 2B 11 :20am Room 231
Gov: 6 Liu - Prusty ^—
Opp: 12 Martinez - Tarleton
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:_

P R O P ,
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:
O P P

U0_^
f7(-s?r-/

P t s O p p S p e a k e r # 1 P t s

pts_J^;7 Opp Speaker #2_ RArg-TtA-g?-, pte^

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 tppic'and the arguments

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatejs'gupport arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references„tcf̂ thority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively^^dle debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevanj-^am 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 courteouŝ d respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criterî please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

. P r o p 1 : " o p p i ; « ^
- d i e . W T ^ H

P r o p ! : O S W v ^
d U J l z : ! L i i - c y i r ~ W ^ £ ! ^ 0 ^

iO-Kj/<d
TEAM CODE #:___V2^_ _ on the (y?f wins this debate.

( P r o p o r O p p ) l a O X / L f c C .R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : - ^ y o i ^ t U ^ O W >
^ - i H s r e w h - y o o ^

C c>t Pt



•

<;'veu^
M a n n i n g S u t t o n ( * 1 ) /
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 2 3 1

Gov: 6 Le - Lad

Opp: 15 Kelloff - Jurgens
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 Le.

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2

Pts ISlr

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 eiiminatioryxrtfnds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude Qr-inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters^alyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thexlebaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and referpilces to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant/̂ d effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters snd̂  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, pleasye offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

r p S ) P r o p 1 : - O p p 1 : ^ I o i - f ^ ^
C ^ c n r P 7 V ^

P r o p 2 : P C ^ p 2 : r j j a A -
l A

— C o o \ ^
»MT fjypd »

( S i .

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

f 01-^ ' :i) I t^SCTL>{'

c o u > s ^ T



" I h f s h o u / t c . b t i t e z / c s / i i a h i b f s h o i k t ^ h k u w e r, I I I ^ I t P A R L I D e b a t eWe Jo\^id .»rAll
Regina Muccillo (*2)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 3 3 8

Gov: 11 Liang - Fischer
Opp: 6 Muktadir - Chowhan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

MccaWO

PPoiv4

Off

Team Code #:
P R O P

11 Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_L

Prop Speaker #2î

nr\ pts Opp Speaker#!

Prop Speaker Ulfts^QAiLf HrC y pts Opp Speaker #2 lvLu|\t'^fNi < j pts

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

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

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: 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 compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

P r o p U , ,
c l u t r I t

v/cU

Prop 2: 6V0n5
v o i c e . . Z .

4 - •
TEAM CODE #: V 1 on the

1 , ( W

/VvViM ehev»»̂  rmh

Y O \ c ^

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

- f r ^ w / o u t - ^



y - i M U ■ s v ^ f ' t 3 V ; . v i

i-' ■•/••/C\i

a " i ' l n ^ x H ■ ' j v T f
\\̂  î o liJjC'l •5V'->.fl

fviheviiTl
; ) i~\ .'i >/i>.'.' i

I



A- /7\<i4^ .yiiyi yr L-''i^ .yf'9■f IdSt' Yp/iPr ■■fc>
P a t r i c i a Z a b a l l o s ( * 2 ) / /Patricia Zaballos (*2)
Round 2B 11:20am Room 339 j
Gov: 3 Benner - Schultz
Opp: 6 Mustafa - Salman
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

w m f f / e .

h v ^ c L . f t / - t̂riClCL 2ySYL ((̂Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#}

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

.21S
Uaiiam

O p p S p e a k e r # 2 V i a p t s

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 relev^t 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 courteoû dnd respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteriyplease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

P r o p 1 : / / /■ ' £ O p p 1 :

i m ^ c - f k u S e A J ^ ^
a n J L o ( € ' ^ r , '

Prop 2: t S-pC r̂̂ kor. Opp 2: /-I
di/yrJln iv 6m\Tki.Ai\ r hvi-
&O0iL
dvcoHij iv fPlyllS
+ r t m i

■vr i i

T E A M C O D E # : on the '̂ yVQ wins this debate.
, / ( ? > o p O f O p p ) . . - Iy ( fl o p O p p ) . I

REASON FOR DECISION: yV peSolutlOyi^ J /-C
\ Y ^ y € . . " f t r p x a / L C - y ^ r r ^

e n - ^ i y e D p p ' s
mk-1nMU AnJ afr- -h>f-'c.
pPiiTk f htkiy



PA R L I D e b a t e

Ellen Kerr (*10)
Round 2B 11 ;20am Room 335

Gov: 11 Keith - Sapers
Opp: 2 Parlna - Trimble
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: ^ r r -

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

i a t i on : I I M ^

pts 2J Opp Speaker # 1 V ̂  ̂  \
DtsO ̂  Opp Speaker #2

£4 .

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 spesik in an org^lzed, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful̂ 'e debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please off̂ r̂ mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

Prop 1:
< 3 v . ^ — c

c O o G .

Prop 2: Opp 2:
6 0 C : t > -

G- t J O O

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the y)(rfj-V--̂  wins this debate.
(Aop or Opp)

s C r - v - ^ C

n \ I p-rvP) ,



PA R L I D e b a t e

Ellen Kerr (MO)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 3 3 5

Gov; 2 Whitehill - Zaballos
Opp: 6 Shah - Singh
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliationi l ia t ion:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#! S U

Prop Speaker #2 pts 2- ^ Opp Speaker #2 \ _ pts
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

26-25 = 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 ap organized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfhl the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offe^compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : / 1 O p p 1 : ^
{ / L / / \ \ - L - L ^ V ^

Oppl :

r s T

V p r r v V \ (

Prop 2:

U .

TEAM CODE #:

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

^ c l c d V V
J \ J \ c i v \ C r Y- \ \ r \ S

on the P CO Y wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)



h J U 9 t : i 0 C ' { i C i C & i f f s l o c f - l 4 n a n i t > / 1 a ^ c . , .
PA R L I D e b a t e

M e g S c o t t ( * 1 0 ) , /Round 2B11 :20am Room 336 Judge 's Name: bOf f / 1
G o v : 1 5 A r c h i b a W - H o h m e y e r ^
Opp: 6 Phan - Kumar
Pa r l i amen ta ry Deba te /Nov i ce Judge ' s Schoo l A ffi l i a t i on : ^ ^ ^

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2 _pts^^
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

26-25 = 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

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e .
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective fyere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spe în"̂  organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous an̂ espectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, ppase offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : O p p l ; . . U f J

a m v M i A ' b ? * ^ 1 1 ' f /

c lar ih/r i f ) [ /aUAb- ^ Mf^fu
k W i /

- q M d ^ d £ ( \ n ^ 4

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e _ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ j



Tina Donovan (*3)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 3 3 2

Gov: 14 Coplin - Diaz
Opp: 2 Cisz - Ferry
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: TT %jA

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#] (

Prop Speaker #2 \

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2_

Ks\<l.h_ ij

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 effidehtly the debaters support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include faĉ &̂ d references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directfy^iSnd effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side
• Points of Informatmrf: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How w l̂l the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
• Courtesy: Ho\v courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

P r o p 1 : T 2 > Q ' C - O p p 1 :

/ O o t r r fi c

FYis :>

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 :

c 3 V ^ - S ^

/I 3

T E A M C O D E # : O N

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e

(Prop or Opp)

