PARLI Debate
Rob Stone (*2)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 238- , . —
Gov: 10 Geller - Moss Judge’s Name-EQMI SBwe

Opp: 3 Golde - Donovan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: B /stop O'Podd

/0 Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 S&}C\m Gdécpts@_ Opp Speaker #1 :éC(lK] IQQ[]Q!&fﬁtsy

Prop Speaker #2 Ol N\O~ NDGS pts 27 Opp Speaker #2_ N kyer (olde pts %

Team Code #:

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

Judging Criteria .

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer comphments and/or\m\lggestlons for improvement to
each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Jeff Owen (*14) T Wovse wereved {net sclopt v vy Snevid ol mandabed Gy graden €2,
Round 1A 9:00am Room 339

Gov: 6 Liu - Sudharsan Judge’s Name: _— =)
Opp: 10 Murphy - Yim
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: =\ G He i
PROP @ OPP
Team Code #: BN Team Code #: (22

Prop Speaker #1 -‘Emh‘j Lw pt52 2 Opp Speaker #1 Rosn N\\A(‘ ?hté. pts AL
Prop Speaker #2 \/W\'t &thﬂaw\pts Q@ Opp Speaker #2 Fi ONG Y\ [1AN pl‘s;Z‘é

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30.= Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (bu\t\.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 c\ﬂ’:gctively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate \\

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: Wb\\?w &K~k | Opp 1:

Prop 2: 3095 Qe C\}%W %égz; \_619\"4‘ Qé‘b{ O~ Po,

21 e

TEAM CODE #: (0 on the 7> wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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\ﬁt < o O\ vedy " PARLI Debate
Amara Cohen (*1)
Round 1B 9:00am Rocom 219 , .
Gov: 10 Scott - Crocker Judge’s Name: /4 MAra  Cohen
Opp: 6 Doriwala - Goldberg ‘
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: g u!u,u,q Hw_}h
PROP OPP

Team Code #: lo Team Code #: [

Prop Spe(ker #1 Croc e pts. 29  Opp Speaker #1_ Do riwa \0\ pts27.5

Prop Speaker.#2 S ot "’ pts 28 Opp Speaker #2 Go l d l)e,f 0\ pts 27

ch speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Gugd (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 4-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Please award

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

r improvement to

knoN LJ’W
Prop 1: + Speech W&* reoed, Oppl: Yyt .
T r(VS( rql’s Ch 3 Arwxuck e LH 00(‘&,‘::[)::7‘9”,
A ovur o M W7 in W IA{{—' . K S‘e-+
‘(YPlQ—(V\ Nlb} VOV W,n m‘r 70" W|n F-)c &M.(JO/K.

Veting 5ves, Site ﬁ g ol« ’all me 7
T L i b e e W
Loy, “rgoemds v are &KW”"’V 7°r

Aonr M swoy oy
Pr:k{%(/vxe( Your fenwf.\' more. ZZanguyr:v/yglf¢ “m(..em.bo-a wa)
7"" oo™t Wamt fo drop Y or 5 4ot 0w comp U ) A,ro(ru,cdcf-
our (mPRETS, Sirce you plad) ST ok Jldnd uaj\f e
bthe brime e % LK s T
of net beneft.

TEAMCODE#: [O on the 14 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
T w,aﬁke_d e (o a#_‘) cince Pwic Wi wh Lece K'Y P OS/

ol Prep e Loa/\ fhe ,m/m,c/s thap Wer? xtepded
[ h ﬂvb round.



School yniborms E-11
shyvld be (oh A
Amara Cohen (*1)
Round 1A 9:00am Rcom 219
Gov: 14 Morgan - Bee

Opp: 10 Pineda - Schmidt
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PROIz/
Team Code #: !

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name:A W\O\W\ CONM

Judge’s School Affiliation; 9V ¢4 Wgh

OPP

Prop Speaker #1 M OVﬁ aM

Team Code #: (o
pts % Opp Speaker #1 P ”\'ed A pts 27 f

Prop Speaker #2 Mf’

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

pts, 27. 2 Opp Speaker #2 S“’A my 5’/7’— pts 27

S,

30.= Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (bfit\possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20"< Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
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offered during the debate

o Evidence: How appropriately and ef’
evidence—which may include facts an
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ctively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

iently the debaters support arguments with
eferences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant and e

ctive were the questions and the answers

o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an okganized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debat¢rs were to opponents and judges

each debater:
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Res: This hovse beliewes Hrat

Sihwol vaiforms 5(,,«_..;[&, LLLW‘Q[‘J(‘(_ f" PARLI Debate

gj&(ﬁ?agl?ogar(n*‘égzm 336 ’L - lz SLA 00/3 Judge’s Name: K K Z Aﬂl ! q

Gov: 10 Fong - Hui
Opp: 2 Whitehill - Zaballos 7/ Q/
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: /2@ 1+ éj-/o/ ; AWAS] /
PROP oPP
Team Code#: @ (O Team Code #: 2
Brian fony

Prop Speaker #1 % pts Opp Speaker #1 _égm-\‘r QI\M (M pts
Prop Speaker #2_Harcioha Yo{ pts Opp Speaker #2_Tinee 2qhalies pts

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

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effed{ively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effecti¥ely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

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

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

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

each debater:
Prop 1: Opp 1:
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Alisha Eastep (*5)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 332
Gov: 15 Pillai - Llanes

Opp: 10 Phwan - Lee
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PROP
Team Code #: (S

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: P~l\$l/\o_ FQQ'}{’\\D
Judge’s School Affiliation: "‘lev\J &b\\j@’

 OPP

Prop Speaker #1 Pl. “ Q;

Prop Speaker #2 Llares

Team Code #: 10
pts 7:/( Opp Speaker #1 W\NM pts?-'_l S
pts /2-—% <3 Opp Speaker #2 L&G ptsqv-%

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

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately
evidence—which

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

Judging Criteria

reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

y include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

by the other side
e Points of Information:
e Delivery: How well the deba
and easily understandable

relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

rs speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

each debater:
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Emma Sutton (*8,1)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 230
Gov: 10 Berman - Kos

Opp: 6 Le - Lad
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: E\”‘\‘”‘“ 5‘“ é A
Judge’s School Affiliation: ﬁoL»\SU Ll(

PROP

orp .
\O Team Code #: 9’

Prop Speak}\#l LS pts D& Le pts 9'5
Prop Speaker #)\ &CX WA s )3’ Opp Speaker #2 LC\& pts li’

AN
AN
Team'Code #:
C\

Opp Speaker #1

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Gogd (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 4-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably\and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include fagts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and\effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak ihan organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the ¥gbaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:
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Riddhi Patel (*6)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 233 Judge’s Name:

Gov: 3 Ganten - Cumming

Liddec. Pabdd

Opp: 10 Bystrom - Kriney
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

OPP

PROP

Team Code #: Team Code #:

©
Judge’s School Affiliation: (W{ t‘/\Q;e-DV\-’

Prop Speaker #1 g;md ' Lgd'm __pts %

Opp Speaker #1 P(H’hé(l ;k““(’“ ptszg

Please award eachgpeaker 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)

| . ) j
Prop Speaker #2 ﬁ/u\. ()MMMNT pts g@ Opp Speaker #2 AN\Q B\!s’ﬁvm pts Qg

26-25 = Fair 2420 = 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 fakts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

by the other side

Points of Information: How relevant
Delivery: How well the debaters speak Iq an organized, communicative style that is
and easily understandable

Courtesy: How courteous and respectful theé\debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliment
each debater:
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Juao0| Wil PARLI Debate

radparl 09 Should b¢ mandafed ool 0 B g

Gov: 2 Thompson - Knight

Opp: 10 Lee - Smirnov
Parllamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: RV?W@ n -
PROP OPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: ( O

Prop Speaker #1 W 7‘%%4" pts 2-:,’ Opp Speaker #1 \/\)Y\ 3 IA SWU'YWD\/ pts 2.44
Prop Speaker #2 Y\ \(_v\\q\n-\' pts Z'é’ Opp Speaker #2 T&re W Lee pts lé)

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

,,,,,

udging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:
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James Sweeney (*11)
Round 1B 9:00am Rcom 231
Gov: 6 Ali - Bhagavatula

Judge’s Name:

Opp: 10 Holwitz - Kay
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: M Hj

Team Code #: G Team Code #: / y
PrO]S‘Speaker #l% M&hl / ﬁ[&/ ptS Opp Speaker #1 Jessc HO“I’ ;+ 2 pts
Prop Spehﬁﬂf #2_Zémw ﬂj;«m)éﬁs Opp Speaker #2_Joshva Ka Va 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

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

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

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

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

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

¢ Box’ weetapln s < [
iww W (Q-Wﬂ yz/{'&/ﬂéﬂ?ﬂ"‘ﬂe"“ﬂb’ Kis? [us }h)lw?{s.
12 Sgﬂ[ﬂlﬂ;;% 1y m?jbéflﬁ %M 4 1{;{!‘4 beve oLl & fpan pts @2
rop V‘7 wal (o, PP @ ‘Q?M
Res °lway o5 Alun afg I De g ivcteld i
\;e)p‘ a-«fé%s a4, Wt T A2 ol et z\ a0 /;;66}&
&M@ztg%gm/ u;l; N P N [: - f
Wé tnel v S (AL, \M)bpj&k\hw les 1 {le o

EAM CODE #: ! D on the é @ P wins this debate.
(Proplol Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: ‘
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PARLI Debate
James Nam (*12)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 218 \]’" /V
Gov: 10 Sattler - Keith Judge’s Name:_ /iy 172
Opp: 6 Venkatesh - Joseph
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: Sq,; /%/,'n
PROP orP
Team Code #:  « / O Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 m“ %H'IQY pts 29 Opp Speaker #1 N\O}(\\Q\t\) M\\ pts 28
%\.% pts 29 Opp Speaker #2 Ga\y\-aM \_for\\’q\ﬂptsz-_s

Prop Speaker #2 Ri\/

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and effi¢iently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and\references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectlyely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effgctive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an ofganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debatgrs were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and¥pr suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

) (/’?ﬂ/‘ K’d"/ M‘f to gtart . M({ f/é d/c{qa,; q%rmqﬁ'ans /m'r)/‘s dﬂd’
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. Meations point
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TEAM CODE #: / 0 on the "i . wins this debate.
g p or Opp)
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Mark Cabasino (*9)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 337
Gov: 10 Wu - Ofman

Opp: 2 Phillips - Yu
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #: PROPG@

Prop Speaker %1 wv

Benver AL

pts 7/8 Opp Speaker #1 PHI (,L,l‘p 5

Prop Speaker #2 o FMA/\‘

pts Z%

Opp Speaker #2

PARLI Debate
Judge’s Name: /M‘UGA SO

Judge’s School Affiliation: @
OoPP ( \
Team Code #: 2)

pts Z 7
MU o5 27

Please award eaclx{reaker 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 = Poor

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately any efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include factdand references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and eNectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in

and easily understandable

organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

each debater:
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ebate
CC Zhang (*15) /
Round 1B 9:00am Room 336
Gov' 2 Melow Brar Judge’s Name: C & Zﬁ%l’?ﬁf
Opp: 12 Jonas™Relson - Turner ' C/ /
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: LJ@ //T//’ f«/ § L)

OPP
Team Code #: ﬂ A

le
Prop Speaker #1 —)01 \Son de L pts Opp Speaker #1 ﬂ;m )_\3_4 )_Qm pts

Prop Speaker #2 i\r \/'(/1 ch\f pts Opp Speaker #2 T\/\fn p/ pts

Team Code #:

Please award each speake omts based on the followmg scale
30 = Pifect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Propl: Opp 1:

Prop 2: Opp 2:

TEAMCODE# /2 on the 0494«7. wins this debate.
(Prgp ‘or Oy '

REASON FOR DECISION:
b Andlysie . te sond R, E vl e, 6/75“;4’ Sey /7
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PARLI Debate

Thomas Wyszynski (*10

Round 1A 9:00ar¥ Ro¥m 333 ( ) Judee’s Name: ‘\\\%ﬂ&s w‘\sv‘(‘\gw\

Gov: 2 Cisz - Ferry g :

Opp: 6 Khan - Singal

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: L“\'lt\'\“ \k\W\ 3 \\M\\(
Team Code #: Ca << ArA Team Code #:

piwkl

A

e o
PropSpe;if \Qg;gg g% ptsﬂI‘Lpr Speaker #1 Raisalh han pts l“llb

Prop Speaker #2 N\C ‘( 1’% Opp Speaker #2_PyW) \[S\/\Y QA S\ W OﬂJ)s 1 %

Please award each

26-25 = Fair 24-

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

eaker pomts based on the followmg scale

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

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

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\teferences to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectiwely 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 organjzed, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters Were to opponents and judges

estions for improvement to

Prop 1: (MY ‘B’\‘Q«\’\\\\‘\ Opp 1: N\ 4 (‘\“ %\X( _SW\'I vawi T')D-
I sy 0w Mgt DRSIRE (RO

== 1O X (AN, UL SN W o

SR,

Pfop . TR0 = Ny opps: NSV TALIAKC , Wi (e
WY WIS & i AW 1§y

Wit T Tk b T (R G T
A 0" W, TR, B SO € vean(c

TEAM CODE #: on the s this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION: (Frop orOp) TR W ’\\\A\’(~
MW PR Ty g {6oq s by o
R R RANEI G LI SROANCES GEM, T

WO x Chadeitw, SRt



PARLI Debate
ey zyneki (10) Taaring WisTingy

Gov: 12 Martinez - Tarleton Judge’s Name:

Opp: 11 Keith - Sapers WWEW

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation:

IV Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1_( ‘l “fﬂ Tag ‘gm,ptsﬂl 10%p Speaker #1 3¢~ Sufes S pts % 11

Prop Speaker #253("\6_6 Mvcgﬂ—é'z- pts 1’* Opp Speaker #2 Q—VAV\ féuh/\ pts 1,*

Team Code #:

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments 3‘nd/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

R R \,{\‘{w\) (. N LA (1

o QEwinl KB G PP\ DA ok g

SRRV SN,

AN A T Wyt

o2 it C1EENH FL - oy feqertin x G,
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sw g% ey

TEAM CODE #: l { on the q wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:



B -
Emma Sutton (*8,1)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 230
Gov: 6 Phan - Kumar
Opp: 3 Hopkin - Roberts
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PROP

Team Co b\ @
Prop Speaker #1 L\/\ WY  pts )"({ Opp Speaker #1 @4 b{‘/\r .b

PARLI Debate

. \g\q‘\

Judge’s Name:

Judge’s School Affiliation: (j?’ l\»\.‘j Vad CH

oPP
Team Code #: 3

pts 1‘}

N
Prop Speaker #2 \g\\O\K pts ’)—}’ Opp Speaker #2 \-\7 Qk\y\ pts l—“

Please award each spe
30

er points based on the following scale:
< Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