O W V O c i

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . ^ r c C —

i ^ o A ^ ■£ \ j l S > P ^ c & / h A h/H<Cjuvi2vyisr'î i
T?-icXJ>ilrpT~P



I ' i
l u i

; I

£^ pS I
1 ^ ^

{■̂̂ S-

4 ?
^ 4)

. . \ ^ A / \ fi - ' ' ^
\ ) =^£ i

\)^ f ^EUi^ T ̂  avS î

? »

d r ^
t

p ' ^

»®)%

V
' !1̂

c a

^ c ^

u ^
'r<

^ i I - i t c
^<11

1

i l
0 ^
df



PA R L I D e b a t e

K i m b e r l e y H a u l k r i 2 ) /R o u n d 2 A 1 1 : 2 0 a m R o o m 2 3 6 . , , V i \ \ / l / i i
G o v : 6 K u m a r - S h r o f f , ^ N a m e :
O p p : 2 T h o m p s o n - K n i g h t Y ^ c c ( < ^ •
P a r J i a r j i e n t g f y D e b a t e / N o v i c e ^ 1 ^ J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f fi l i a t i o n :jMrf^ ^ ^ '> P> rp.r (TL ( 1 a|,i ,

v k .' H
Team Code #:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2

^ P r o p S p e a k e r # 1 _ ^ D t s C ^ > O p p S p e a k e r # 1 | ^

^̂ Prop Speaker#2 Opp Speaker#2 -pts
yr >4*lease 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

.$1p.a& OppSpea.er«,̂ ŷ ^Si:s
p t s . O p p S p e a k e r # 2

26 -25 = Fa i r 24 -20 = Poo r

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a ^
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic aĵ d-the arguments

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppprfarguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to autljoifty as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the d̂ b̂ rs respond to the arguments made

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant and ê ^̂ tive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak iifan 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 compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1

-̂eSVvXAjttf VP i(w.ii(\v.vvju,w dcTfJU-AÂ "G-̂ y<-VvC. \i,̂  t| HJAjt- ttJou-acJ
tKCO'fNNeiÂ  QOCM fiov- Cv;̂ <2f̂ Vvv, c»v̂ uv\A«A>, CoOV'l̂ f̂̂

CUV f tdJ^ ' . ^WCUyyv^ZA jSS .A . ^°PP2- 9^Apue4a.^ Ss ie
:̂̂ ivhvv.eJKwe. YILA-5ĉ fv̂  riOisur boV poUoiA-p, aî  MÂ  IA«A« cl.t61̂ aAi>v»̂

A. ^vvorsHA. oooos.\^w^P °̂P 2:'ti«.\v\hC^ \,alM QA °PP
Â̂vhvv.ei>Nw6. fcA- So*>M b->V
\ S r ^ J i \ ^ d \

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e ?.o p/froAvins thit h i s d e b a t e .

qProd or Opp)

p/){){A.<U^ 1)1^ oLo6( /Uoi4^^
po^ihv^ fh-iry^ded^

Sfo^ y'e^ dffOit'̂ 'C^ -fe/ir, NO^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Team Code #:

o v i c e ^ . V I . . . . J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f fi l i a t i o n : rM r \ \ ^ . C K x E :
P R O P K i \ v e U n ^ O P P O L V ( k W .

I J T e a m C o d e M :

Prop Speaker # 1 Ch (a'\ 'V̂ ov) ̂  ̂  2k. Opp Speaker#] l\(kM pts__7:̂
Prop Speaker #2 Voy^t^nCpJ Xt^Vxpts Opp Speaker #2 ptsOpp Speaker #2_r̂ p t s

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality 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 argufhents

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e , . '
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support argutnents with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority-as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debg^ters"respond to the arguments made

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant andcffective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spepkin an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
• Courtesy: How courteous anelrespectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

/

° P P ' - ^
AaW pOi<Nte.

OiSLKjiU,̂,

Ŝvw-\ô/vvjaJK(/vx. /fyj a^r-^vyytet^

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the CP ,
(Prop

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

d l ^ h o i - a j U y c / o f ^
' f k c f u 4 y ' T h a M / d/\l fxUc "fyj



Tim Aboudara {*^B)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 2 3 8

Gov: 15 Arega - Vine
Opp: 3 Ganten - Cumming
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:
P R O P

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_ n£_pts.

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

)ts 2.1 Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2 pts_Zri

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy 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^espond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e . - '
• Points of Information: How relevant and eff^ive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak hv-afforganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
• Courtesy: How courteous and r̂ ectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, pl^se offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

P r o p 1 ^ ^ = * * ^ ' ^ O p p l : C l o ^ v - i a * ^ x -
y o v a ^

o 'bc-do,
A i t

Prop

W> \̂rvX

Opp 2:
XVl<3u6>-fT 'V̂ *:7V*='1CVVAAAVA. r

TEAM CODE #; I ^ on the Y<K><p wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : f -



Lucas Tung (*7)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 3 3 3
Gov: 14 Haugen - Ernst
Opp: 2 Melo - Brar
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_

Prop Speaker #2

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: |U

Judge's School Affiliation:,

Team Code #:

pts 7-^ Opp Speaker # 1

pts ^*7 Opp Speaker #2

p t s

p t s

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 authpjafy as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debater's respond to the arguments made

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant and effpefive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak ip̂ organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
• Courtesy: How courteous and rê ctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria,̂ please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: Opp 1:I T - I r I

cirVlcaUVbv% ̂

V o ( X i f ^ y ^ G l o V . i . . .a y M i v o t y y o » t e - \ \ o u J K ra. Wiy do rtAy ^ cxcJ, ctt^Uy V«o\c tK\- Hv<. 4 uide- p o i n t s " ■
yo**r

Prop 2: Opp 2:• Ae-Uvey. * Vv-^A <* g»o<i, -W-t. * <iza\f>cr'^cy ^ mvoK't
< 3 ^ ^ e C ^ p w e a v M t ^ v m n ^ . ^ v u j t J i v A . 1 v<3^^eC ^

-bpCiruA
p o \ s « •

T E A M C O D E # : \ M

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

av̂ iAWun̂ . ̂ bVujtMA VAva <ru>fv< Ai'mt e.V-»borc4(/\Ad n p o i n - \ . ^

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(frgp^or Opp)

Vva4 "̂ rtttncworV-1 Va«-»V re îliy V-oW -Wlr co(v\oft\i()Vs M^WA.A. "\W*. Va\ia«-
0 | » ^ - S o M t v AVe p T j V i r t ^ ^ i n V b M w o c r a ^ e y Y T © ^

tVv«- C,6V'S



PA R L I D e b a t e

Natalia Mizin (*15)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 3 3 7
Gov: 2 Phillips - Yu
Opp: 6 Ghankota - Ratal
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1^ pts-'^ Opp Speaker #1 — pts ^

Prop Speaker #2_ Pts ̂  Opp Speaker #2 (>HAcWOT̂
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 £uialyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the..d'ebaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and referefices 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 debat̂ '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 critena, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each de^pr:

Prop

p,po
Prop Speaker #2

Prop2: ̂-50'̂

C 0 f ^ S ) ^
^ e - ^ r 4 - .

O p p 2 - / /

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .



"T/ik ViSiiQc
A R L I D e b a t e

Meg Scott (*10)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 3 3 6

Gov: 15 Whitney - Boyle
Opp: 6 Kumar - Mishra
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:_

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2_ 3!>M_
Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #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
• 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

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e . .
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters wer̂ to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments an̂̂ ûggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1:
• d a f i f a ^

Odd 1:

( X a i i o v c a
r f I / I / M C ^
\ y t l t ,

Prop 2:

T E A M C O D E on the f ̂ P\ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

t ar^i umnis t



1 M 9 ' m t ^ ^ l o > K A i V t fi  v > t v ^ 1 ^P A R L I D e b a t e ^ " -
Ceslavs Belinskis (*3)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 3 4 0

Gov: 2 Jacobsen - Taffe
Opp: 6 All - Bhagavatuia
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: Cp̂ /a

Judge's School Affiliation: Cfî PocifJoa H- S.

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2j

Team Code #:

pts__ZS Opp Speaker#!

)C(€f>OS^ts gg Opp Speaker #2_

!?Ws_?-7

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
• 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 effectivelv/the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e y /
• Points of Information: How relevant aijdeffective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y x m d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and rê ectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

/'

Using the above criteria, pleasc/tiffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

/

P r o p 1 " O p p 1 : \ ) ^ r d ^T o G r U J ' S ^ T . ' ^

d C X ^ iP r o p 2 : O p p 2 : ( ^ p o d

TEAM CODE #: 2-^ on the PROP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

Opp 2: (̂ ood,

r - ^ C t ,

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

Y Pn> po Cv'i'tokv
\ A HJie&'
M a C o v \ ^ l ^ C 4

\ X r Q ^ l A o O » - e



PA R L I D e b a t e

J a n e t C h a n g ( * 4 ) ^ ;
R o u n d 2 A 1 1 : 2 0 a m R o o m 2 3 0 J u d g e ' s N a m e :
G o v : 2 W h e e l e r - S i n —
Opp: 1 Cohen - Irwin
Parliamentary Debate/Novice -nt « « , n , Judge's School Affiliation:_..ap.«se te !î .ve5 ml3h't.,,m

P R O P G P P
Pit /y\fi

cĥn.̂?vMl
P R O P

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Te a m C o d e # :

Prop Speaker #2 Jvstin pts
Opp Speaker#! CcaU-c.̂  pts _2̂
Ôpp Speaker #2 _pts_2y

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(supp̂ arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debate<£res£̂^ to the arguments made

by the other side
• Points of Information: How relevant and effecdy^'were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ̂ [fî j0fganize(̂  communicative ŝ le thâ  pleasant

a n d e a s i l y i m d e r s t a n d a b l e ^
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfm the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please off̂  compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
" • ' " K r ^ / i m - » T . . J
P r o n 1 • ■ . O n n 1 • T ,

(Tue .̂'

r — 7 — . \ h u t O y y r L
P r o p 2 : ' S : ; / ( D ^

C / 1 ^ ^

O p p 1 V P r o - U c - t

sunij
h t t / ^ I

^JPP

5jYjî \ACe f ••—-

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : O A J U C h ^ y ? / ) t \ ^
s k r d s w h e ^ , s o ^ h e i ^

p y ̂  Sfixcxinxî  •fe'" , Wv'wdc -(Aî  -tX£i'̂  s deLoA^ ̂  brt

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop <fr Opp)



J a n e t C h a n g ( * 4 ) .
Round 2B 11:20atn Room 230 jj]

P A R L I D e b a t e

G o v : 6 B a t r a - N a m b i a r ^

Opp: 2 Wayland - Nguyen
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name : Oh^yi:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1 - vrT'i'^iimr IHfiMiji.ilit<i|ir utg (R<a YpuhrvVX̂ V r,Ci-
P r o p S p e a k e r p t s

Opp Speaker # I

Opp Speaker #2

2-74
2S ,

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

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e ^
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and referê d̂s 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 apd 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 respjd'ctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / / f ^ i e i > i C s i i

P r o p /

V q / /

Prop 2: /̂yvÂi's. c — ̂

Q4M5-. ^ © (JI? si-okt)

\ /TvTrt-iiVMfliftvi: Y

/ \
C€>uytfZ£̂ ,'/iht colA\rteî^ -hke j>vA (/to J2Me?ljŷa\

O p p 2 : I - ~
por»̂s

je^ Ccv\±e^-t̂
C w r t e & i

TEAM CODE^

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the ̂ 0 2 ̂ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

- I k i - M s k H l s M U . Z r ^ ; > W 5 .



Rajesh Ippili (*6)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 2 3 3
Gov: 3 Hopkin - Roberts
Opp: 14 Cederborg - Peterson
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_ feAri I fen

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker

Prop Speaker

Opp Speaker # I

>ts_ JUL Opp Speaker #2_

pts 2.C

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 ̂ baters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effêve were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an wganized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful iKe debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: O p p l :

ftLydid).

^ J . ' W W ^
TEAM CODE #: 3 on the PMP wins this debate.

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : p , ^ , j -
(Prop or Opp)



l l C U ' N f i V u ^ A i i f

Steven Archibald f 15)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 2 0 a m R o o m 2 1 9
Gov: 2 Stone - Kenney
Opp: 1 Sutton - Sutton
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

J ^ R O P
Team Code #:

I ' ■ , I N L \

Prop Speaker§\

Prop Speaker#2 kdfU/V. p t s - ^

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2(

p ts 23

I pts2S.

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

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently mQ debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and reMences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant̂ d̂ effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters sp̂  in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and rêectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please oMer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: Opp l :

Prop 2:

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e

"Siso

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop orOpp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ,

6^. -opuAt I ik-eoo' -Msj} <5^. >4





v u i - e v v t < ^ K ( J r « / A ^ O t t . U i K ( y ' ' " o i ^ ^ - . o U ^ c e '
P A R L I D e b a t e

Arna Katewa (*12)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 220
Gov: 10 Geller - Moss
Opp: 15 Archibald - Hohmeyer
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: 'S^ClIa^-L

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

P R O P
10 OPP_

Team Code #:

)S*^pts ■2 ?' Opp Speaker # I At£li'vk>^

Prop Speaker #2 pts -2^ Opp Speaker #2

pts %S

•̂ ptŝ 2-8̂

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatiô ounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude ĉ nappropriate behavior

Judg ing Cr i te r ia /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anal\̂  the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debat̂  support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references t̂ uthority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively thê baters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and ef̂ tive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ̂organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respect̂  the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please off̂ compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1:
<JaUjC( p̂ b-CuJa or .

\/\VtU fv-iXA.,
< L U U ^ A A J f c l I

- ^ C i x , v u p
\AjL*tAJ ^ .Ur AICAJJJCL A.Aa/U,'

<IjUU\A.Aaji<± up VTLIC^

QAjLcCf tSfULjÔA.̂
{AJbxy CAMML AXXclka/aaaulcL
toJo!cî rtKJo/̂  <xnra<AxA.(r^KXL. itiAAJuUr up

y o y U A L L U A J U l c i L -■ AUJOuJZ JM.
T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e

: O p p 1 : . ^ ^ j u O l .
P j G P < a J C c A . - A U J L . ^ ^ c LAAMupiC- ŷ-LA/v

-e.<x>j-co , ̂  CG-rJfcA\AXjOAAA. t-T/tr̂ vO
2 6 . y r ^ A X .