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

26-25 = Fair

® Analysis: How reasonably and ef

offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and effict
evidence—which may include facts and re

24-20 =\Poor

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
tively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

tly the debaters support arguments with

ences to authority as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectivel)\the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effectivéwere the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organiz

and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters we

each debater:
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PARLI Debate
Mark Cabasino (*9)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 337 s . )
Gov: 12 Mahachek - Mclvor Judge’s Name.JM(A@?\’U
Opp: 6 Bhatia - Prasath C?
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: q
PROP(") OPP @
Team Code #: \7/ Team Code #:

S ——

Prop Speaker #1 N)(, \\)O/L pts Z q Opp Speaker #1 P@ASA' —TH pts Z 7
Prop Speaker #2 /\N AC HE\/C pts Z/Q Opp Speaker #2 6H A7( A pts lg

Please award each sp ker pomts based on the followmg scale
= Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = God&(b possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20c 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
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effegtively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an jrganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:
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James Nam (*12)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 218

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

PROP |
Team Code #:___f;shop 0 Dot g
Prop Speaker #1 Nedh Ng \Lm pts‘27

Prop Speaker #ZM pts 217

c/wo/ %z"é/f‘/ﬂj

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: \7;/;85%""’ :

Judge’s School Affiliation: .jm /%/ln

OPP

Team Code #: Bgaﬂgéf g-},&[ /5/—

Opp Speaker #1 . pts 2 8

Opp Speaker #2 mmt * { %Md ptsj-8

rd each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor
® Analysis: How reas

offered during the debate
evidence—which may incl

by the other side

Points of Information: How rele
Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable

Courtesy: How courteous and respectfu

each debater:

Pl‘Op 1: //a"” ol'M ﬂf yﬂiérm} +o
combat biMing was clearly stated
7 7
T woold have foved ¢o hear more ot
ovr Ha%éts /'//ou L/Séa/ more a'/'
)/m/r time, Rebuttali Good adlress o

o, pmenf?, /£ 0€%.
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TEAM CODE #: on the

/5

REASON FOR DECISION:

(Prop or/Opp)

7he A/%}-mahbn,s connectlipn ﬁeﬁueen

&02 wins this debate. b

ably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
e facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directbnand effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

e debaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI Debate

Kashyap Sharma (*4) S
Round 1B 9:00am 2178 > . ‘
Gov: 6 Mustafa - Salman Judge’s Name: KAS AP AL
Opp: 11 Liang - Fischer
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation L VH S
PROP OoPP

Team &Q #: é Team Code #: L\

Prop Speaker %] F,Mg \‘on'cﬁ\ pts 27 Opp Speaker #1__ | i Givey pts 26

Prop Speaker #2 YW W pts 2 F Opp Speaker #2 f \ SCLG’ vl pts 2B

eaker points based on the following scale:

0 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good thut possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

Please award each

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop lzé},cuj ,I/wDQ/&\»ef?/
(on~ f‘eauo/ }amu-iAuJ eU'\C/QQV\QQA);
& Grgmenter g
P,Qew, kroo-\'ob wae~t

o wenh Slabde

Prop 2:
P Foeh i delbcer, | frovdel
FoT 4 Evdemcos.

TEAM CODE #: (| on the OF? wins this debate.
(Prop dr Opp)

REASON FOR D

_nggs:ﬂq:wd& oo wete germl Gecam 4‘4/
Teawm }“0\’1"’&“} /)Ovv\‘g\m('v ,"6'\-/{; , TW u\€a coun T O&Wﬂf




PARLI Debate

Kashyap Sharma (*4)
Round 1A 9:00am 217B , . -
G%;\r;: 6 Kumaarm- Mishra Judge’s Name: \< ﬁg HYA? S H AKV) A
Opp: 2 Wheeler - Sin
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: D\f H S
PROP OP
Team Code #: —W Team Code #: %‘ l
Prop Speaker #1 1“‘\ \ Q\«\YC\ pts ?—3 Opp Speaker #1 5 A pts 27

Prop Spdaker #2 K Uuwoy™ pts 1 Opp Speaker #2 W he &Q‘QY pts (A
Please awa d each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

2N 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 reasohably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the deba

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

- Prop 1: L_%CLMLVJ' Mwa
aw"cfo\w\cd(“ «-/\' Po 1 ..

Prop 2: A | SR ﬂ ‘7 2 g : .
Omolpsss  andh L\r\oQaM At Yedina, b fro oph

\e.am~ .
K/Qo_a,m o o )””K‘J‘Mb fo lT‘:{i\M
TEAM CODE #: GIOU 6 on the ?’D’ OE wins this debate. Lol on pr ML._L-,
(Prop or Opp) >

REASON FOR DECISION: - ¢ . 4 el yngre %PO 1 & %dr;\\w\ (;%(l(ef)



b
VeM PO PARLI Debate

. Lhvel
Marcie Schade (*13 o
Round 1B _9:00am Roon(a 220) et how\f ¢ fﬁ'\ Judge’s Name: MOU/(‘,;(? ) Sd\al{e)

Gov: 6 Ghankota - Patel

Opp: 15 Arega - Vine V '
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: QM’I PM’V\M s {Uj
PR@P OP
Team Code #: Team Code #: ’ b

Prop Speaker #1 Aﬂ\(\kq \)&\C\ pts /8 Opp Speaker #1 [ ,o)}.?\l \/l nt pts %
Are
Prop Speak>ﬁ~2 P\Q(\Y“ \ G\\ﬁ‘(\kﬁﬁﬁ 72/ Opp Speaker #2 Sq ralh %:?sﬁj] pts Q"&o

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop IAMWW‘;k H( i

g l A — il
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lrEAM CODE #: lo on the ?"f |2~ wins this deba(t’i A pa,, e f]

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: N
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Cthrgo\ wrcbivms PARLI Debate

Marcie Schade (*13) 4 o :
Round 1A 9:60am Room 220 mwﬁ‘l{'ﬁ - Ov Judge’s Name: MMGC gd"ﬂd{"/
Gov: 15 Kelloff - Jurgens n ‘,D( : !
Opp: 1 Morasky - Berg ¢ o H7 | e ,l” , ;
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation:__—aj ?MWV\ . 9 Ay )
PfEOP OoPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: ]

Prop Speaker MANNORN S Y\l pts ZF  Opp Speaker#1__ NIV G N\O(‘C\SW pts_25

Prop Speaker #2 ad\a ZSquev\ists ﬂj Opp Speaker #2 E. V\’- 3@{“ pts Z(p

Please award each ! eaker points based on the following scale
0 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (kut possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

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

each debater:

Propl:.p(V\y\Ah% al,{o{ & NSUA @ M,{Smm

e )/ ; radl ohe,
hﬁ@ ”’3 Hmn,,}wwvbmﬂ ) W Wm K}La«o R ﬂ?ﬁ%@rﬁ% /Mf

Cucemn et \

-l
Prop2 Mawi, Vol gt €9 | oy, 3;/‘/‘ e}_,, P(l @ Pl #
A uuo«a um v Yk w2 A e
Omamw )y o ¥ OV‘ ’Lu"ﬁ ﬁu H r(gj m(u Av Al
{o P aiuvu»t) Tt vu\\uu 5
oy n
TEAM CODE #: on the —P_M_@Lwins this debate.
| (Prop or'Opp) )
REASON FOR DECISION: T/‘Jé« S Ire S or r Nyl '-,-." 7584 il 1 - Vﬂ@/{,‘ﬂ ,ﬁ /,Q’C_/ M/’)

T C(K"’mw\ ‘g T e ﬂ‘[,\ ‘Miﬁf\a nr\b
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PARLI Debate

Ajay Nanda (*4)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 338 ’ . - [ Y
Gov: 2 Parina - Trimble Judge’s Name:_£¥] F'} ST

Opp: 6 Kharbanda - Lee

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: DV H.$
PROP ‘OPP
Team Code #:_ 9 Team Code #:_ (/
Prop Speaker #1 \Pﬁ Q V) ﬁ“ pts 2}  Opp Speaker #1 )O!RREI\ -’*Jbﬁ pts Zf)

Prop Speaker #2 7 R’ AR £ pts ?‘:} Opp Speaker #2 LE E pts _Lg
omts based on the followmg scale
rfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

Please award each speake
30=

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

e Points of Information: How relevant and effecti

® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organi
and easily understandable

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

were the questions and the answers
d, communicative style that is pleasant

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

"\L ""r R‘;vc‘
Prop 1: Opp 1: Confided 7 o*’”‘#’» pee

g ! o , 75
hatedd fanr Wow based av Covmtens % Aean | ?V? 'L"“‘"‘
ia 3 bl 4 Cesporibliy f“ﬂ"‘f )%Q’ﬂw S e of
P L% 7'4 4 0)‘\3' ~'” { ﬂs:-’ *
be Py}i V'(Jfé!&gg:\ $ g e o N"} ‘/P A (/ (ﬂee‘»f\ 7% {f&;ﬁ @"f ‘&&,‘Jw i g qu\:;(
Reby ws6s '1;:';};-2 ;WW e IWJ omn: Grood Usc 0,(' ,a/W,(m Ahats, ¢

s Dbjective % clean %;og; Fron

- » , l
Ohwvh -?Wﬂ A 'ﬁm" & ,‘?0 ff[ eV m&vlg%w'\l /“‘\j e
g ¢ v .mﬁc it rost emhs\edm o

TEAM CODE #: 6 onthe O E P wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: L &?‘ -
The OPP frawm Licd Rt @mf Lisebisidy 2o rod o -

Cf I/ ’mv% 'h@? .,v.f;#
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Ajay Nanda (*4)

PARLI Debate
Round 1A 9:00am Room 338
Gov: 6 Muktadir - Chowhan

Judge’s Name: ﬁ TA 3 N A “DA‘
Opp: 12 Caramucci - Rice

Parllamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation; DV H S

P OP . ; i OPP

Team Code&\é( Team Code #:___ ) 2.
Prop Speaker #1 01O H 'Ql\, pts _& Opp Speaker #1 (PR FEg |} pts ,%é
Prop Speaker #2 MXW«Z‘;! R pts 2?‘ Opp Speaker #2 R\CE pts 2:?“

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: J] &fi} Nr"mwu;; r}fra""&xtf Opp 1: G\ggf{
Lot covne baef ool ejw-»%y

Pebuttal = M Met Bensfit ot bubad .
%ivmy .Q)ft,s Umé)hms 0*“? %M ?& i
Prop2 Cyedrdants Clear Do ﬁ"‘ﬁ opp2: Chepby sed e Crotect io oﬁvm'c?

Cord: Jet U Dol

/'vw; ek Kowe ;\u,wvwz,

4 ( CTIOA > <
SSVGRESTONS b emone UORESTION. > pume Objeckvidy m
w\*f.ug,w% é“, 6
TEAM CODE #: 6 on the ? wins this debate als
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: o e
Phap ﬁa&o{ a thean caw /;ra The et Denefit Up/%‘fﬁé > ;‘"”‘9

m %"!dwa’ro[ 30%{ aiféﬁw‘-dtfi\lﬁ .{w/ z’?*fi':-ﬁﬁ? r\{)“f‘ ()/y:.h éf}f%
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o] Lnifornt Shou s, b2 PARLI D¢bate
James Sweeney (*11) #/ l”M/d'&/ ( j

Round 1A 9:00am Room 231 | _ Judge’s Name:-
Gov: 3 Belinsky - Johal
Opp: 2 Jacobsen - Taffe
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: M IL/ 5
PROP 6 OPP a‘
Team Code #: Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 Liona Eﬂmgﬁja pts Opp Speaker #1__ e To¥@, pts

Prop Speaker #2 M _ﬂ\ﬁv\ pts Opp Speaker #2 M tu (}(, 3 dco b S8 Vpts

Please award each ] aker pomts based on the followmg scale
=Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (big 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 dfectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

o Points of Information: How relevant and e

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1:@

Sxeak-s c\ea 3'(4.{/

S re(;‘d-,( o actbieucl,
DU",LLMS LJA il W?//

AL Lg " RPRTW 4
§‘€ Pmp kﬂ ip /‘:fﬂmib/
Y =y
60& " &disect T""W\"\ > _W‘Q }ébw?a‘kJ kip les
1 éﬂ&e’ Lerell awé)dlwf ,MCQ >
OXV efoLs - /3/ 7 YY) 1
&Pcl,ﬂyu g& 7 ?Jv\ ‘)@» W‘ zf((//

h et v Y,
o0 l/s& /, !
TEAM CODE #:_ 7~ ,,’{ on the é%g wiKs this debate. i tiwe -

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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attenyt 0 adebies< Logue (szz‘g y/ fu
drSUMW/L"(j —7 /Mg Sie(/lfétc( 44.«.}% S(arﬂ(r C///IW@



: bowld @2 mandatid for K’, Qs Is.
| Hal olesi wforms S w Z 2
The howse bleves o0l ¢ PARLI Debate

Alisha Eastep (*5)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 332 s . \—C{
Gov: 6 Shah - Singh Judge’s Name: P\hs‘w\ Eas <
Opp: 14 Coplin - Diaz .
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: d Q“"'\(L
P]éOP orpP
Team Code #: Team Code #: i
Prop Speaker #1 S‘/\o\ lf\ pts ch Opp Speaker #1 D ‘2 pts 2-7’ S

Prop Speaker #2 S.\O\\/\ pts Lci Opp Speaker #2 CPDI 1A ptsZB .S

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

26-25 = Fair 24-28.= Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: ¢ oo J\_)D\" Supn ‘ :f ) Oppl o \Jw\f
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PARLI Debate

Lin Jie Wu (*3) ,
Round 1A 9:00am Room 236 Judee’s N : L n :Sf'le
Gov: 6 Wang - Bhat udge’s Name ) l/{/(/\

Opp: 14 Haugen - Ernst '
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: Cam po /inddo
PROP OPP
Team Code #: é Team Code #: | &

Prop Speaker #1 JAM £S L\)AUJGpts (A2 Opp Speaker #Ijnom‘g_uu_i& ptsﬁ
T
Prop Speaker #2 AMI-T gr!AT pts Z[é Opp Speaker #2 ,L' [/ 2n < ptsg 27
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effestively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referehges to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively thé\debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, co
and easily understandable

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
I’ 4 Great delivers, 5004 counter argunod,
. oG SPenker; . 7
Prop 1: V@(.’y pa{—z‘ 24 m:;; ‘fn elfect! Opp I Grest amaly 51 oL P Need sh'ohth
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TEAM CODE #:___ & on the _0p/ winsﬁlis&d.é‘)a%g";i "‘2{4 t, 6ood yolune , god
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PARLI Debate

Lin Jie Wu (*3)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 236 Judee’s N . ) s
Gov: 14 Cederborg - Peterson wdge’s Name:_L(7Jip Wy