Rr^JUAM, - A^MuubM. î ps^ CAxuaau t/voty /v^C -
/lZXAX./»â <sf ty> AITL OAfOAAjÂ X̂AAMi pyCi(r\

J K A a J L x ^ A A Z j l ,

O p p 2 : ^
J ycMJi n.fi^ Jh,r^ . ^ ^ hj/^j J\/^jlaaA.-\ /^6"

ayyy<xAA?L

O p p 2 : < 7 - p \ A r & - u ^ . ^

A ĴuppiX-*CI I ipdu ̂^(Hx. up A^AL îAJL. XCCPuCCy
(XA^cuyvytJUA oOAjtXA^ XxLu .
^(Hx. '6ax-<,'

EAM CODE # : 15 on the OPP • w ins th i s deba te .
(Prop or Opp)REASON FOR DECISION: ^ AaaaX^MAX^ lyo

-Hon̂ t̂OAJLA ̂  MiL ($̂lf̂L̂QA(JXxû  JLL̂U. ̂HAXJU IT ̂  £>OJU€CL.J
pLPĵ AAyy24AMr Aut̂  ̂ :cw?C 4-AUiXu AAAU.OZ ACAMMJKI ̂  ̂



AJOCU ̂efkce. 15 atr'ai/)ab̂e..
Victor Lacombe (*14)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 333
Gov: 10 Murphy-Yim
Opp: 6 Shastry - Ippili
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

P R O P
Team Code #: / O

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 MtACryhvJ pts Opp Speaker # 1 Cn \̂ 0 ̂  pts
Opp Speaker #2 \/cXsV̂Cks4 J p t s _

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

26-25 = Fa i l
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e ^
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters ̂ ipport arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to aidhority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an (̂ anized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable / X
Courtesy: How courteous and respectfubtne debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offe^ompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : y

P r o p 1 : ^
t-v

O p p 1 : ^

Prop 2: O p p 2 : J - - V i l ,

T E A M C O D E # ; ^

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

C V A ^ < ! s ^ -

/ \ j c ^ t c -
. I . y . A

on the Q wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

b ."A-



( 3 : : ^ * o - ^

c£)

Ĝ  (-( ̂  r̂ A/5 l/o5-

h~̂  oXĴ Â

@px̂ -̂T-Q; ̂ ^̂ ^̂
(53 T-v-^»

Y "

/ ° ^
— pc.o>A'̂ --

, cJLla^ M
s ' = - ' ^ 1 - ^

0 0̂ Cr̂̂ A>vs>fl.

C . v.4'̂ -3-
VoJS -G^i/VvJ^'—o 4( T'f.

Je-

, P ^ 5 A -

\ J
^ »o c t c r /

-7 • o

G /" js^

^ : - 2 . ?



Tim Aboudara (*16)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 340
Gov: 6 Ghankota - Patel
Opp: 10 Scott - Crocker
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:
P R O P

Q> Team Code #:

P r o p S p e a k e r # 1 _ p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 1 ^ f p t s * 2 ^ ^

Prop Speaker #2 Opp Speaker #2 ^ > (gs. C _pts:3^

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

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

Judging Criteria y/
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an̂ ze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debars support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references t</authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effê ive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an Organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i l y unders tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful me debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer ĉ pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1:
O e / N u T v n o o v ,

Opp 1 :^
C s a ' X > T T w t i

'S>nAuvi. CAicfG ? © C > o V o x *

■C > o . i - T p o t ' . ,

T E A M C O D E # : V O o n t h e _

Opp 2:

VbcTL Ac<̂,vwcr̂
T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e 0 9 P w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : T H o a o o t e v. , ^ ^ ^

T V O A c / T



V t o l e r ^ l - r w o i W c r v \ o r 6 h k c l y ^ v i o l c / i c t .
g ' / P A R L I I J e B a t e

Victor Lacombe (*14)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 333
Gov: 11 Liang - Fischer
Opp: 10 Pineda - Schmidt
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #: l\

Judge's Name: /Lac.S. AA-
Judge's School Affiliation: |

O P P
Team Code U: I ^

Prop Speaker #1_ Frcv̂yiltn (jĝ^ 2̂  Opp Speaker# 1 ̂ rl/iiMĉ  pts 2.(o'
Prop Speaker#2(A/jLll£j Opp Speaker #2_

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: y/
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 rudp or inappropriate behavior

/
Judging Criteria y ^

• 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/fhe debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

• Points of Information: How relevant and'effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak î i 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 compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: Opp p

P r o p 2 : ' * O p p 2 : ' Z f o

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e o f f w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: -|-U,

" h ^



M m S

0 ciX.^—
3 : 6

i- 5^'

s & -

(Tn \ ^^.fip-^-v. Q^cry^"''^

u U / v ^

(2) |f2^<v(,f̂

3 ; SCi

Vj" VĴ -̂fi-̂ < -v̂  \/̂ Si_A-̂  CV̂ YLA

U - O - o i

f. Jt Jcj-:-
.V̂(/L>-€u.WX:̂-

— - f
, 9 ^ . ^ o

v J D * ^

0 ■ fL̂ ,yX:i-̂

Cl)

• o .

3 : ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Alisha Eastep {*5)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 338
Gov; 6 Mustafa - Salman
Opp: 10 Feng - Hui
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:
P R O P

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2 t̂ on<

p t s

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 quality for elimiimion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for 3r inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an̂ ze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references \a authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively tĥ ebaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and ef̂ tive were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easi ly understandable /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectM the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer Compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: Opp l :

Prop 2: Opp 2:

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the p wins this debate.
(PffiporOpp)



P A R L I D e b a t e

Lucas Tung (*7)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 337
Gov: 6 Wang - Bhat
Opp: 10 Phwan - Lee
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: LUUA^ im

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

P R O P
& Team Code #:

O P P
i o

p t s Opp Speake r # 1

Prop Speaker #2 ^ pts "VX Opp Speaker #2_ pts ZT

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy Goô
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimiî tion rounds)

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

Judg ing Cr i te r ia /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analwe the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatê support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to ̂ thority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the dê ters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d 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 eas i l y unders tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tĥ ebaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : / O p p 1 :
» y o > * r T 0 \ b e J f o r e i V .

w b p o i r t t o ^ y • * . r i t v A p t O ^ e c V c - t i o e i o ' V
• c o r - p < i » A + - a r ^ e v t n ^
• l o f e i o r » r v A « » » n V ® < M w W V V « »

P r o p 2 : / O p p 2 :' C l < i J % r \ f e * y * c i < c . C r » " V W f y © r y - i p e e o U .

fy noV orjrtnIzy(Jt arvA o*h-
T E A M C O D E # : on the ?rftp wins this debate.

(R£^ or Opp)REASON FOl̂ECISION:
Ihc Cor-fR^V c^-cr ^ro\l iA<A. r>o jv»vKfCcp^Kor» -por

V V v i i r ^

ony pirovC^AeA cjonvr«*\Von-%\ -ewLAvnpVc^ 1^,-5



P A R L I D e b a t e

Hillary Larkin (*2)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 218
Gov: 6 Muktadir - Chowhan
Opp: 10 Berman - Kos
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: 4".Ll
Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P ,
Team Code #: Team Code #:

G P P
I o

Prop Speaker#1

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 P t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 b fl O k V i p t C i Z l— — — — — — — — ^ ^ —
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elirr̂ ation rounds)

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

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a / V• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments ̂
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e / ^

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debat̂  support arguments with
evidence—̂ which may include facts and references to ̂ thority as well as general knowledge ̂

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the d̂ aters respond to the arguments made S
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

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

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tĥebaters were to opponents and judges

/ ?
Using the above criteria, please offer commiments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / ^

pts 7-̂
Opp Speaker#!

Prop 1: o p p i : C l j c x a \ C "5 V V - V - C a a k 0 v v ^ ^
-wv0 oUt I coft

77 ' > ^ CLp
P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : ! < ^ D c 3 b ,

T i ? A i v / i r ^ r k r k T . w. / * u , > * u t cT E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

Orfic^^ Cy -h) ex ^ 7^*^ "0 vvA
C A J / \ f ( X ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Shaik Mohideen (*6)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 339
Gov: 11 Keith - Sapers
Opp: 10 Bystrom - Kriney
Parliamentary Debate/Npyice

PROP]Team Code #: I

: M o

Prop Speaker#!

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation: 'Xwli
: . S / S s > { s ^

O P P
Team Code #: \Q

>4'^ Pts Opp speaker # I ^Nj^VfT^Irr

pts ̂ 7 Opp speaker #2Prop Speaker #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 jounds)
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 debâ rs respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective/were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orĝ ized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thêbaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer com̂ments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1

Prop 2:- dnooA p

T ^ I M P f - _ O v r c n A i S e ^ ^ ^
r > N . v ' p *SccjAOwrrW' -

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

O p p 1 : ( I ! ) P v i « c p > < S ^ ' V 7 V ^
6 ^ W v A v i o f J .
( S ) ^

JtsuGŶ--, 0̂r̂Gi
Opp 2: ^

on the Pe»p _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)(««.Y- AÂ nA.rf4>K5C ecTToljl/WXC- ̂



Amara Cohen (*1)
Round 3A 2;00pm Room 236
Gov: 10 Lee - Smirnov
Opp: 6 Liu - Prusty
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfTiliation:

O P P
Te a m C o d e # :

Prop Speaker #2 \̂ JÛ

pts Opp Speaker # 1 ^

p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 pts^7

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatiop̂  rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or^appropriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze/tne topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters siipport arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to au^rity as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debars respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effectiv^were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orĝ ized, communicative style that is pleasant

and eas i l y unde rs tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thê ebaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : A O h o O p p l : ^

Prop 2 : <a / /v« f Opp2: i>UA.J< . Vr1 ^
/ A ( / c f T " '

T E A M C O D E /

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : , , / L / r- fvcp p<n>ycd pocjih(^ ,/vi>yl<p /
pcopU- Us's fAJM-. 12 f<,/f

on the p p wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

pdopU^ (VAT. -2Z f-o/-/- j4r^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Amara Cohen (*1)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 236
Gov: 10 Holwitz - Kay
Opp: 6 Sivakumar - Sasi
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

CokjL*!

Team Code #:
P R O P

10 Team Code #:

top Speaker #1 H 0 | W ("j" ̂  pts 2.̂ ,5 Opp Speaker #

Prop Speaker #2 pts Z8.7 Opp Speaker #2 j pts 27

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination î nds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ii^propriate behavior

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyzeme topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatê upport arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the (Raters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effec^e were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfliLtne debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p h l ^ K & w j " O p p 1 :f A . C + o r u ( y V fl o w / -

P r o p 2 : - / ' r M ^

CSee<Uailu 4Ue. s/êJpr
^ hff t^o^rc.

T E A M C O D E # :

Q ' y y y ® i /

on the ptVp wins this debate.
(Pmp or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :
e / \ r t r \ r r V o I S .

A(yo, fl^K of- f,^of /W pV <5^//'N ^rOVC^ f+ uj/
k U ) ^ o p p .



\ l 0&J(W(iS> li louA.
cU\ LA(V^ l/Vl̂ rQ h, kc, \'p

Engstrom (*13) ^ ^
R 5 - n n n m R n n m ' ) ' ^ ' ? , V ^ J u d g e ' s N a m e : ^ 1 , 1 ^

Scott Engstrom (*13)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 233
Gov: 6 Shah - Singh
Opp: 10 Settler - Keith
Parliamentary Debate/Novjce

n^S Tfal^

P R O ]
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

P r o p S p e a k e r # ! O p p S p e a k e r # 1

Prop Speaker #2
' .lA jpts 17̂^ Opp Speaker #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
• 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 compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :

■&kc i/owr -I'iM.e h n\.ohi- tWww,.
lo3 C.trA(\i{̂ u3c0f'̂

f 5 L t A ' f - P \ ^ b 6 r

A OPi i^ . f i i f . 4 />g «-• m< = p o c : h r r ^
( r > ^ Q ^ r - f o r

Opp 2: ^z :

G O o d 5 - h l - i ' s h c c f o
M i r ^ r t i J t J

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

( P r o p o r O p p ) ^ . 6REASON FOR DECISION: '^pp ^ 5 Kp^ a-cAlv^efldP
vTic^tL/ ' ^ (XitV cAx)^ >'/ \( poTr ^p/Ait>AJi ^

PfDP More iiv. poUhv... ifieiiLiCcS-hA'Aic rc<./^^ /Hi's}ec>Ai'^^^.
c r p ^ f - f U F r o P ' > p r ^ U i h ^ < -

/tfesjc^^t 'h> 'A-Mjc/JiM . fft>^ olI/oA /Mpo^-s ivlt*Xe OpP =>



dt ' ^ Hyd- S iVie^ l lck , ' J lJe t^
hy^dt -fo U- 7^^ ydjlu^-f v;J^6> ^ani^. ^
/ u i ^ M i e i S < ^ ^ « u
d a , ' I S I / X



Scott Engstrom (*13)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 233
Gov: 6 Kumar - Mishra
Opp: 10 Wu - Ofman
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:,

Team Code #:

S l r ^

Prop Speaker # 1 kA\sV\V̂ Opp Speaker#! ■Â  ()

Opp Speaker #2 ̂ "0̂  "d C/-\

pts ̂  ̂
^ p t r M

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 elimir̂ on rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for mdeor inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters aî yze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively tĥ ebaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and efî tive were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an̂ rganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectMthe debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offeî ompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : ( x J ^ i ( " S l v r \ f "

P ' - o p 2 : / . . , , - O r P : ^ , . . I ,

o n t h e

- v r r r v ^ f f ^ r v - ^

P r o p 2 : / . , O p j a 2 : ^ . / /

5VpP^>r-/^'^ s k/)cs:^cs rn (^o^r irppa7iej^h
TEAM CODE # : LP on the -T fbP ^w ins th is deba te .

/ ' ' ( P r o p o r O p p ) ^ 0
R E A S O I / F O R D E C I S I O N : . , , i l ^ r f

" T l L ^ m x l 3 V U 4 W . 0 p p .