Opp: 15 Whitney - Boyle

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: 4 0‘4’"}/ oliolo
PROP O.PP .
Team Code #: | "[ Team Code #:
Prop ﬁaaker #1_Celen )oa'/\‘o)\ pts 29 Opp Speaker #1 W '-‘f ney pts Al
Prop Spe l\(ir #2 P&J'(/VS—UV') pts 2/ Opp Speaker #2 BO/[() pts 24
Please awﬁr\(\l each speaker points based on the following scale:
L 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
N\

N\

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reaséni‘l;ly and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directl and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How rele
e Delivery: How well the debaters sp
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfu

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

e debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above crigerim; please offer compliments and/or suggestion snprovement to
each debater: /5
D\ well Tn makins cryusag AF

N. |
. %:m\d anales's . Needs € | Q8B 1: (o od dellvery | b pretuapetose strike
&\C—p‘ne 00?\6{ 'ﬁ/a\p\.e, +He t+ermy of- reroludien | ON (Yt C(VQ“H"“J, Nf'edf ;MpryVef%wU G
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o' nd b y. Condlde-X ond eflect!~ jpeate). ed v doblie €evmi oy PrEp comer,

P N?éﬂgz Brdwq?n-k up good pa»‘m(—,/‘ D 2: 'I\‘l'feeo( W‘V‘”"Q/fﬂﬁ'-ém‘ O'L’der ASAP rot
. AW S oA ual fpeecdh,

))(/1[ ne\E(ﬂ hefécim ﬂef""’”‘;[‘"'l}(’/“”‘l”d Good 0‘”“{%‘\‘\3‘} o e qaadpa,«;b\“&(/,ﬂ/;d

0‘{"‘"€.M [ jpeed"/ 4ok ex rently fong /)qV\,(ej b.e-('—é-bl/ U\‘f)/,'gq—l.'m ()L-—‘I'MC} heed be-¢te—

‘é() V\ead /"O'ég. ,\[f‘?({ Li%éer -p"fmo}{a!n(w O‘F- ey e C&t—--éac—é, A Add“"tfjed o PP o CoOmment
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TEAM CODE #: onthe 0 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: Presented o beter mgument  puttern , had beder
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T Vouse believes Aw+ PARLI Debate Year-Rownd  Schos) schedy,
JeffOwen (*14) =~ SR '?
Rcﬁmd 1ng$);lan(1 Roo)m 339 '@ b e (2 Q/-‘P‘ h 0\) Judge’s Name: %m -

Gov: 1 Feinberg - Shen
Opp: 6 Liu - Prusty

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Afﬁliation:%__

PROP, orr
Team Code #: ( Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 A O’ﬁ o) F@Iﬂbg‘-jm%‘(opp Speaker #1 A"j‘ < Pms\"l,} pts%
Prop Speaker #2 (\I\M\QJ‘N S\-’l\" pts& Opp Speaker #2 JQbS ) (/0‘ \"' \4 pts%

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
7 = 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 reasonalﬁl‘y@nd effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate \““\

e Evidence: How appropriately arid efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include fact$sand references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: (&sd\ \a;»b wi( Y\a.-\ Opp 1: ' NS o~ u)\oom«w" et
TLshadd col e Pl

Prop2: gl Qollaws Kagin | 0P2 Sl Nolan
42 o Pouls anb tomaleng Poris
auden

A Y

TEAM CODE #: 1 on the ?@&? wins this debate.
(Prop dr Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

Vet e, Tt aBuimads Po Yoeuws oo @ lalko~ank
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PARLI Debate K- Z o¢ Aook
Jeffrey Eng (*10) — S\\(g' 2
Round 1A 9:00am Room 340 ) . )
Gov: 12 Boothe - Fehring Judge’s Name:_~J€ et e
Opp: 6 Shastry - Ippili ﬁ
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: Lo\.ue,‘ ' \q "\
 PROP- “ - orp
Team Code #: ( v J I Z Team Code #: () P P Q

Prop Speaker #1 é (28 n?L’ FQL(\“%tS 28 Opp Speaker #1 4 OrasXarva Shtstffpts 27

Prop Speaker #ZTDNL@F w 7‘7 Opp Speaker #2 Sbhbbgﬁl s\’-{ﬁ\\! pts Z(ﬂ

Please awal‘d each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
N 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 \=\G00d (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair . 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
\\
N Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonz%l\y and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate \
e Evidence: How appropriatelj\and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant\and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak Ig an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the\Jebaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:
Propl: T |detle m\a.\c skro/w& freserel Opp 1:

elwey o podls | god
o()() fee &o,\we\j é& Jao eé; ﬁ a&,UNlu,S

Jolee

SOM“‘:{. SOO MC& S{Jn)r 06’8;}4&,&% (/Q\a. n(({\!j L0$+ S0 S*‘em 0.+ —(tq_ g,(o( c_\&-
Ug (st specch. Voad, etfet (iaso,ud
o : e o €con ecte
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9\\0332, Cordact 0k dde O explees  Sekued E
w
donl Tr%-b e dea-eot’ N Yoo ok oncentrde on Sbwesc dowt,
o &k dgaser " R
¥ o delgeer gooe exgonads Sl vl \ulp it mdeq

~
TEAM CODE #: GGU on the Q{E wins this debate. SM Qo nk 5&(‘ NG

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION.
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this house, beliows Tad e Year round sehoo)
Jeffrey Eng (*SIG;\C@\)\C (S bundRAR

Round 1B 9:00am Room 340
Gov: 1 Cohen - Irwin

Judge’s Name:

Opp: 6 Kumar - Shroff \
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: ) M' ‘ Y9
PR?/I‘;:J OPP.
Team Code #: J l Team Code #: OP P b

Prop Speaker #1 Sh\“)\ C pts ‘28 Opp Speaker #1 VQvo\m % . pts 27
Prop Speaker #2 T\’I l@f I_ pts (27 Opp Speaker #2 @P(’ 1QNshy K pts_l?

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
29.= 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 reasonéibly and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate ™

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: figee daliop\ & Sommepes |OPp 1 Shw Je\\‘\/ﬁ works &r a0

C(‘onC(@v\*\ ’du?(L, Q&)o O“}\j eJen S,du-"’f \(A
it wald L Yoo celwis Yoot
Qs o
Prop 2: Goocl \lﬂr\n\ JLQ\\J;-Q Opp 2:
(an Macmtun eatca&ac\- betle< wen  gpeakin |
S Q“:\“W wih ot ¢ oo Gl ot kv Tﬁ‘s bX gooT
JOA-%Q,- tea dtac(g{‘s anfogca) - < P

ER Fodor this
TEAM CODE #: (’D\/ \ on the __$\O > wins this debate. " b Tk g
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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1 S ,’\/ '“/\(A/{l ,1 )/1 l\x o "«\77
Victor Lacombe (*14)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 335

Gov: 6 Sivakumar - Sasi

Opp: 2 Stone - Kenney

Parliamentary Debate/Novice

\,
,\v

3\ u‘

RPN e 5 A

PROI(’
Team Code #: [®)

Mg nouse e ueves w»m She g\ 2Lk

R

Prop Speaker\#\l Edh”iéfzﬂ |. 3,’3£gkmmmts

N .
Prop Speaker #2_ {UNW\ 4651

oS

Vo

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: L-A Co M EL.::"
14

Judge’s School Affiliation:

Team Code #: a\
24 Opp Speaker #1 AAU N B pts 22
pts 27 Opp Speaker #2 -1ty Wen| pts 2+
Please award each sp‘ ker pomts based on thét%llowmg scale
30n= Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

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

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

offered during the debate

by the other side

and easily understandable

each debater:

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiehtly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and re
Argumentation: How directly and effectively\he debaters respond to the arguments made

ences to authority as well as general knowledge

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

Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters weré\to opponents and judges

PropI: Mieca Memnaf J\%M-ab’@-é, Oppl: Secnnd
QQ:QQ& £ PO»\L e e h SR 1’/»@ K aeqp F Lo Servy t,cir
L:,‘r-\t-‘klj\ (\ { \.3&..54’ 2P ./(\,4,( O_,ka_ J\I "%:‘MA&
A < C.-L:/M—« L et O Vene :
T e e R
~Q)-A:m Y e kt‘h""i (Lw :
Prop2: myapped Cedmalios 102 \Jony organimal [ Gaed
. < JUSPEN S tharmang Q . () ]
NS é»x.—Q - R R e T~ Ae ,e)‘\ﬂ,.(’L oo \ ~3§
QC \Q [N N ,_{ .!.,A(‘
: C Py Q_& P,w [ 1 S \\
Coe ¢ mmk&i% %‘*“ut o8 6 otit Fib v e o er B e
Oy o
TEAM CODE #:____ (O onthe £ R P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
T{TSON Fg]ji)iCISION: P psf { l b ,QS‘u N W}w:
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\ - ebate
Resohudion \YC\\}\S \r\ouse ZANYG %ﬁ&ﬁ& \j&f}Rb‘OI Debat

Victor Lacombe (*14) We s lgene
Round 1B 9:00am Room 335 s . ] -
Gov: 6 Arshad - Sankar Judge’s Name: AC‘ oMb e
Opp: 3 Benner - Schultz
Parllamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: l l—'
PROP | opp
Team Code #:__ 8 (0 Team Code #___ %

Prop Speakerx e \(\\ CUJ\ S pts 7,”7' Opp Speaker #1 ?\emq ReoNneC pts 29

Prop Speaker #ZFR‘R\ZP&\ ﬁ%%t Opp Speaker #2_Max  Schu\trz  ptsZF-

Please award eac peaker pomts based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Go\d (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 2&0 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably ahd effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1! (L as® %‘x\,wbx.'tb C P Opp I: \] “’"‘“&

‘%\ %-I“—)‘C‘Q ~ U _9_,} s \9.,
A MOLMA--—G&\B_') M O—j \\ S
"\,M oy \QhA\J Caof A\
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: P R Q/~th"‘°\—/ 3
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Yo "#’U\\erwh QQG’”’ N W Mo ~‘&,¢w¢r
A Nde pelt & Y
)
TEAM CODE #: B on the Eiwins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Rob Stone (*2)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 238° s . : —
Gov: 1 Sutton - Sutton Judge’s Name:__/ \?ﬂBW S;D/Uc:

Opp: 6 Batra - Nambiar
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: 0/ 'Dow

PROP o opp
Team Code #: ( / Team Code #: é
Prop Speaker #1 \PQ 1A /[@ ' S ptﬂ Opp Speaker #1 Se'.')“q B . pts OZQ{
Prop Speaker #2 A (}d L Son S pts ﬂ Opp Speaker #2 R\ QA N * ptso,”?

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effectiv¢ly the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

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

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

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

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

ggestions for improvement to

Parkey Prop 1: S/Méfougn, Y Wﬁw : s o Arealive /y a ﬂwz&»;
el /MW drgo,oe/ & Cotaliom. s'% m;—f,
Tpod atach, on_Covrelatoom bioon e 17 f:f; ve 5
COmimuinisw puwd 58l L borms. fm@o’; V5/L4¢Jr. Gov ;
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Goont 0fahion o Lo B ddins God |Gl el 1n O ”ﬁf“”i”:; it ko
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rhoas. Hissed /DO. an N Lot ) V9 Wl (Bt
e s WD R il O3 e, éﬁ/&ﬂ/)

Poductd On yebutial,
4 TEAM CODE #: b on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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M(qor(’ PARLI Debate

Louis Cisz (*2) o« . )
Round 2A 11:20am 2178 Judge’s Name: () : g =

Gov: 12 Jonas-Delson - Turner

Opp: 10 Geller - Moss o ¢
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: ‘P/tq ""6 ' Gaet?
P]iOP orpP
Team Code #:___ | Team Code #: O

- 1
Prop Speaker #1 G)MS &\SOQ pts v Opp Speaker #1 5&‘\4 tenen Ge\\ecpts 7'6

Prop Speaker #2 M’\ e pts 7’6 Opp Speaker #2 Ol‘, nee WS& pts“zb
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

é/(y Prop 1: Q“GW ( - o@ \'N’(‘l G098 Subs o dran

Gugrends snd el reclys,
deencl o hhawn taie.. Caernt te~
Mo Phon S Mag
alollel o — Qahcdd ™ v‘% . /
@9 Prop 2: Veebullel e GAJ/OpN;:W“( tn Al ?oc;—!-mf
&ao@ M\(i;;/ 4eud (’I/rW gw#qoé‘l a_d
wlsp e ogd QMW QG’W"‘/M o1, Celld s Ltnr—
'V"\:"J(S; Qoo b RILSOnCL . ¥t moel e e al .
TEAM CODE #: \0 i on the © wins this debate. DOA(WW — msatd
(Prop or Opp S ot (70(‘\1’\:1' .
Tl bmn o Teeonaed Huk \U#hofip g tu of whq
J((/\»R{b(] Mc‘wsr W G MM(\"W("\ Mt{ﬂl’f \ﬂr‘(‘lﬁ'h‘f’ MS‘L«»
defin) et AooC ahvonloge o . Sl MJH—&««\ ton e b—

REASON FOR DECISION:



This hous pelicoes that Might makes (ighe, PARLI Debate

Regina Muccillo (*2)

Round 2A 11:20am Room 338 Judge’s Name: ReQ\M Mum, “o
Gov: 10 Murphy - Yim v

Opp: 6 Sivakumar - Sasi

Parllamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: DVOWP
Team Code #:___|O Team Code #:__ o
Prop Speaker #1 [a) pts_& Opp Speaker #1 ‘ﬁ/ ﬂ" Vies al‘ S'I’Ve/( Uhepts 29
Prop Speaker #2f| ONA \(lh!\ pts 11 Opp Speaker #2 i Sas) pts 27

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: :qu m&r Oppl \/er‘ l.u‘\‘-e T ﬁi r‘b

escrah Vol ce
e 9():‘ iy mo%n eye ég 6 e
Y’a Ce ,_5 o'ns (sa/\@a‘vmmbo Vp.!,uc.cx“u o
o\\; AJu:)esé mt\:;m’% Wa‘l’ahz;f‘\"’;gfg‘ Tn‘CLY‘th‘A w/ disalone
K ” arm

o ind afp “d"'u O rwpar"“‘ﬁ“ Y'W.
Jw“' lp we,b\ﬁ ?::léf‘M —l)w\'n \7 0 rlat“]
nbww M «rN‘ W "‘?\""’?
‘mémng Aar by f:md a‘d‘ biadl

TEAM CODE #: (0 on the wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

RgifFORDECISIOl;am o 4_\0? A — Vadwe vo .F.M;l‘, allows

~ Yo Nnaw
Feam G an advartoase- Tearn G pointd o7
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& ® Vedar e wave PARLI Debate
Susiiéarton (*‘;;)Q' | VOS5 Weda s
Round 2 11:20am Room 220 oved U~ el Judge’s Name: _(~_ (/S{\C/%af-’

gov. f:‘ 5Beﬂwela-— Geidbeg- rasKy ~ 8@
A e SK
Parliamentary Debate/Novice ©~ K Judge s School Affiliation: amo‘q //z/»gy /7/ dll

PROP OPP
Team Code #: . Team Code #: / 0

1 ? 2 % pts 2 Opp Speaker #1 T ;‘\Bﬂ Sc};ﬂ-pts 2?
Prop Speaker #2 N ARALL Mor ag,\a\ ptsaz-s Opp Speaker #2 cn' \as [ro ¢ '\‘g_{ pts 2‘3
Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Prop Speaker #1

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

v
7
e

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

el Opp 1: LHL Tooll
‘(‘D mdke C COJ\J"C 007( 066 or. 0
[ A/zsﬂé J dven c qK: % ;7?5”@ of. His )$5ve and
"l‘S L 'I' "‘J‘S -b & w2 V@r)/ conV Mc:hJ- 000( reﬂzﬁ‘
Mt e F‘l”"d/ obeus\\/e /"”MW 9&90{ 0'/30%',-5 L'x(e leat ‘%
Prop 2: ca,@.{,.