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O O T O R D E C I S l



PA R L I D e b a t e

Scott Golde (*3)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 230
G o v : 1 2 M a r t i n e z - Ta r l e t o n

Opp: 14 Cederborg - Peterson
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Judge's Name:

Judge's School AfTiliation

Team Code #;

oldjL

<>tOpts3(p Opp Speaker#]

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 O p p S p e a k e r # 2 _ j m

pts 2,1̂ ^
p t s

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very ̂od
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for̂ mination rounds)

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatê analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thê baters support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and referer̂ s to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant ami effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speal̂ n 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 ̂ er compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: Oppl: kJe^VCvj^ co-^Ui

• A o r e I r o A ) /
you ̂ \X fcaLovcry G^©«>L 1*^5^

¥ V \ 5

P r o p 2 : O p p 2 : ^ y O «
f c J , . ^ K I o ^ V / f A C - V o b t f - H - c r y

TEAM CODE #: 1 JL on the 1 f & wins this debate.

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the I f & ̂  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

A : \ c c » ^ ^ v t . K V e \ t i c ^ K v i n



ScottGoldeCS) \/.M Vi*^'
R n i i n H 5 - n n n m R o n m 5 3 0 V . . . . .

PA R L I D e b a t e

Round 3B 2:00pm Room 230 '
Gov: 1 Cohen - Irwin
Opp: 2 Jacobsen - Taffe
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code #:

P r o p S p e a k e r # ! C c i WA r ^ p t s

Prop Speaker #2 W pts9»^
Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2_

ptŝ Si
^ pts 3o

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 qualiiy for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria/• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debars analyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

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

• Argumentation: How directly and ef̂ tively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

• Points of Information: How relev̂ t and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debatep̂ peak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous a/d respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, pl̂ se offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : G ^ c J l O p p 1 : ^ ^

C c j « \ v v . ^ k \ e . \ v I P U . . f t / ^ •to e\V

sV'
Plccw< ^Uv dowvv yOw qre

y o o /
SVfovv̂ W

t4:amA M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e
wV ii\ i ty,-
wins this debatej

(Prop or Opp)
Well 0,.



\/\oknV Vicko OMv^tS
-\Tb -enqocu. \v\ v'lOlimce.Janet Ch^gf 4)

o r ^ h

Round 3B 2;00pm Room 336
Gov : 6 A i l I i uU" ! Oa i i ka i

Opp: 12 Mahachek - Mclvor
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation: I ^ H S

P R O P,
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # 1

Prop Speaker #2

Team Code #:

kyOpP Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

f z . /
^̂r.KeV: pt/̂ '̂ ̂
NAcl\//dr pts

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimirfation 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

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the dejjaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and referenĉo authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively ̂  debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and ̂ective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in/n organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respeĉl the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please off̂ compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : ^ | ^

Skrlls -

I ^

l o V t 0

. ( P - 7 o / < r , l ^ r ^ c o" O p p 1 • ' ^ .

I

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the rY >vi"s this debate.
(Prop oJ Opp)

4 ^ 1 : i ' s ^ I c U ^ c e - S ^ y - o - t - ,



Janet Chang (M)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 336
G o v : 3 B e n n e r - S c h u l t z

Opp: 2 Oiep^ ifiTftay
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

a\Va\rv^\No\e

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_ 3̂yt€rtr
Judge's School Affiliation:_

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker W,

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_

t f f r p t s _ 2 ^ 5 7
DtS 2Y

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 quality for elimination rdunds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for mde or iriappropriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatersrahalyẑ he topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e ^
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaterŝ pportwguments with

evidence—̂ which may include facts and references to â hority "as well as generaHaiowledge
• ^rgumentatidh: How direcfrv and effectively the dehaterSJespdnd)to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effec)j<̂  ŵ e the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spê k in an ĉ ĝ ized, communicativê style that is pleasant

and easily^understandaW^ /
• Courtesy: Hovy courteous and respectfîhe debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer̂ mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement toe a c h d e b a t e r : / ^

M u m > a ^ / S r f a w M - .
Tnir<^Gt^w» i , V iWor^tTivi ^ Qo^>4 foMs fi l . u . f - i . / - s / L ^
C o u r t e i ' ^ ' ^ r ^ n n e t r . / ^ ^ \ 4 j r o e ^

i s u w ^ t / f .
^((5 i A l>7t ^
C&urtê ^ J

Stfrl Is'^ ^y^sWte.. ^ Ki^Wfcuo .
^iAir-te'S^ ^ ^ooc( ^

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the J ĵr̂  ̂  ̂ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

-̂ 3 S't+ex-JcTSpeeckŜ d̂ ix. slcrd̂
t-3 i lAe -btWu ma^ .



Shaik Mohideen (*6)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 339
Gov: 2 Parina - Trimble
Opp: 3 Ganten - Gumming
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

\ S

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker HI

P R O P

ClCI ^^pts

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: ShAite: MoH-Ipg&rJ

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 QictctVl pts Opp Speaker #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 roun̂
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapĵ priate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze thê îc and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppdrt arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to authorî  as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effectivê y(̂ re the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orĝ zed, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thp̂ ebaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer coî liments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1:

^ "HCsl
' 2 . ^ , 9 ) /

P r o p 2 : /

Opp 1:
( ? \ G o d .

— ^ fcz- (^CcA.52^ <ni

r r o p z : / . O p p 2 :

- W c f o r t t o _ V J T U I ^ . . . . C c

TEAM COpE #: 2^ on the' wins this debate.
( P r o p O T O p p ) d s ^ . 9 ^

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : d U i d n o ' t r T u u J v _

u
( j ^ h 0 s : o ^ V v J ^



lol̂ ffT \/|cli?o '?arwê
MatkSSroaEjMfi)^
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 219
Gov: 12 Boothe - Fehring
Opp: 6 Liu - Sudharsan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

C -LQ pt\(jofCinPARLIDeba te ' ^ ^ y 7K \h

P R O P
Te a m C o d e # :

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P
T e a m C o d e # : v

Prop Speaker# 1 Gro'K'/' p̂_c2̂  ̂PP Speaker #I BnUcJ- I J]a pts
P r o p S p e a k e r p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 ^ ' P t s

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimin̂ ion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rud r̂ inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an̂ze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debates support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to Authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the d̂ aters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

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

and eas i l y unde rs tandab le /
• 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
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : / O p p 1 :

~ ( 2 ^ ' /

l A > e A l c >
y T E A M C O D E # ; 1 / / o n t h e

1 ' ^

Opp 2:

REASON FOR DEĈION:
o n t h e

o l S a s

. r \ w ins th i s deba te .



iUor'iO
e b a t e

Mark BeriiiafH*10)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 219
Gov: 15 Whitney - Boyle
Opp: 6 Doriwaia - Goldberg
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

pts 12.̂  Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

pts2^/
f'WlA pts

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior2 4 - 2 0 = P o o r

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppoi/arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authoritwas well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters r̂ pond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were/die questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organizedyxommunicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debat̂  were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complimen̂  and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Propl: 2-1 "UPPl: ^S\

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

X ( p
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

A I Z l / N ^ _

• o p ' b r O p p ) . OQ)cali

r j \ e - \ K y ^ y • ~ ~ • - v • - • . —



PA R L I D e b a t e

Hillary Larkin ^2)
Round 3A 2;00pm Room 218
G o v : 6 P h a n - K u m a r

Opp: 14 Coplin - Diaz
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: U',Li

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2 CyQOv \

3 V i c e J S c h o o l A f fi l i a t i o n :

Team Code #:

p.sU
ptŝ 2^

Opp Speaker#!