Opp 2: . .
iy /h/d/ 1" Qﬂ"ﬁ Convindcy, G/eal Y ‘/’W ot /e
Mert/ . &ood {‘:‘Mﬁ;"“@ amf{\j yues, Job( ot ’ aéwnO;’ Side
gw o ol wrll in Sypporiong Yo Opp sde,

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

REASON FOR DECISION: %e’ y 60/4%249“5
(9 §IQ/6 Was Wiore Co;qm‘ndtn 7{%

@ﬁ%@mféqg i Yhe facts M”}?jﬂém onshabed. 7o StAf-
hud Some very jooo/ Fonts, byt wrve vol-as geod in weﬁ_/_}o‘/@
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PARLI Debate

Rajesh Ippili (*6) e b

Round 2B 11:20am Room 233 Judge’s Name: ASc ' 1L
Gov: 10 Pineda - Schmidt teee s Name Jesn | ‘
Opp: 12 Boothe - Fehring

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: I ns
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 10 Team Code #: l'l

Prop Speaker #1 MQANV\ B‘ﬂ‘ Q pts 218 Opp Speaker #1 (;Y‘a {\+ R‘\r\\"? pts 2 ’
Prop Speaker #2 Pov Y { chim d J pts 2@ Opp Speaker #2 (RAJVW M pts_z_—J

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer ¢
each debater:

pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: Opp 1:
+ 400d inbr0, UG #F p,| + gond s ot it
Vi W Modullion (,(mlhj 4ood esG'a L)NIVA
SFLE’J\ e wad .
A Inyal v denle,
Prop 2: bun :
Ry ot o ¥ o g, iy
eviiinig and C(MQL: -
'YW %’ A
TEAM CODE #: \0 on the f &OP wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp) .
REASON FOR DECISION: Bmy VAVR YV W/ J 7 ﬁ ; A JM

and  ~thutinl,. N(M&«J Apeedy wa, % we |
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PARLI Debate

Steven Archibald (*15)

Round 2B 11zzpam Room 219 Judge’s Name(éw 747@*[34 (D

Gov: 6 Bhatia - Prasath

Opp: 10 Fong - Hui / C-j
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP OoPpP
Team Code #: é Team Code #:

, P ]
Prop Speaker #1 Y_)\A@/‘()&C\ pts 25 Opp Speaker #1 A B Pygo n)bts 29
Prop Speaker #2 wag/\ Ms 2b Opp Speaker #2 Brian Fen 9 pts2S

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

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

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

Prop 1: . Opp 1:
Gt spaken; Staublat oo Pdud dalee asombage ool the
[dhe . ~+e e leble

Pkt ~slee edéutzeg< of
all the—tdhre azdable
P/lgjiu\“% ~zle dclL)aN\—l—acL-e "de ‘(‘F{;q,%f(jrz(cnu:(@fc Eé a{( ‘[‘ELQ
el Are Acunr gzl dile TLar acey bl

TEAM CODE #: Ca on the ’E(‘QE wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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Natalia Mizin (*15)
Round 2B 11:20am Room 337
Gov: 10 Phwan - Lee

Opp: 6 Arshad - Sankar
Parllamentary Debate/Novice

~ PROP / (ﬁ
7

Prop Speaker #1 tha.n Phwm_ pts r77 k>

Team Code #:

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: /(//C/@/ﬂ/j /O/I’E ’//\
S (//

Judge s School Affiliation: "‘ A

Team Code #: &

Opp Speaker #1 Svmidhi MV\KGY pts }g'

Prop Speaker #2 A\vin Lee pts Q é Opp Speaker #2 F\uﬂ(l"}\ Aﬁ\/\é\-o( pts:.p A

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

offered during the debate

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

by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organlzed <communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable

v
7

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compli

each debater:

Prop 1: [y L res Ve
we!

w2
/7”6"’“@

€ famples

A ?9 )

”e

Prop 2:

w Cl'h) S s

/
nts and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 1: @()’f'ﬂxj‘(’s C}\_,ﬁfﬁ‘\ .
e s M‘//
e J}‘Oam'c
b ney e nleragdiy
Sf;f'a EH B f /
9 A ',!

pzwc g e

VOBt 1D Dyt

C/c @1‘7'77(_4

Gatard

Li”

k/"/

%ﬁ'{;"lﬁ C‘C /‘\C{qt[{/j[ J/r?( f‘(d’ ﬁ"’/‘- r‘/}y_e [’%
> ey ~- . e ] '3 “, -
yefrde Oi e l',’»'f g e (1 CET
TEAM CODE #: G onthe % wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
bet e ¢ tide e psen 1L dhut Jhe 0/7/46,4%
’:}4 :Ozx{ O/(}A\fcﬁj
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Tina Donovan (
Round 2B 11:20am Room 332
Gov: 12 Caramucci - Rice
Opp: 10 Berman - Kos
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

ARLI Debate
~Brin A7 LR

Judge’s Name:_T7 kA4 DGDJD\/V’VDJ

COAND)

Judge’s School Affiliation: L/I/'l/b( ‘D O
PROP} —) - OPP / 0
Team Code #: '/5 Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 ﬂﬂdf‘ew Qice pts 2 Cf Opp Speaker #1 Dhvor 81 ‘{7,65 ptsfzj’é7
Prop Speaker #20 111 ngmnc,c‘a pts_¢ Opp Speaker #2 §A‘QM( B F}{\,VVI A‘Jts 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 debatgvs"féspond to the arguments made
by the other side P

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

Courtesy: How courteous and resp;cfful the debaters were to opponents and judges

/

fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Using the above criteria, pleas
each debater:

-

e
Prop 1:

e BXoalLA~t FllAviu g ¢
(sumnlB ovARY AP oA
W AR r300inT S

Oppl: 6 WIADE A Uﬁ(\/
Ca e /mG‘U\g/kpvxw-?‘\/
WSl Danf o~ A TOvuey
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+SS
' B]\C{L{_ €u D DE\/IU (ﬁ(\/ > zﬁ:',z‘
Prop 2: Opp 2
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Torew ®UoP O FF
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oot S v -
on the PD‘()Owins this debate. ( ?Mnof‘?-e_ﬂﬁ{gn;fvg

(Prop or Opp)
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—nic Hovse ‘believes mygnty Wakes rgnt
| PARLI Debate

Ceslavs Belinskis (*3) B
Round 2A 11:20am Room 340 Judge’s Name: /B s lost 6@, MY N
Gov: 10 Bystrom - Kriney

Opp: 6 Wang - Bhat
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation:_C AMP 2L(kDo HS
PROP OPP
Team Code #: \ O Team Code #:. &

Prop Speaker #1 Arne B\ISWIHS 2% Opp Speaker #1 ]OMQI h/O’i? pts_27

/
Prop Speaker #2 M'H\é’o\ LJ\Y@ pts_2% Opp Speaker #2 Am/‘*/ 5/34-’ pts 26

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and resp,e'ctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: De wdi &LMQ/&A‘ *;‘&:a Opp I: Gow C U‘Qﬂ Smfd
\Mﬁ feJ F A’y\ﬂ. 91'5" d
Creo»\l &6 Cﬂoo& f% f;é:fc ueed
T € Crob o. l
Solid it Zedl lgﬁfa ke o{’ Fire coned B wsed.
Prop 2: 0& FOQCQ 0""\.}‘ Opp 2: G/rea + r‘oaJ mas.
p@agéﬁua( wdg DH%J( PP More puidinee c:(@ b shxorn.
Nww,l&wl oﬂ? pmﬁs
TEAM CODE #: f O on the PKDE wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: R
STRoNGER ARGUHENTE THAN oPfOS(TION.
BETTR  PACEHF AND DEL WERY



Tim Aboudara (*16)
Round 2B 11:20am Room 238
Gov: 10 Lee - Smirnov

Opp: 1 Feinberg - Shen
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PROP

Team Code #: \ O

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: AW

Judge’s School Affiliation: \AL 1460~

orp
Team Code #: \

Prop Speaker #ly\«ﬁ/’ 3]4 '&“Q’YZQVJ“SZB Opp Speaker #1 74({/)'0[7 'Fél‘ﬂ bQﬁ pts Z?
Prop Speaker #2 T‘@(‘?SQ ) '5% pts Z—’ Opp Speaker #2 MMW&W “ghe’/) pts 2;7

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

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

<20 = Reserved for rude or inapprogrjaé behavior

>
el

Judging Criteria e

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze t

offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debat
evidence—which may include facts and reference
e Argumentation: How directly and effectivel

by the other side
e Points of Information: How relev
e Delivery: How well the debater.
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous

topic and the arguments

support arguments with
authority as well as general knowledge
e debaters respond to the arguments made

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

d respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:

Prop 1:6\'rco|m3 Sponuxt
Welh Quiiy Seivac Cagy
Ve Pol's wo pse ?‘s

Pe il Aeow I““ﬂ'wﬂwj

Prop 2¢ Gove o G ep

Opp 1: Vv Svvvny Sponun

Cz_wﬁ = CF ‘Zulog
tﬁ’%b:llm— NG o
@ %r
Qe -~
Cons T

v S 3

Opp 26 Loves Tur pusre Gy s
® Voo Tine =0 Thmrans A4vo
é«—wwbkw < .

wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

: Qe
*Vavdve “folp,,. e’ Touns
TEAM CODE #: \ on the O

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI De
Patricia Zaballos (*2) o
Round 2A 11:20am Room 339 Judge’s Name: /pa:-h/; [/ d, Zﬂ ﬁj //()S‘
Gov: 10 Holwitz - Kay
Opp: 6 Liu - Sudharsan
Pgril)lamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: k2 / SI')DD 0 DDW[Z
B PROP . S OPP
Team Code #:__ |0 Team Code #:
'+
Prop Speaker #1 365S6 (-f((\ﬂ/l{> 7‘3 5 Opp Speaker #1__Emi M Li pts 21

Prop Speaker #2_Jt efﬁm kd(/ pts 2 6 Opp Speaker #2 KO&\/W\\ uuclkm san__ pts 2-7

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and/réspectﬁ.ll the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:

Prop 1: [/.2/1, D ’wé Opp 1: Em hﬂzf}é S ﬂé@rj .
le///lé{/) / nﬂfyhc but 4 l/\/@ff
ce 591") W [iTlTE Mﬂ/&ks

j l’éSo/uf?dn,
Pr0p2 )‘TYD j’ /’DP Opp 2: jﬂﬂxﬁh(/ //V{y JPMLQI"

&ra/ ‘ Wéf |
ﬂﬂ et - +n .S-/{. ¢ €31

TEAM CODE #: / O on the Q/ DF wins this debate.
rop o Opp)

REASONFORDECISION Pro M a tric ;) r<Solution, and. WMAAE
4 Calse pased’ rn (/15'@{ fjuniﬁn?‘f ﬂ/f/;L carcful 3
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PARLI Debate

Lucas Tung (*7)

Round 2B 11:20am Room 333 > . <

Gov: 6 Khan - Singal Judge's Name:_LUca> Tungy

Opp: 10 Sattler - Keith

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: James \-03am

PROP OoPP

Team Code #: G Team Code #: 1o
Prop Speaker #1 Ko pts_ 28 Opp Speaker #1 eattler pts 29
Prop Speaker #2 Sm«,ﬂﬂ\ pts 2% Opp Speaker #2 et pts 28

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

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

o~

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the de/ba{ers respond to the arguments made
by the other side /

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

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

o Courtesy: How courteous and respect

the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: Opp 1:

. 300& ﬂ“.‘l\‘y/ bu{- \O"$ O{ Q\",\c( VJOYAﬁa . %m‘t AC\iVﬂ a'\& \[‘0\‘;( ?\"o:){dtan.

explaim points Clonrly, an explatnwiy ovgfist | GO urents, ek omusies purdy o love goodfyed

6 Covvlrdra’('\wl)( be“ec. 1 mework,
* oy cleac coouttal spece anc  dekined key goints Lould  expand tha topic o falk about Yhe %or\c
Mephorically instead f Juot \ove (Bar not wai hd |

ot contamiors N
Prop 2: Opp 2: e _FpY

*qeeat delivery & convicrlon. Uses Lanies to state " vesy so\i ﬂuw, & acticulator. Ford fler wods

90;\"1’5 well. . 39.;,4 ?o'\ﬂf win w&‘ﬁ\n:nﬁ "M(mc“' -4 \-&M“’btuk.,

* Yo 3(’"‘\ mor—  Hme 1»:«'\\-1{/:;\:) wnpacts &
\Cm«'wx Yoy b youe \J'A‘T:'\j rachanggn,
TEAM CODE #: 2 on the Ymg wins this debate.

@p or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
Tt ""“L')O“.*y ot Ynis dcboate evaluated Yo ‘(@(fc under o framewore of love G°°’é€/ bad. The clogesy
’f\«{\'\j Yo tae fopucs pcm?au-a\'i"" Ghﬁ\ys\‘s % T VY MGWMU: which \Jﬂ'ﬂ’h‘; e 05) ve ettt oF
\ou\'n3 on's cou\n‘\'ry. O¢e PoT Yalks obast {ave alone. Doewr evpanrd ImpPacts ot \,,,4_.‘0;\ Yy RV’N’M S,
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W Yol I e Lonwed ¢ Loch Aloar e
Ao aw— PARLI Debate

Louis Cisz (*2 -7 ‘ .
AR (’M)/ G/JC Judge’s Name: \/p(/\/l,b &W

Round 2B 11:20am 2178
Gov: 6 Kharbanda - Lee

Opp: 10 Wu - Ofman {
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: %‘4‘“9@ o %WV
P&OP oPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: {e

. QA
Prop Speaker #1 ﬁb W Kw 0\‘{\9(’\;:?2,6 Opp Speaker #1 éﬂ“ W’/\ O‘Pl"’\ G pts Z1

Prop Speaker #2010, \Re ptsq’y Opp Speaker #2 A(\ éy W« pts I

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debater
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the“debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refepénces to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectj¥ely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relev.
e Delivery: How well the debaters
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous angd'respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

nalyze the topic and the arguments

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

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

each debater:
VW\( 4.8 opa demesnsr .
Frop . el Sl vooy [Cetaesid| W Y Gt s mal ik
@ Yemesnod" S\ - oy .
) TN | emelyhe g e oo
Wm\m) A & M vty G prment end
M-\-Wl‘(éih Mmtde (& Sd~vore a~l

Co .
Prop 2: £000 Con g Opp 2: - W«“&MV‘
Getls | Could howro ool VILCU QUoyCeion
Setkes Avacket e oqe Geob bva g’ el
e k€ ed gondil ke © (Gon iy et (lea~
EAM CODE #__\O Ride S %g wins this debate. orusen O Y
r Opp)

(Pro

REASON FOR DECISION:

@ kleouglt W*"; A el Mo uetrs
bV s R L Qoﬂhm el qe('-—(&-v\ wele meveo
C/O(\AQ-&QW\ Crg ety et %”&A ,Q,CM,/L e Ao Shrenpis



X\!\b S(\CSSSQ \DQ\lQQQb H\i\&? (\(\Q\\XV ke 1;‘@}3 Debate

William Lee (*10)

Round 2A 11:20am Room 218 Judee’ : AL [EE
Gov: 6 Venkatesh - Joseph udge’s Name U ////

Opp: 14 Morgan - Bee
Parllamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation:

PROP(D
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #]mmm pts $<é Opp Speaker #1_Zuzu MO vpain__ pts 7/<g
0

Prop Speaker #2 Gosram UMwmszg Opp Speaker #2 P S (( % C (. pts '7/(’(

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

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

offered e debate
o Evidence: How apprepriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may inc facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly antheffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
o Points of Information: How relevant and effeCtivg were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organizedygommunicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to oppo

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

Prop 1: Opp 1: ,67604[,,(, e centfret

_@osdl/@(ﬁww _ Les ot M,M%f/qk(‘
Good] 4Hawp )

— Olear t Sveant presenfation | L/ v “( v ameni et~ Poer 2::7

~ ExXanple of F’Pw/ﬁ% vote zwz M/esf ratera kS 43 2 W

ot .5f7’ph, et US Fu [ntferest

- brod rebuthl) Samutart) ~Geod,

Prop 2: - &osc/ <ye i:rwh'/kcﬂ" Opp 2: - Vom Loas &/Zw‘u&/’, ;f";/'/

~ oed pre 4| - Good affat A re o

- Geod 7[:‘»6”%4'2; kaoff / _ 7;74, M_i i Sh

aLr u,mu

~C» /0)%;«,)(!? /e Spacc YA KL ~did not Srkr D’WWMW 4
Zﬁ «ﬁw MS/'J 3 rn/
TEAM CODE #: Moazéfmj / £t on the 7

wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: %ﬂﬂcmekzé (c M?é W%{' w, .Alewp&v are
uLoye Suﬁ)l(/-ﬂ &e—/'f aéf/a.‘,/ 4/7&/%(_//7‘:’”."/’7;%,0#
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This house Says that ot '3 bedlr o
hav ed lovad o,ﬂci (03} b never be loved at ol PARLI Debate

William Lee (*10) ¢V ]/(/

Round 2B 11:20am Room 218 , .

Gov: 3 Golde - Donovan Judge’s Name: (/{1414 lf €
Opp: 12 Mahachek - Mclvor

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: Lﬂ a)é&l/

Team Code #: q Team Code #: ( qZ/
Prop Speaker #1 Sea il DdﬂOde} pts ’Ld( Opp Speaker #1_{ hgaﬁ ‘ ’_@h“ bgg ptszg

Prop Speaker #2_0© |, ver Golde  pts Zﬂ/ Opp Speaker #2 &P\S&H N\L\VW pts 2%

Please award e h speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: - Goo f p/ﬂ-‘tvﬁvfw :
~ Good presence ’5fvo£:¢ /em /47 "W/mwaﬁ;{,\
~ Cood ddcvb&7

- &bww hecance /.e/a,v‘}‘tq;e

Prop 2: nintor M

- eb
~ Cj{;:(daf/ -/;Z,/i{ /’;ucw $ ﬁo‘u/f; Arguscnty
““"?‘7%7 m/’ Mwﬁl»% »O,(MJ/Q,Q 'C’Zou( P“C”‘/‘i o-/ mgu,m.wfg

“lerE oy <ye covyfact” ’5‘{’0/“ clear A
/é{onthe

47.4 [2-33
TEAM CODE # @0”’6‘/4" wins this debate.

(Plop or Opp)

o A 7);'(5 enfa

REASON FOR DECISION:
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This Howse belveves M ghe Wﬁo}Allhahﬁebate

Susi; Barton (*13) .
Round 29 11:20am Room 220, - - ‘ Judge’s Name: !
Gov: 1 Moerasky~Berg {‘twﬂtﬂ\/ Goam ®

m
Opp: 10.Sest—Erocket P;
Parliamentary Debate/N i‘cgq" J [lanes Judge’s School Afﬁliatiomw I%

"PROP OPP
Team Code #: Y Team Code #: ‘ S

C’" \ Cﬁ\f}%we&er m 2’7 Opp Speaker #1 RO,\N\ p “MD‘I‘ pts 2?
.+, Prop Speaker #ZMPSQ Opp Speaker #2 g.oui r L\(A ncS 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)

N

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Cri}_eﬁa
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the /débaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

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

e Argumentation: How directly and eff;zétively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters §f)eak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable ; "

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

4

/

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

Prop 1: Opplté' A s{)w, 600"( I aVyl\\“ﬂ
7 4 ° .
Guked thet . dﬁ‘j;m‘,c’”,{/(flf. "’Wv bo refvke ORI

Ll ek
¢ Al
Prop 2: . oﬁwg;vgf\ +a;f(4 Opp 2: M"LC' oaol C@’éf‘(' OJI%

lee wWrf cA 1"W 9 A(‘Fffou‘l” d%ba/t P! <

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

REASON FOR DECISION: ”’ sed and Jhat- '"'{5/’ F
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Lovwegdbss< vs PARLI Debate

Manning Sutton (1)  Uver e €

Round 2B 11:20am Room 231 , ' S' o
Gov: 6 Liu - Prusty (@ arn Judge’s Name: Toy)

Opp: 12 Martinez - Tarleton

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: (et
PROP . OPP
Team Code #: Cﬂ Team Code #: {2

Prop Speaker #1 L,.‘ U pts 'Zd? Opp Speaker #1 TA‘YJ,E‘T()/\\ pts @ < Y
-
Prop Speaker #2 P\?OS.‘T—\I’/ pts 27 Opp Speaker #2 Mkf.ﬂ N ) = 7; pts 11@

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

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debate
evidence—which may include facts and references

e Argumentation: How directly and effectivel
by the other side

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous

Upport arguments with
authority as well as general knowledge
e debaters respond to the arguments made

d respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteri
each debater:

please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

gppl-e Bobosted om T = Good (@AQUWNE

W ~Prop 1: %—&L:QSWo;Cafaﬂme;s Kouars e ‘
- Co—.“f‘M}“’tMS o, BT &1 was e € NBG. oﬁwe—t\ﬁt" PbS\T‘\‘E‘l -‘:'-\:ﬁ w)(
Uncleoy - b ) rsed sfeotreely, fr A by Bl st
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Con“"a&“ Ya« weire. oole ow it an-

( | Y
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CCotal ~ ’
8rRt erglain endvyh dedell or oo QUPEE ) ok
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TEAM CODE #: A onthe O PP wins this debate.
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REASON FOR DECISION:
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Manning Sutton (*1) W

Round 2A 11:20am Room 231
Gov: 6 Le - Lad

Opp: 15 Kelloff - Jurgens
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Valve

PROP -

Team Code #: G
Prop Speaker #1 l _ A’D
Prop Speaker #2 l/ &

pts g Opp Speaker #1 /j UY‘C', e S

PARLI Debate

SJo<rod

Judge’s School Affiliation: %

OPP
Team Code #: l 5

Judge’s Name:

pts LF

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

pts ﬂa Opp Speaker #2 K-Ql, \o —C‘P‘ ptsﬁz-;

30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively
offered during the debate

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatio/nwﬁfi'ds)
<20 = Reserved for rud/e/ grinappropriate behavior

e

pd

alyze the topic and the arguments

the debaters

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and refergrices to authority as well as general knowledge

Argumentation: How directly and effecti

by the other side

Points of Information: How relevant/4nd
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and

Using the above criteria, pleas

each debater:

y the debaters respond to the arguments made

effective were the questions and the answers

Delivery: How well the debaters spgak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

MO P 1= Avoid Pazn Clecles ) 0/51. j ?;r"wi?;éﬂta\ = oiz,wva*:b
LA Frop L= B e ppli 1 ot T e~
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— Forna (esutlel w-od elleciive. d{_ ’_mf:ck-?cou w ITH P25 wX
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e Bettar Sv€ Codtoct asotd ket B N acaiad 367&;% NG T
- (<2
_ BN erswhion a,%&'ﬁr“$\r‘7(7
— COoL> HBNE $xpe-dal bl @ worts - Conce — JOLE
PNy B/ L1 RT- — Crl S wdﬁ@uﬁ . }O %
Dot oSiche (foctcte 54" r1 1667 31 e5TTLY .
TEAM CODE #: on the @Q wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp) ~ DiDNV oW sRST™A~ N
REASON FOR DECISION: < PReAAE (}OU\@T A.g, g
CLeRTz- =
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This houee lelieves Hhat it s betiey o bove lovd ond ot thay o neve,

PARLI Debate
e a
hal,aegir[lg uccil‘llgl (*2)”

Round 2B 11:20am Room 338 W \\ o
Gov: 11 Liang - Fischer Judge’s Name: kﬁ\ NA M A

Opp: 6 Muktadir - Chowhan ‘\
Parllamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: OQDW
PROP OPP
Team Code #: L) Team Code #: (o

Prop Speaker #I%Mﬂ pts *+0 d$ Opp Speaker #1__{{ howhan ,ggml@ts ¢7

Prop Speaker #2?!5@1 e:( \ pts_£V 16 Opp Speaker #2 MMEMdl ( ptsﬂ

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

s S e o, 6 2 VT ot
%W Wol-l g(ganh-é'l \65ML bu:l’ VR-W W Was ‘f;({}géfﬁq,ml(}
éo:; ea\;eea w”lwi?l Voeabula " Yer ﬁim\o aY HH,(%
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Prop 2: reseyr s Opp 2:
oo odgy ebiget | " osk Qurly , Ve el asgurest
W‘G& ik alearl Mz,’luu sy defirndi et

c!w"o W gty aeniirrs .
volue :;”6. al b oYy \jl“-

TEAM CODE #: l \ on the E ! %wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

. 0\. ool Hen was brodd emug}\ ané Mﬂf
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¢ oo
/BARLI bate'f& have Jored

Judge’s Name:?%‘ﬂ/l (/Z Z/‘- 6@ /éf
Judge s School Affiliation: 8’ S /'OD D Do y(/‘{

OPP

This honse [7/ lieves 1hat it
Patricia Zaballos * :
Round 2B 11:20am Room 3(39 /’DY, [{ ) /
Opp: 6 Mustafa - Salman
Parluamentary DebatelNowce
o)
Prop Speaker m&&mﬂjﬂmﬁ:{_ pts <= ! 217 Opp Speaker #1_Jn Mariam My f‘k(lfbts 2 ’I

T (ost b, Z)t)/ﬂr £ M[‘/g/
Gov: 3 Benner - Schultz
PROP
Prop Speaker #2_Ag Sdhalz ptsQ 7 5 Opp Speaker #2 QUM?Q\/\CA ga man ptsQé 5

Team Code #: Team Code #: (,

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

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters 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 effectlvely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side -
Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable -~
e Courtesy: How courteous,dnd respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteri%lease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Prop 1: AM}O//4 {, o
er bt,lé {1242 !*L_/
Dits  Hdre Hpcused

61,1;&{/ 0/61( /.

Opp 1: J'fybhj /C‘LJL{*QI" T‘VJ
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TEAM CODE #: 3 on the ?ng wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate

Ellen Kerr (*10)
Round 28 11:20am Room 335 J ) . “KQ «
Gov: 11 Keith - Sapers udge’s Name: r g
Opp: 2 Parina - Trimble
Parllamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: Z\O e , / H '
PROP OPP
Team Code #: [ Team Code #: 2
Prop Speaker #1 KQ}\’L\ pts_D :7 Opp Speaker#1__ \ T Y‘h\d) \ €_  pts Z Q>
Prop Speaker #2 S‘?&o" S pts ) O\ Opp Speaker #2 QO»/“\ AN 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 tOplC and the arguments
offered during the debate '

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

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

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

® Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgamzed communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable ~

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

Using the above criteria, please off
each debater:

compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

PI’Op 1: ‘\_ \\\ . Opp] G’VO_Ox\ (3\(\3\*\(\,\@1,:& o\\[)@t/&
C\Cos o Q Neza - ol o

Sheose > mRIVOL s Kan\nl \Q cx D e \X‘\i‘
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TEAM CODE #____ | | on the %@wms this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate .