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

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topînd the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters resndnd to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

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

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatê êre to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer complimenp and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

c.cr^t:p/ ,
I a h w / v f c M -

ĈV>vV\hP/

X ) p p 1 : .

Ĉ l (k tspn ̂yov̂p
Opp

y v \ o / ^

T E A M C O D E

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)

^ CUA.(^ CX^-0L^'h5r^«5ct*-Ai) 5])<^OV)A^ ^



v > o d i ) u PA R L I D e b a t e

Mark Cabasino (*9)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 335
Gov: 3 Hopkin - Roberts
Opp: 6 Batra - Nambiar
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:/

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

P R O P

iopKi^J
p t s

p t s

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P /
T e a m C o d e # : V

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 P.ŝ 2>
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Goô

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

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

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debat̂  support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to Authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the d̂ aters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effê ve were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an̂ ganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful/me debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer CjElmpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l i ^ x * ^ O p p l : c q

Prop2:(^^

y/2̂ ccA y.
O p p 2 : / /6>OcJ

Oe^Wj .P Pap 6ou^

T E A M C O D E # f o n t h e _ w i n s t h i s d e b a t Z s p ^ i n nT E A M C O D E

REASON F /OR DECIS ION:

o n t h e

U i S C S t ^ C - ^ ^ e H / ^ i D o ) ^

^ <^r / c rVc^uU4<^ VdV^) Ok ^ (2^^



dU)\(y^
/lark Cabasino rS) ^

P A R L I D e b a t e

Mark Cabasino pS)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 335
Gov : 2 Me lo - B ra r

Opp: 6 Ali - Bhagavatula
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P

/l/l̂ uo

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#! A L I

Pts V/llU Opp Speaker #2^^ M v̂ 2̂jIzc,
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy 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

•'"*'^'"8 use- my1^ ADMAP , rrc
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyzê e topic ana the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters sdpport arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and references to aî ority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the defers respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d 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 eas i l y unde rs tandab le /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectfuUne debaters were to opponents and judges /
" A U u 5 ? 0 l \ ^ S : o ! f T i M g —
Using the above criteria, please offer ̂ mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : ( ^ J i - O p p l : ( ^ o ^ ^ U IW e - ( j m i . U 3 . 4 " S . p p ^ i - - W y u - ,

7 rcb.^erL l'j
T S f o H r S n C t O x " ? ' , S r I

Prop2:UHe!v̂ ; /off X U 2C. Opp2:̂ ^ ̂  ̂
O p p t C W i ^ A ^ . 6 c ^

- n y y ' h y ' l r - r c b v f ^ - t e
' A L t ^ A X i

T E A M C D t e # : o n t h e w i i i & 4 h i s d e b a t e . \ r y 2 ^
( jy f^ ro^r Opp/^^ )

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

— l ) i K A ^ r ( } € ^ r ^ r ^
5 ( ) c c c k ^ 2 - « - J ^ "■= >

i v ) e ^ ' - ' p n u , / - c . V p o X o f - l - p « i k j i J p w > . < 3 p r > .

G r t \ 4 " t '
T E A M C O T E # : X X o n t h e

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :



P A R L I D e b a t e

Lucas Tung (*7)
Round 3B 2;00pm Room 337
Gov: 14 Morgan - Bee
Opp: 15 Arega - Vine
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:
P R O P

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: Aw

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2

pts XT Opp Speaker#! Pts 2%

p t s Opp Speaker #2 V i n e .

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

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze mc topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authîty as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatê  respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effective \̂ re the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organrzled, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the deters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : y

T ® r o r w o y /

P r o p 2 : /• <3SlfVvC -^i lUr Vs/TPIrJbv.

' d i d ^ v i f - V ^

Opp 1:

• ( j r a a o i ^ c i ^ C > o c > A
• ^ \ V - -

-focwib csrs vcWt

Opp 2:

• Vtry cttwCnj %^>-eex,)r>-
• c V r o y p c u A A € f V o

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the 0|>p wins this debate.
(Prop or (^)

êcxA. ol-AVvn-s ̂  nrv̂ vy vs/̂ rrsvr̂ S \V̂  <»HĈ VIOMJ<X|V.C(AHrc IP^ vna</^ (vft r-eW"H*>\ ^r»v» \V»-c. 'LNC.
V a » V < v 1 A \ V - « - P G i o v / 3 - C O I A V J . V - ^ V - C w O r ^ %



Alisha Eastep (*5)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 338
Gov; 2 Wayland - Nguyen
Opp: 6 Venkatesh - Joseph
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: ///̂CShJ

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

P R O P
' t Team Code #:

m m pts Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2 p ts j ^
Please award each speaker points based on the following scâ30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28=̂ryGood

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualî for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resery6l for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Critenla
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently me debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effecti>̂ ly the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant aî  effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speaMn an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and resp̂tful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: O p p 1 : ^ f

klf mi tr'j II ̂ ^

Prop 2: CvoÔ Opp 2: wl?'-

T E A M C O D E # :

REASON FORIDECISION:

o n t h e ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)



Shubashree Venkatesh (*6)
Round 3A 2:00pm 217B
Gov: 2 Whitehill - Zaballos
Opp: 1 Feinberg - Shen
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #i

P R O P

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

iation: l-yy;

Opp speaker # 1

ts Opp Speaker #2 ̂
Pts

_pts_^
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = VeryĜ od
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for̂ mination rounds)

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debateî analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the ̂ haters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and referents to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivel̂he debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant an̂ ffective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak̂  an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and resp̂ful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please ofKv compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / . . / / - / s

^ I ' » ' j ?

P rop 2 : /

7 ^ ^ - ^ 0 . ' i f L ^ ' . u J ( - h i . /

C O I l f E ^ / y o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

O p p 2 - . , '- ■ i ' a - h i A C - t - f t -

n . ^ S r , / ' / / / - a . . y

(P^p or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :



Paci5 PARLI Debate
V>^ 0V2- V i VA-^

S h u b a s h r e e V e n k a t e s h f 6 ) ^ t
Round 3B 2:00pm 217B
Gov: 2 Phillips - Yu
Opp: 1 Morasky - Berg
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

P R O P
%

Prop Speaker #2 Af

J u d g e ' s N a m e : ^ T T ^ ^ S — V

J u d g e ' s S c h o o l A f fi l i a t i o n : l

O P P
_ T e a m C o d e # : ^

Opp Speaker #1_

Opp Speaker #2_ _ Pts

Please award each speaker points based on the following scaL^
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =̂ry Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualî for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Rese^d for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Crî ia
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

o f fe red dur ing the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and̂ferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and ef̂ tively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debater̂ peak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous apfa respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, ̂ ase offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : / , , ; ? O p p l : , ^

- < Z ^ U c L f < l k J

'oL iT f̂̂ yKA^ 4'

- Of (2-̂

Opp

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)



l o o R L O I S / r ^ n t S L c ,
P A R L I D e b a t e

Michelle Place f 15)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 231
Gov: 2 Stone - Kenney
Opp: 6 Kharbanda - Lee
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: ^ /C

Judge's School Affiliation: ^ fTAJ ii-SY

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

P R O P
2- Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #]_

Prop Speaker #2 S |0 £ Opp Speaker #2_

lK^OA yPtS Cl7

/ p t s . g 7

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

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

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

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debat̂  support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references to Authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the (Raters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an (̂ anized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer conipliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1:

UycAJi

Prop 2:

Oppl :

Opp 2:

TEAM CODE^:

R E A S O N T O R D E C I S I O N

the PlgQP _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

C j ^ p c W = 0 C X ^ '
liudlC.