Ellen Kerr (*10)

Round 2A 11:20am Room 335
Gov: 2 Whitehill - Zaballos
Opp: 6 Shah - Singh
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

B e L —

Judge’s Name: \<-Q’(\ Y

Judge’s School Affiliation: L—D (DS \ \

PROP,, .

orpP
Team Code #: 2 Team Code #: é
" Prop Speaker #1 M\;Tdn / / pts 2% Opp Speaker #1 = I~ (;L\(-\ pts_ 2 T
Prop Speaker #2 2n kh I / 03 pts_2 < Opp Speaker #2 <Sin ch\}ﬂ 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
Judging Criteria

offered during the debate

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

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

by the other side

and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous and respect

Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

the debaters were to opponents and judges

CProph,le Opp 1: o .
enfenX ) oD VEr (5 ¢ ooX PN PRV \
i /i*-%)Q—éMV? S L oy w:\_\u@&‘é,ﬂgr—gﬁ\mo‘é c
>\F\Q/ N 5 NC VDS e >
\Dp\j_ N i . § - QQATQ/M"\*;C—;A < N;\- C_lw .
C&w‘é‘ e T resX o AN ~ : QCE(/\V\C\
Pr;)'pz 'S o 3&.\,\,\,\,-,\7 Opgj CEMNUVALNCTNDYN {n S\F\
! “‘ o) ~ ~ . l/o.\ C/O—’
coif daX spockor, | Exceled specch 0 L T sl
74 W ._{. % @/\l iy G/\"Qg{\‘ r-Q,ibv:ﬁs .u\bC‘Ld S
Agmet el | QRIS

TEAM CODE #: on the

REASON FOR DECISION:
CerdorNiens Aca

Q O % wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate 1(,14%/ al |

Meg Scott (*10) { Ve _L_b_é
Round 2B 11:20am Room 336 s .
Gov: 15 Archibald - Hohmeyer Judge’s Name: Méé) §M 4 /
Opp: 6 Phan - Kumar L /75
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation:

PROP OoPP

Team Code #: I 6 Team Code #: (/

Prop Speaker #1 H'D H Wl @‘/ é 2 ptsw Opp Speaker #1 Df'rﬁﬂ/ ptszg

Prop Speaker #2_&%2@ pts ZQ Opp Speaker #2 w m ptst

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters spegk-inan orgamzed communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

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

pn.
Prop I: Opp 1: o mzibya Y
Shcaien —
ro(oot&o'»t w(Mmma ?0/ P”f;"””é’fu} /
ﬂwnr@mm argvment afafq ’ 4 ml}}u;
Pro 0 :
%lzw%dab clanfyng \/awc E_ qond passim el Aefined
nnan
—~ MVIVLZCVWV’ AU en /wn

TEAM CODE #: ’ 5 on the ?"0 £ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: , qu S 'Dbd?fd
e mv{h%/)b%f e o %m%”éz% ID””“'”“’ j’tf
hiimon o <0 ”W Lbya 1N, ke, . ant’
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Tina Donovan (*3)
Round 2A 11:20am Rcom 332
Gov: 14 Coplin - Diaz

Opp: 2 Cisz - Ferry
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name:_T7 VsltA ‘D@\)ON
S TIZA))
Judge’s School Affiliation: < /’I'W'Q >

PROP
Team Code #: ( ‘%

OPP
Team Code #: 9\

Prop Speaker #1 COO\ .xl\, A pts?é Opp Speaker #1 RN CJ{z B pts 2 ?

—

1
Prop Speaker #2 g()\% / D pts S

Opp Speaker #2 éwg'o‘ﬁ’_prtsZ:rz

.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 ,cj_ebéters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

e

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficj rfﬁy the debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include fact
e Argumentation: How direct
by the other side -

d references to authority as well as general knowledge
nd effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

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

and easily understandable

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: A‘\/«\(\D'/\DO(C ~

COULD T QRUTE Foueo
g (=i, No rrAL
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OoaoD Ete P o ©Qoce>Due

AN D AR GESTOUNS (o oA

PAOTRALN = ‘
TEAM CODE #: 9\ on the D—D S S o Y s

wins this debate.

—_—

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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M W Prop Speaker #1 \7 n#t‘ﬁr% pts@ll/ ;
Vi Vi
X!ﬁ/l( &Prop Speaker #L_Ué‘:lk, pts 6 Opp Speaker #2 Pﬁm

Kimberley Haulk (*12)

Round 2A 11:20am Room 236
Gov: 6 Kumar - Shroff
Opp: 2 Thompson - Knight

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: wa\q_.ul._ u‘ ,Qﬂ

THis wevte  hulievd Wiad wiig™ mcc/au o,

P\a:(r{li;yrent Debate/Novice T
PROP
\Of"X Team Code #: ‘ Lp

W ¢
Opp Speaker #1 m s "W\WQ

Team Code #:

%4

am

the followmg scale:

W VPlease award each speaker points based on
\[/ 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

offered during the debate

Argumentation: How directly and effecti
by the other side

Delivery: How well the debaters speak j

and easily understandable
[ ]

Using the above criteria, plea
each debater:

Prop IT\W [@_ \l""k
eC

bﬂ'\\\dr L o A
CA e Ve d dudonet 12
CUNeAL

O

) PR oW ag
L wmsbé\no%‘.éo S\:&W\

Prop 2: e\ e
Q‘A\W\MQ Fer Soew Po\wf
WA 2 WOy Makengin

Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the tOplC and~the arguments

//

~ .
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support'arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to aut

ity as well as general knowledge

vely the debdters respond to the arguments made

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

an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

-

Opp 1: ‘M easin \'y\er \>u-\
ooesw bwuw?\)vuw %ﬂ‘l

ne wone bocsed Medan o vacg:t Ve
Cocxé N+ € oveWens, oNVI G
""’SN vpRNiry Y WSy

W‘”‘S S-}.xle

UMNAEE
Opp 2:
bov 93:‘;?\ were desnaaings

C

REASON FOR DECISION:

TEAM CODE #:

on the P“’ 0/ b ovwins this debate.
((Prop or'Opp)
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PARLI Debate

Kimberley Haulk (*12) <
Round 2B 11:20am Room 236 , .

Gov: 6 Shastry - Ippili Judge’s Name: i‘s mh_uﬂ_‘ MC
Opp: 3 Belinsky - Johal .

Parliamentary Debate/Nov:ce,“\ udge s School Affiliation:
IS house helieves hat N AS oryiter Yoo

PROP AN 195k then 40 ™NeX have |ovalOPP ot all.
Team Code #: (p Team Code #: "2

Ohuu5 ‘{

pts Opp Speaker #1_ L\ QN0 %{\'\m‘(\\\ pts_Z%

Prop Speaker #2 \}&\M ;g@\\pts ﬂ' Opp Speaker #2 IA‘( Ny S&\er\ pts 2 ¥

e b8

Prop Speaker #1 Ch O \'0*"\1 O

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the deba_tex’s respond to the arguments made
by the other side 7

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous a

respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria,
each debater:

ease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: COU/\MOMA \(“a/k &Lt) Opp 1: \/M S&\'ON} a~d (rmw%@f}f
rsuvw/\u—ww
'16 ld‘j wirhAa  kasedie A

‘ m@mw deleveg & 9000 (¥

le e Lol
le. DU Natsbdoy | 5 0 L7;010 pf% out-Wels

I% N ﬂr{mm_eyrf-

TEAM CODE #: Z. onthe O wins this debate.
— (Prop oyOp
REASON FOR DECISION:

ded nor W %UMW arvd ponts
[Wﬁw m were Wok ebfechudy, prov-das opposkhovt Luwr G4 /Y

&W f 65 haw @J‘% 251 -
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Tim Aboudara (*16)
Round 2A 11:20am Room 238
Gov: 15 Arega - Vine

Opp: 3 Ganten - Cumming
Parllamentary Debate/Novice

PROP
Team Code #: \s

Prop Speaker #1 ga«Y&L’\ pwmts 21 Opp Speaker #1 %@MU«"J ﬁm.&ﬂ
Opp Speaker #2 M CurMA\/\a\

Prop Speaker #ZL[\ HL] v \8_  pts Z7

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: A-eig.,ow

AL WADSC "L

e
Wy 3

Judge s School Affiliation:

i et S emek o

Team Code #:

pts 26

pts_ 271

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =

Very Good

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

offered during the debate

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

by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effectivé were the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters speak i organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and

spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:

Prop 1% £ By Voo Vorimriony
Ree  Loivnonrions
e Diovy (owe Up T Fagnt

o Dovdog Your oon | l—vll7
Aro M“"z or Coraurtong

TEAM CODE #: \ g on the

Opp 1: é'rrwo) Tovar 9»\-009; Floovm our
YouL iocas

MO ¢~~~ Time vvxswi"

Hewe A S0 (20nn D

oo TVeve«T VDovuslgpamnr
\ - \svy
Cool &se “7’r‘ho«j éﬂ‘ A
0 wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: vy Means  Teof



PARLI Debate

Lucas Tung (*7)

Round 2A 11:20am Room 333
Gov: 14 Haugen - Ernst

Judge’s Name:__ Lucds T“Vj

Opp: 2 Melo - Brar

Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge’s School Affiliation: Jans Laqun
)

PROP opp

Team Code #: A Team Code #: 2
Prop Speaker #1 Hau.aen pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 Brar pts 2e
Prop Speaker #2_ Eupet pts_27 Opp Speaker #2 pts 271

MQ\O

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 B

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authq,rity"as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the del;ater’é respond to the arguments made

by the other side 7

o Points of Information: How relevant and eff;

o Delivery: How well the debaters speak i
and easily understandable

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

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

Using the above criteria,
each debater:

Prop 1: {
‘abk‘\ aerh\x‘on, but lefs of fler words .
'3006\ Aob ?ain‘h‘zj oA now Oﬁ) didrt rcs?orvi
\.o an oﬂ(' Go\l aArde,.

* can and impasts a nwitle mexe. N\\l do aty st
your ?ciﬂfs matter?

ease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 1:
. 3@& camples, but domn’t gve wore detals

‘ tan orJd(\izt— ﬂfaumnts a WHe better

* decenl o\elim% gwA needs 10 speak a WY \ouder
and @Ry loske at e & judge.

Prop 2: Opp 2:

* Somumhat ’(\‘n?z\-cA A&\Wﬂ/ . “"W\A ﬁ%ﬂ"cg éxv\f\l“"“j “hed @ 39"4’ ?ain‘\' with Y ‘ckmbcmcy % m{ahj'“
all ovel 4 place ‘ a\-vuwum. Dol \nave ‘s?““’r More Hime elborol
‘5€<v\4\ mect  fimnd N&u\»(AO el toit\\'s. on Yhat Pcin'\- 9

. ﬂoe'ﬂ- poise and ackiculation.
TEAM CODE #: \4 onthe _ fvo wins this debate.
Brop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

Gov nad wome ﬂow’l fravework | louk Aldat ceally evplain Yaw dniie contentions uhdd Hon value:
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PARLI Debate

Natalia Mizin (*15) /(/ / { {

Round 2A 11:20am Room 337 s X i / A e
Gov: 2 Phillips - Yu Judge’s Name: A//CHO[f£ C At 2, 1
Opp: 6 Ghankota - Patel

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: Aj € n*ré /6(
PROP OPP Q
Team Code #: 2 Team Code #:
‘/J )
Prop Speaker #1 N’(\Qk pts* ) Opp Speaker #1 Aﬁ\'\\q" PP*"Q/ pts Q"g
[
Prop Speaker #2 DX\ pts >y Opp Speaker #2 AP\W\«\ Grlk(\WCOTA pts Q'%

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

each de%t r:

Prop 1: 577 LL? iiz{e [;W‘;”Wj Opp 1: 4 .S ;Ze”é/ime/zm) heheone b
(Lrgluman Ehides ONS vz
gflfwobu pse nereof COrIS) g*%f’/r\*%( define. o
lovy biome Argupment wedl.
he
95@03 bedy 9160 | oy, prasienC Benf 53,
) eye con et refucs w-0thes

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

(Prop or Qpp) .
REASON FOR DECISION: : l" AR ‘QF% ( L'VC' ]5}'
[ ) OJT' }( ¢

aases A6e)
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Meg Scott (*10)

Round 2A 11:20am Room 336 Judge’s Name: M% W

Gov: 15 Whitney - Boyle
Opp: 6 Kumar - Mishra
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: M%

Plg)P OoPP
Team Code #: l # Team Code #: @

Prop Speaker #1 Wf’h W’l/ pts % Opp Speaker #1 M’ 4 H—M pts 27-
Prop Speaker #2 ‘80\( 0 6 pts$§ Opp Speaker #2 Wn A Q ptsZ?/

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were, 6 opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments an}léuggestions for improvement to

each debater:

Prop 1: (,41 ” Opp 1: ﬂVU'Zd

- € ¢avt :
e e
Ueed coroa| rmanutes _

= m% ma !
ot alloted h% tor bdn:
- & (v n cxamfy
W Cat | , nice d(/b l()/~4000{ 4

) ESron l/lL«ﬁV’U
Prop 2: : ' | Opp2:
/\WMVV;}?N - W%%mm éZZKZW - cleawr conece, oq@aced
W

(/\(Xﬁ% d.@(”l/\lmﬁ W/L( viso _ : M//W
b\(( TEAM CODE #: @ (0 on the (. zp E wins this debate.

(Prop ‘or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: Wiat
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PARLI Debate loved v

Ceslavs Belinskis (*3)

Round 28 11:20am Room 340 Judee’s Name: (@ / Bolince:
Gov: 2 Jacobsen - Taffe 8 . oan Cinskis

Opp: 6 Ali - Bhagavatula

Parliamentary Debate/Novice JUdge s School Affiliation: CMP%WM H S.
PROP 2\ OPP
Team Code #: Team Code #:
) A\
Prop Speaker #1 V\(MMI‘%“C WX pts__ 28  Opp Speaker #1_ |/, /1 )é'&s 27

Prop Speaker #2 /Z’a,-[ T )Cl(b bﬁts 2%  Opp Speaker #2 M &‘VL A’ [ / pts 26
Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

/

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

3l(.

Prop 1: R‘MJ"“ @%‘M;’g Opp 1: \)e eol z—)@'sfe"a were yv-re&

waea;"

ae«ﬂ& Tiune uced ‘\o" e(ﬂ{ﬂk«»u‘d-
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. &

O‘Z@E’
@L o@ M%M v
TEAM CODE #: :L onthe PROP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

e endlec,

{R;:\SON FOR DECISION:
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Thelr (QdeQwe.-O. Wy  meore £ cﬁo-e_

reu orced QL{QS/A’Z«“Q‘Z & EKOW/{' c«u&( QQ



Janet Chang (*4)
Round 2A 11:20am Room 230
Gov: 2 Wheeler - Sin
Opp: 1 Cohen - Irwin

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: > [ﬁﬂd; C/Iﬂi’tﬂﬂ

Parllamentary Debate/Novice

Judge’s School Affiliation:

DyHE.
Th is hovse belleyes that “m. ght.males _cight .