1/LOIU_O ov<2,/V-«sq^ 4o cl^qck^ O^OA^qs.
O P A R L I D e b a t e

Michelle Place (MS)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 231
Gov: 6 Le - Lad

Opp: 12 Caramucci - Rice
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name: I C^H E.LLB.

Judge's School Affiliation: ̂  ̂ 7\J T2- £ V

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

pts Opp Speaker # 1 C'f\ ^1^ M U CC /

pts 3.1 Opp Speaker #2 R ) C ̂
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 elimitmion rounds)

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

Judging Cr i ter ia /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an̂ze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debars support arguments with
evidence— ŵhich may include facts and references tfyauthority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the ̂haters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

• Points of Information: How relevant and effecfive were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an̂ganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful me debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer ĉ pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : /

^ CP^
-to

P r o p 2 : /
^ ' i

O p p l : L O t i X

gooJ

TEAM code/:. on the pgoP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON/R DECISION:
cJbuxL^





Q̂.ace h
James Sweeney (*11)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 332
Gov: 6 Khan - Singal
Opp: 2 Thompson - Knight
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PARLI Dfebate

Judge's Name

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: Te a m C o d e

Prop Speaker V-UClvA ptŝ ^
Prop Speaker

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2j l<v\vaVvV
,.s2/

.

Please award each speaker points based on the following seal/:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =̂ry Good

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

Judging Critê
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the deraters analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently t/e debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and refecences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant a/l effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spê 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 (mer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : O p p l : I U . C c ^

u^ /̂ou il/i td V- \4/0- ' C-i\uLsuJy ciyuA /■s'-'t

L 0 < . J 0 ^ ^ u J M
v x i r i l u u o c : m X [ .

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Proper Opp)



t̂ ^̂ -ff'Z-f̂ y <55-̂ 2̂ .̂ /̂  7'̂ "' -̂ Lcl̂
. i - 'U / 4^ <r/^ ■r '^ tZa./ /
^ C^(l>^ri€i^ /^/S /^Cf'^

-̂ lî  ̂ :>̂ Q̂ ryl̂ '̂

^ l ^ c l P

«



Mtoiert m;A«o Qomts rmke
s S w e e n e y n i ) ,
3 2 : 0 0 p m R o o m 3 3 2 J u d g e ' s N a m e : \ ^ v \

James Sweeney f11)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 332
Gov: 12 Jonas-Delson - Turner
Opp: 15 Kelloff - Jurgens
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker # I '̂OcOQS''P'€îc>n ptŝ^ Opp Speaker # I
Prop Speaker #2 TuL'Tfif'jr' ptŝ  ̂  Opp Speaker #2 PtWt

pts ? Y
pts]^7

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

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

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatêanalyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thê baters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referents to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectiveWhe debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

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

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respejznul the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please ofwr compliments and/or suggestions for improvement tousing tne aoove criteria, please omr compliments and/or suggestions tor improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : ^ ( 1 < > u ' r 4 e L - 2 - h ^ ^

P r o p 1 : • / O p p 1 :
- i u

<3-4̂P r o p 2 : 6 r . - e / O p p 2 : ' ^ ' ^ * t c . 4 ' e ^

ûx/UxJĈ  B>cA7 j c h a ^ £ H . L ^
J . f c ) J X n fl -TEAM CODE #: p— on the wins th is dehate. ^

( P r o V o r d p p ) 4
^ R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : / ) i ^ ^

^

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e



Arna Katewa (*12)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 220
Gov: 3 Golde - Donovan
Opp: 6 Bhatia - Prasath
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker M1

Te a m C o d e # :

Opp Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2 CL-x̂of Goidî  pts Opp Speaker #2 h-ĵ  4//̂  pts 2-̂
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:̂̂ ^

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

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

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterŝ alyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the d̂ aters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and referenĉ  to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively^me debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant anddifective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak hi an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respepxful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1:

Prop 2: ' / r - 'y- d/
^ c L ^

a. ilbtiJL. i^xArra.

T E A M C O D E # : ^ o n t h e w
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^

- > A — 6

Opp 1: \/L/tjU■ drj ■ (^AjLO^ ,pAi-LlidU <^tA/x_«sC

^0Uyv< AJLhyuCXlod^ , MA^

Opp̂  V({U>C
i / - j U j x ^ A y ^ j z , h j -

Q A A ^ ^ ( j L ^ > ^ f S L - ^ ^ t A W - o J - o i^ .,,4LCM-.Iâ K̂sUâ  U.̂<A/V̂  Ai.€îCA!̂£yoClA.yOUA Ir-

on the F^O P wins this debate.

< A < ^ O - -pOÛ AAT̂  »



P A R L I D e b a t e

o lCU.c^

Emma Sutton (*8,1)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 238
Gov: 6 Kumar - Shroff
Opp: 3 Belinsky - Johal
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

C3Vâ

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#]

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2 8) A\vo\-' pts.^
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good /
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatî  rounds)

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

Judg ing Cr i te r ia /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analŷ the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

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

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the d^aters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

• Points of Information: How relevant and effecti/e were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an ô nized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tĥ debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer commiments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p l : ^ /

Croo^

( X v " T J
^ V ^ J C W W c v w S T . I
l : t V " - W

U ^ (nA teJ-

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C i S I O N : X -

v A r t w u - A L W c A -

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)
CWCuj«-<k



P A R L I D e b a t e

Emma Sutton (*8,1)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 238
Gov: 14 Haugen - Ernst
Opp: 15 Pillai - Llanes
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:liatiniv vSwe. ,
P R O P . 1 1 u r r

T e a m C o d e # : L J T e a m C o d e # :

Prop Speaker #1_ \Ls(^ Opp Speaker # 1
P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2 ^ V y g

Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#! Opp Speaker#! ptsJ-V
...ifc

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 inappr̂ iate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the tô  and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters suppor̂ guments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to authoritŷ  well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters r̂ ond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were/me questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organizê :ommunicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debars were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer complim t̂s and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

7 T I ;A s o . I , . \

:T~ V- Cu- Vv<eA

v / 4-Prop 2: ^ . /Lcrt, Opp2: \Je_y^ (^ook

c V A c . ^ V \ / ^ ^ V

TEAM COÎ#:_ on the ̂  P" wins this debate.
/ ( P r o p o r O p p ) .

R E A S O N / O R D E C I S I O N : I K ( I ( I

A A t u T T t A "

T E A M C O D E # :

REASON̂OR DECISION:

on the \ Y" wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

I K



P A R L I D e b a t e

Tim Aboudara (*16)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 340
Gov : 1 Su t ton - Su t ton

Opp: 2 Wheeler - Sin
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

P R O P
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!;

Opp Speaker #2^

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

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

Judging Criteria y/
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatpts 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 reMences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters ̂ak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous an̂ espectfiil the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1

C

O p p l :
IV^OfUj

Prop 2: GW cP O p p 2 : A c c C A s o

T E A M C O D E - Z -
V ' ' " h "

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : C

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)
▶ C A ^ C K ^ U \ C . % r y n f c ) T S P ' C
r . / i ^