PROP OPP
Team Code #: Q. Team Code #: 1—

v 8 . :
Prop Speaker #1 QM ren u )be-e\%ts Q Opp Speaker #1 CWiry  Colnen pts 2 q

Prop Speaker #2 Justin S "\ pts 27@ Opp Speaker #2 \.\\QX \Y\D\Y\ pts 27

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
ev1dence—wh1ch may include facts and references to authority as well as g_é—neral knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debat@ to the arguments made
by the other side 7
e Points of Information: Hovg;lgngd effective were the questlons and the answers
¢ Delivery: How well the debaters speak in gﬁ gamze@; commumcatlve w pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respec

1 the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater: A wBepl
0 430 OT03 2 owits betin ’ é Y2
Prop I:Aw%s?s:m‘g Opp 1 M sise Mqlvf szrt W‘ﬁ'{ /gw( fn:;‘t
Loidences Eml-wu s jm{ﬂxﬁu[,{e ) ; fl
e el s jwl g'*d M%Sym
Trfopmtromy 02548 - I wv.m\ﬂdd mere h\f;""‘“’w (Gesd ;l('{()
T |: w-a | :kir(v@‘( A little teofost. |
9&90& -t 0 ¢ d c:.umg Dt i
3’ de contict 50500 . '(’
Algie pt stzbl2
Prop 2: Awﬂas‘s. ./ D340 Opp Z:Awdfrsrs TS o e
E;W Wrmtlé?ﬂm@ 617& .
WW 43 (ﬁn T At Tnfbrmasrons O h
werd! Ok short )
&,szs‘( ok é‘wrusg ok
TEAM CODE #: i on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

(DQT:L Jelmte skills @ % S0 e mode e t2am overal dabvite better
OBopls bt tal Stapement totoo Shott made e +20m's debale Stilomert a bit

wen lk r.



m“’ A%i‘a w‘éo PARLI Debate

Janet Chang (*4)
Sz 128 f 2 \"";;\“ igv nigesvame, Jane s Chang
; y dJ
Opp: 2 Wayland - Nguyen oy = .
Parliamentary Debate/Novice ok (A‘\\‘ Judge’s School Affiliation: (P // //{’ S
Team Code #: é Team Code #: .2

SN Saoetvra,
Prop Speaker #1° MM—VA 28 Opp Speaker #1 Cébo{‘ Wﬂwlmg_pts 27’

RA Nonmb\av
Prop Speaker #2 <N _-—_\ R s S Opp Speaker #2 N\‘ﬁ% N(ANIM pts ZS )

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effectivel /y the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

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

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

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

(s B (s (‘600 Sl'loy‘t
o4 o ) Dost can W@)g &Pres;wn/ )
Opp 1: MS(S 9%019‘1 5% (fove ->los~Q

meoJ(:

T waiwm.

'%& tf EJQ toct Can be l‘*(’m-'é’c( Dl?u&‘g
uixd :Ga mmner/l)ufn;‘w?:s Cburbzcd.‘ v-ef7 cour-besjm -Hr.eM(ﬂo _B«al,n

Prop 2: flysis < = O 1350 o <ht) | Opp 2: Anofysrs @[30 (e sim'%) TSt
Cvsiarce: — Bvadence: n»rfhif 0{774 rrl:s
'4’&“”"‘5{?"?3& posts > Avgumadt:

SNy ——— jg‘maﬁ’n\(
:DEQW ﬂjg contect. 2 WY e zcofe Contacty,

AM C DE #: on the wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Team #( - better o worc . ore
Team 4 b 2 Telivery skills Athor, more crgenized £ pespeceful Jo oppone.ts,



PARLI Debate

Rajesh Ippili (*6)
Round 2A 11:20am Room 233 N . s
Gov: 3 Hopkin - Roberts Judge’s Name: fAg tsy 1PPnL \
Opp: 14 Cederborg - Peterson
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: TH S
PROP OPP
Team Code #: Ry Team Code #: \ L\

Prop Speaker #IM ts 21.S Opp Speaker #1_Yatie Conles baﬁ pts 26
Prop Speaker #ZVﬂﬂ W HW K\r})ts Opp Speaker #2 Q‘ﬁg M&P_\ pts_ 2.1

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

e debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:

. Oppl
;KM.N\M}\ o

A \n~1"\ W‘ﬂﬂf % d%#m",

Pr%ijw gord (-)rl-)pgaﬁd ankyo, ufgzd w 3~ W‘Zlaw

A 1 Cadune Axparidaly
AM"L@#\MJWMMdW Maed 40 buld o e

TEAMCODE# 3 oti” onthe PROP  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: wa “—{ W\d E\;‘M ) Oﬁﬁﬁnm’\,

ijmd%wg ;&o\m.??,{d .?Q,J‘G'Mh

S#ud'\ dL(,uuj was b0 ke YW way




TS [Lose peliere§ ok i s oy
| PARLI Debate
Steven Archibald (*15)
Round 2A 11:20am Room 219 s .
Gov: 2 Stone - Kenney Judge’s Name-mw
Opp: 1 Sutton - Sutton
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: 1 \ )
~PROP OoPP
Team Code #: —~ Team Code #: /
T
Prop Speaker #1 115111111 52407 /_pts 2§ Opp Speaker #1 g 3 pts 25

Prop Speaker #2_Ad(UY =710/ ptsH Opp Speaker #2‘_&1&@[\*\ SG %V) pts 2S5

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the depaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently fhe debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refefences to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectifely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant 4nd effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters spedk in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

. Opp 1:

et \J&w‘ cawnest &8

cend —('»dz:-a £ )zes‘Pov—5¢5 “},‘Mb wiarden Un ang. & BRSNS
ey ~L> h{WJr "‘"“7 el w oy gard

i“(&j“\{ " as ’Qd&%

Prop 2 Opf\)ﬁ&ﬁ v
o e~
Lmid Up on orvy covlents, T o & Noded 4 LBt SO
“thereq

Prop 1:

f"(\ﬁea( m@r-(w% f,f[)o:;‘( k&ﬁw &§
PP coafetion
TEAM CODE #: 2 on the ’P(‘ O P wins this debate.

(Prop or'Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Stuck o hein dell &%LE&M(W mcre o~ e
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PARLI Debate

Arna Katewa (*12) '

Round 38 2:00pm RS)om 220 Judge’s Name: Svea Katwwv= .
Gov: 10 Geller - Moss

Opp: 15 Archibald - Hohmeyer
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Judge’s School Affiliation: \(M /deuu, 7‘%}'&. \SG&M{ )

s e 1 e AR BRI mn i e e 0 B LS ATS s et e g s

PI}OP OPP
Team Code #: 0 Team Code #: / s

Prop Speaker #1__ O [“ VA MoSSpts 24’ Opp Speaker #1 E‘T‘Aw\ ’frbh'\‘oe‘kd pts 28

Prop Speaker #2 gc)cik von  pts 29 Opp Speaker #2]
6o~

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: e

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatioa rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude opinappropriate behavior

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

each debater:

Prop 1: cansrvelions - aéf@@‘/‘;"_lfoppl; CenaleweLow MW ‘
Q'MM o~ Lie olob o Repelod wan cagm/,w"’, <cawd o

anasle
O [ giveapS gy oo A4

-O(LMI‘W eveld .

redml‘ia,é—ymr,c ‘ up Rebuttrl - AL acbuttrl pon lone /’VfILL'
) eveld , Aoeve . Anaimeol cp AKL S o Al
Sl /- , 23 LINTR Ny Ll r

: Opp2: Jour

Gread AfeL el ol AU, <nF « AS
W«M /fuf.f,wywrl}w WW
%vu,(.‘/ ‘ 2 Yoo bree A %WWW
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o el .GREAT P ’m"‘/'%ﬁw-

TEAM CODE #: 15 on the OP P __. wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FORDECISION: 4460 e obid & guad b W ufo
hoor <ant - ) Rl Leoilionliond MM W :

Howenar, Lo . u@wmmwm%ufmm/
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(/\]00]0{ Pﬁ&ce (S ottaur Ob e PARLI Debate
Victor Lacombe (*14)

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 333
Gov: 10 Murphy - Yim

Judge’s Name: L AC MR =

Opp: 6 Shastry - Ippili

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: | L—\
PROP OPP
Team Code #: [O Team Code #: QD
Prop Speaker #1 Qoim Mur gl_f!.?/ pts 2o Opp Speaker #1 u"ff"( A4 Sh ag ‘/ pts 2

W‘ ’ Aot a0 (ﬁn,w«_/;iﬁ_/oﬁ

—

Prop Speaker #2 mea %\\V\ pts 2 g Opp Speaker #2 '\}Ot‘s ﬁocs& s@?‘\\\‘ pts 2k

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

Judging Criteria /

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters ;tlpport 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 /

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfu

e debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Pl'Op 1: G—eocg Opp 1:  Caeses o @Lb— .

Ccm Co. e c‘(

W‘ - - ’{
v . ot Ay . E '\,?L( et @A

. . wl \_Q

Prop Z,’A '2/( U et i‘ Opp x D AS i M \,.»n,x,4 \L\"’"'

) o5 | AE\M ( .\‘ %J\ %(» MDA .

d ) i t -
Craes& 4\,( G@Af af o LTTC LS E ‘\ b"’v
TEAM CODE #: Q on the\ O ££ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp) “
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PARLI Debate

Tim Aboudara (*16) j
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 340 s .
Gov: 6 Ghankota - Patel Judge’s Name: v DANA
Opp: 10 Scott - Crocker
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: W\.M:xﬁn
PROP OPP
Team Code #: b Team Code #: 10

Prop Speaker #1 ﬁ%\'\m QPREL/ pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 4‘-\@«“1 g(o]l+ pts 'Zq
Prop Speaker #2 A A G‘HRWY"{;‘S 27 Opp Speaker #2 4 (as (o dc{r ptszg

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Goo
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimipation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rudg¢ or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anglyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debagers support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references tg authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effegtive were the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an 6rganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer ¢
each debater:

pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: 9\'00\45 DNerroneron &
THOCovE A CEVDeus
Qoo vbﬂ"ﬂurm\ Tiveov

Opp 1: Srreon Socavwl
G (Zt:ic‘u\‘mcohs, Mavaw, Tine A QT

Coes’ oo o PO

Prop 2: cprqy Opp 2: “7rrua-j Sovaran
Zw"“ B ow (Councre 'Q)uq ’2_;""" ad F;“ow-vp SV WeIre
o we %Wﬁ b Croomue Rresummonts, Oursior o Bex

Dorr Lot VOT4 Diwrast You Be el Do Douspnyneg O OBSur Cynsts”

9;:11 Ao Frion CA‘;\'»} Jvow ' Vave ComTFioonies re  Your Avmm.,., Seh v
TEAM CODE #: \O on the OPf wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: THOMWS-'\’ Q@w Eviowa ‘..l VWALD G A

Stno
" Cron MMF TO AT o
Cwe A CAgy.” il

CQ_E?‘QT Oreogte .
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ate .

Victor Lacombe (*14)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 333
Gov: 11 Liang - Fischer

Judge’s Name: L-P‘C:& A/\E =

Opp: 10 Pineda - Schmidt L
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: {
" PROP oPP
Team Code #: \ \ Team Code #: { o

Prop Speaker #1 ﬁm V]\ (n L‘O\{E)js 27 ~ Opp Speaker #1 (7@ Y Gl pts 2 6.
Prop Speaker #2 (f\v"« ?&‘S OQ/»U( _pts 2 ? Opp Speaker #2 M.Ad 'SD n (P).n ed s 2%

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

/
/

Judging Criteria /"’/

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please o?[ggcompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:
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Y s o 08 MWM

TEAMCODE#: [ O on the Df P wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp) .
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PARLI Debate

Alisha Eastep (*5) /
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 338 » . ;o
Gov: 6 Mustafa - Salman Judge’s Name-ﬂd/ PP rsr?

Opp: 10 Fong - Hui
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: &

OPP

PROP

Team Code #: G Team Code #: 10

Prop Speaker #1 Mvm Fo pts /Zq Opp Speaker #1__ Y, ptsZF

Prop Speaker #2 50' man pts '50 Opp Speaker #2_ {onq pts 2.8
J /.

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

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anal{ze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

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

N S|
g

Opp 2:

TEAM CODE #: (9 on the wins this debate.
(Pgpp or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

ﬂ)@m f\leg AN D G 111g



PARLI Debate

Lucas Tung (*7) —

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 337 Judge’s Name: LW5 lum

Gov: 6 Wang - Bhat >

Opp: 10 Phwan - Lee o

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: (Jamnes L"adﬂ

PROP oPP /

Team Code #: © Team Code #: \o
Prop Speaker #1 an‘) pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 Phwan ts2S
Prop Speaker #2 Bloy pts 21 Opp Speaker #2 Lee pts 2F

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

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

e the topic and the arguments

Using the above criteria, please offer com
each debater:

iments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1:
. Druﬂ athicnakion and Yro(’)u,\—t‘on , lots

Opp 1:
‘“e"“"“k ) ‘F‘B\‘W( ovt youe TO\ before M\c-'\\j i+
© W inclade s\\an?os\»(wj within  corteny{ons, fave | ~ciear de{iue?«, 00 impacts fo araumm\s.

whpoiste fo brea up  contenpon ’ “ﬂ'm’ﬁﬂds oppondnt b\rtm:) P—okc\p& xme and deesn’t

tconfidons delVOry and geed  pois evEn AC n pucstiob.

‘lofs A pew ,‘,vv\mwfs in ftnal sgeecis . * Yok vandom i’aM% Yo think dbt wht ¥o say
Prop 2: Opp 2:

" Clear {llumfy, buot net Very ym‘mfc/\oud- * deceny ‘Q\“"‘y, bt very dd“"'f and  shuttercd Speechs.
. /\-rov\wn\" / repwital | - V°‘7 Lithe watrant, / evidence for claimy and rebuthis

Yoo ?\ace.

e o e no sign  pest
s not oradr'izul and ol

TEAM CODE #: 6

on the ?NE wins this debate.

(RtSp or Opp)

The "’rofrm\{\-y“ arfument was 3wt o o b0 pver  definitens. Opp grosl‘d-“{ no JMH?RV‘*“"" foc

thair dekindion, AN det of  “world Pence” Stands. Grov ?(ovw\té( more supstantiald corteriong  gnd opf
orly provided conventional exanples thot didn} [} pee corttangns



Hillary Larkin (*2)
Round 3B 2:00pm Rocom 218
Gov: 6 Muktadir - Chowhan
Opp: 10 Berman - Kos
Parllamentary Debate/Novice

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: u’,LL/LM/lI ( [ADV\L\

Judge’s School Affiliation:

PROP
Team Code #: b

Prop Speaker #IM(&MM‘S’Z/;’ Opp Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 Muk fmd} ( 1 ptsZK
. S

Ol[’P
Team Code #: O

Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker points based on

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =

27 = Good (but possibly not good

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

offered during the debate

by the other side

Delivery: How well the debaters speak in
and easily understandable
®

Using the above criteria, please offer com
each debater:

Prop 1: Orep vt 2o < Pron g
UMD R § T ARScon

WNV4 P as

Prop 2: @Naq (A
O«/(AO\\/\LLQJ\/M Q&]Kﬁ((c
T PPDachks A Robd 13 (& P

Packs < MC‘JML&JJ

Points of Information: How relevant and effectiye were the questions and the answers

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

the following scale:
Very Good
enough to qualify for elimj

Qm‘f\JrWﬂO‘f\

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

thority as well as general knowledge

an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

iments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 1: ‘CL,QOU < Convn
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TEAM CODE #:

\g‘/\%‘?*om/‘ m)\y

on the E E’i ) wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Shaik Mohideen (*6)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 339 Judge’s Name:  SSALK.  MoAZLEEN

Gov: 11 Keith - Sapers

Opp: 10 Bystrom - Kriney

Parliamentary De?atelNo ice Judge’s School Affiliation: —L"”“%‘l“" H”"*’L Sehool
2AAoleed Vi des Gares | A= e MiolodT L Behaniong
PROP] l OPP
Team Code #: , Team Code #: \O

Prop Speaker #1 ﬂya\/\ kC\')’ V  pts ad Opp Speaker #1 Ahf\\& %\\'Qﬂbm pts 97

Prop Speaker #2 8 Cn Sup 28 pts 27 Opp Speaker #2 M I’tS__.Q'6

A R Pl 5 G 3 R L b bl € e o e e R A S D B i i T A5 51

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good S/
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination younds)

/,

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters supp01t arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1{D Goced ol:zQ.mD €
wtth Py\‘a?up (r(DvJ

O Qv clesr s

® Dur- Avalyis

Oppl: © Puc . 7& o positve Side
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— Talked — medzz ,fe.r Prcj%d—ﬂﬁ-m.
SterovfS
TEAM CODE #: \ on the ?@P wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: | eqy a.\a,“m amd  errdene Wed 9

the- ‘P@f’” o (ga,qn>



PARLI Debate

Amara Cohen (*1)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 236 Judge’s Name: Avvw»\fc\ C&w\w\

Gov: 10 Lee - Smirnov

ggﬁi:a?nléirl:t;;rgztgatemovice Judge s School Affiliation: %@(‘%\PM \,‘\"ot"‘
— e OPP S
Team Code #: {o) Team Code #: 6 e ’
Prop Speaker #1 S YY‘WM\/ ptsﬁ Opp Speaker #1 Liv pts 71 //
Prop Speaker #2 LR pts27.5  Opp Speaker #2 (v S‘\/a’ /p(éi?

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 ellmmatlop/ rounds)

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer com
each debater:

pdlm hlon S
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iments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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: % A0 on the gN p wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Amara Cohen (*1)

Round 3B 2:00pm Room 236 Tudee’ : " COI'\LW
Gov: 10 Holwitz - Kay udge’s Name A OV

Opp: 6 Sivakumar - Sasi .
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: BQ){ Ke[f{lll Wﬂ\l\
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 10 Team Code #: G

Prop Speaker #1 H° lWl""?/ pts 7_0\.5 Opp Speaker #1 S (VAKU mar pts 21.%

Prop Speaker #2 K c\/"') pts 28.7 Opp Speaker #2 S S pts 21

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 r};unds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

the topic and the arguments

e debaters were to opponents and judges
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Opp l: dont vse ndence ss’ . .
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TEAM CODE #: /0 on the __prop wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: . 3 \
prop weon or ovvfj”/“"\j(«_ wling isrve, ever the °fP Vo thng issees
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\/IQW Vide, Qo-mes /gg"‘”{ PARLI Debate
] tté%\atkp %\Ury» or f%ﬁ% st S o/ﬁL/
Rocunod 3B 2|:10%psmr:?)or:r‘n(233 ) ly\'\é{ Bledc Judge’s Name: e n 2 S %fm

Gov: 6 Shah - Singh
Opp: 10 Sattler - Keith S’ { [/
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation:

PROE} oprpP

Team Code #: Team Code #: /2

Prop Speaker #1 \(0&‘{\(&(\ %h pts ?"(0 Opp Speaker #1 \«-h\\ar'S artw ptsrgvq
Prop Speaker #2 J aﬁYC‘;\ C\y\.‘/ljrpts O'LB Opp Speaker #2 RW\(a VTQA\'\'}] 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

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

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

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

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

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

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

rop 1: Oppl:/(//‘{;(/\iob 52,7‘)[,4 v 9&0// JVLG-CA
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TEAM CODE #: (0 on the j/l )[ *) Q wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp) e
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PARLI Debat

Scott Engstrom (*13
Round 3A 2:0%pm Room(233 ) Judge’s Name: Sz)ﬁ #%4 5 /Lfb/n/\

Gov; 6 Kumar - Mishra

Opp: 10 Wu - Ofman 5( l/
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation:
P(EOP OIB’
Team Code #: Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1_ MSWYTA pts Ho Opp Speaker #1 An ‘) ‘Q’ N pts V’z ?' !

Prop Speaker #2_ KWWV AV pts 9‘4’ Opp Speaker #2 S AN\ Q/\ OQ\’"‘pts g? 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 eliminafion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude’or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references tg authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively theAebaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effe
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in a
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respec

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

the debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:
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PARLI Debate

Scott Golde (*3
Round 3A 2:00pm gtoor)n 230 judge’s Name: aﬂ /dA
J .

Gov: 12 Martinez - Tarleton

Opp: 14 Cederborg - Peterson \ . (-\ q
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: &Cm pe ; 9 S\ .
PROP | OPP ., / """"
Team Code #: \ A Team Code #: ‘ L‘l

Prop Speaker #1 (DH;II TMf ’ ¢ ’f"mq ptsg(o Opp Speaker #1 P pts _;_(
Prop Speaker #2 ﬂmcs maﬂl—;nélptsg ! Opp Speaker #2__ (AN pts aéi

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

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterg’analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant a
e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respéctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

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

Prop 1: Dol 50 “ge opp1: Nervous \o-sr CQq*-\ich, (~d
s yoor shaleyy ook (5o besed ¢ eye Cosdt’ St 13k of
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TEANP CODE #: Lrl on the ‘ { 6e wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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WL%W—% PARLI Debate

Round 3B

AN

Scott Golde (*3) oo Vide? Garej”—y ¢ o E R
. 2:00pm Room 230 Judge’s Name:

Gov: 1 Cohen - lrwin

Opp:2J

acobsen - Taffe

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation: CL\‘ er \\“"&4\

oROD . e e e e OPP
Team Code #: \ Team Code #: g\

Prop Speaker #1 Snica [EXPIVN pts 3~7 Opp Speaker #1 MWM'UI(/ % ptsQ 3
Prop Speaker #ZT\‘\QX \W:;\ Y\ pts ’lé Opp Speaker #2 M@aﬁ &CD\S"CM pts /U 30

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

Using the above criteria, pl¢ase offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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%Q\\K\\On— Violent  Video
Janet Chﬁ\&%) R violnce .

Round 3B 2:00pm Room 336

Gov: 6-4shed=Sankar Sankar - Arshad
Opp: 12 Mahachek - Mclvor
Parllamentary Debate/Novice

gomes

\{My

m@Xﬁﬁ &5/\\] dgl hore
Judge’s Name: J_ahe:t df\&‘wg«
Judge’s School Affiliation; P U fH S

PROP
Team Code #: é

PP /

Prop Speaker #1SRIN | DH) SANKA pts l?%pp speaker #1( N\0® Mo gche p 27 S
Prop Speaker #2 ‘\’ M\ZAH A%HﬁD 257 g)pp Speaker #2 KC‘\SEU M(.\V i pts D—?[

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

Team Code #:

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters apfalyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenceg’to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively tHe debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in dn organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfiil the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offi
each debater;

compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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TEAM CODE #: é on the wins this debate.
(Prop of Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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* Woe\d ?Qa[ o 15 PARLI Debate
Janet Chang (*4) ) n
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 336 O\’(\’Q\ (\O\\O\Q Judge’s Name: :S'ane—t_ C}\ﬁwﬁ/
J

Gov: 3Benner Schultz

Opp: 2-GleeeEerny Fe
Parllamentary Debate/N %ICG Judge s School Affiliation: tD \/ HS

P]}j?P OPP
Team Code #: Team Code #: 2 L
NIiK ez Ferrf

Prop Speaker #1 RM Peane ptsZ ‘7.5 Opp Speaker #1 pts 2 Q Ny

Crssidg G Sz
Prop Speaker #2_Max 5daut¥ 2 pts 2’? Opp Speaker #2%_ pts 2

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

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

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

Judging Criteria

offered durmg the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatersgup guments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to 2 hority as well as general-knowledge

e ~Argumentation: How directly and effectively the deBatersTespondto the arguments made
by the other side

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an _ggg;zed 'commumcatlve\style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous and respectfulthe debaters were to opponents and judges.

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

each debater
622 &, 6150 hisor > geed ponche Q’bzclamlo malfe
& nclear, namomable , dsck + talkel st F’ JZ 33
Pl‘Op ! %& .M.Wmﬂe Opp 1 Ml& waks/ ,I werld werge J
'“M + pgcoonable, rni's topeints, y‘d [dtanes .
Iy\ rmabaw 3 Jﬁ& mation 900&' f‘hts 14
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umedt L . met 2D hstorey A, . .
3? A e T G O ocans.
(s 2 A bt ey, a (itde agglesie . s> hed 00 . & it mawIouo .
Couﬁisg ot Courtosif 3oc¢{ mannen, I
TEAM CODE #: ..3 on the Er OF wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Shaik Mohideen (*6)

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 339 Judge’s Name: ol
Gov: 2 Parina - Trimble g Stz M DEEN

Opp: 3 Ganten - Cumming

Parliamentary Debate/Novice . Judge’s School Affiliation:__ 2¥Vi rhen 9’( Stheo &
rf- WeRto W Peacz g 4,,,“4&,(%%&&&_(9.- e I—H

PROP OPP
Team Code #: 7 _ Team Code #: 3

Prop Speaker #1 J%k' PCL( (\ A pts 21{ Opp Speaker #1 SVMML{ bm% pts Zg

Prop Speaker #2_ Jidan Trimbo\e pts M Opp Speaker #2 ,/ lon (,{AMMJ ptsu

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

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

o)

pp 1:

* Giood Stavt .

— Struckansd ;Pmﬂv
— Nead do ke focused o e
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Opp 2:

PZX"""-"‘{EC“”* - Ned mer mr‘a«%@%s feink-
pern (fo" — \/u(\? Ui .

meak ‘n + Gouvtesuvy .
tho dabak pd
on the P) wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp) Gt
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MaricBorman (10} (2,
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 219 (\ M t@/\"(
Gov: 12 Boothe - Fehring Judge’s Name:
Opp: 6 Liu - Sudharsan
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: ( A w.,(,\‘
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: | 2 Team Code #: b o
'~|}\ //

Prop Speaker #1 C) rah 7L F_@/\f pg 028 Opp Speaker #1_Eni le[' LI pts r;ﬁ

Prop Speaker #2 T%(C( anﬂw pts (.;/g) Opp Speaker #2_ £ nShini Cydh, an,” | pts 'ZC?

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 rudg’or inappropriate behavior

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

ents and/or suggestions for improvement to
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AM CODE #: on the t }§ ? wins this debate.
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ebate
Mark Berman-{*10) . [Q).r
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 219 > . M
Gov: 15 Whitney - Boyle Judge’s Name: (\/P"{
Opp: 6 Doriwala - Goldberg f
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: uc-e/( ?
PROP OPP /
Team Code #: L g Team Code #: f{~ /
<
Prop Speaker #1 V“ ‘(‘f\QY pts &l Opp Speaker #1_ Cag) fz)IA ﬁg pts ;Lq
Prop Speaker #2 @0’/(@ pts 2 7’ Opp Speaker #2 AS e ey Derl wala pts_£ q
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Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: 2 7,

Prop 2: azq'

He PW?GSI*Q%

TEAM CODE #: ﬂ on the g 2@ % wins this debate.
(Prop br Opp) ‘

REASON FOll)‘EéION: Pl Geis q,wﬁo,yu_g O?MA,(( :(\

0
sts rolgu ov\—

TN
mkéu,opwtaﬁ gq%es%w :t%, %L‘Q;\ce % W@ﬁ




PARLI Debate
Hillary Larkin (*2)

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 218 Judee’s Name: l/lf L LAQALD
Gov: 6 Phan - Kumar weees e ' LAfh/l,
Vv ea L Magge’s School Affiliation:

Opp: 14 Coplin - Diaz

Parliamentary Debate/Novice
Team Code #:___| Team Code #: ‘,Q
Prop Speaker #1_@ D\‘a% y Q. ptse)/% Opp Speaker #1 Kuuanart, pts 2
prop speaker 2. Copli 0\, A pts7F- opp Speaker#2_Plagun. pts 7%

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

A AR AR ARV ISR
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@@”M : m&&& VO A D
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TEAM CODE #- L_o on the QL! ) wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Porcklen O»&@W%ﬂ/\/w pC and e chaan xC
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worl) Qe s abable PARLI Debate

Mark Cabasino (*9)

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 335 , ) Q;Lg ANO
Gov: 3 Hopkin - Roberts Judge’s Namc-/”“CA \

Opp: 6 Batra - Nambiar -
Pariiamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation:

PROP @  opp O
Team Code #: Team Code #: /

Prop Speaker #1 RD%?Z«/(J 7’8 Opp Speaker #1 éa/rm /4 8
Prop Speaker #2 H D() K( M pts % Opp Speaker #2 /V/Mﬁ \AL / pts Z‘g

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debateys support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to duthority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an grganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
Using the above criteria, please offer cgmpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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aqainst TEAM CODE #¢ @ on the ~ wins this debaté.
Dtep bR Opp)
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P , PARLI Debate
A Uw’ 3 Fane AV rv(&u{/
ark Cabasino (*9) U\)&
Round 38 2:00pm Room 335 Judee’s Name as (1)
Gov: 2 Melo - Brar 8 ' Z2Dun
Opp: 6 Al - Bhagavatula A
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP @ OPP
Team Code #: Gt Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 W Lo pts 27 '}"'/L” Opp Speaker #1 A L"
Prop Speaker #2 W‘ pts_72 Z{ 76 Opp Speaker #28H /(G%V‘A TulA pts ? 7/ 26

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

o ALL (auels © wolle oM (NTRoS — AND (on e A5 T R SPEGS

Judging Criteria 1 -
3 efmS, Ro ADMAP ) £
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic andl the a?gumerfts c

offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters sdpport arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debdters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an pfganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfu
o ALL SOEXWS : waaw o
Using the above criteria, please offer
each debater:

e debaters were to opponents and judges /

VS (NG MoRE TIME — MALMIZE e SFECHES.

mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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PARLI Debate

Lucas Tung (*7)

Round 3B 2:00pm Room 337
Gov: 14 Morgan - Bee

Judge’s Name:_ Lweas  Tany
4

Opp: 15 Arega - Vine

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation:James L,Oan
Team Code #: \4 Team Code #: 1S
Prop Speaker #1 Wraaq pts 21 Opp Speaker #1 A\-«:,&\ pts 28
Prop Speaker #2 Bee pts 26 Opp Speaker #2 Vine pis 28

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop 1: Opp I:
"qreat Blupcy and articlation . Somewhal ;) s Strong  SeliVery and tone,
1 N4 j Q
and o\wth 0ervous,, + oraant cepwttal. Good 5:1'« f""\"\f"\") & response
. good ¢7¢< contact & erapmi,uhbn. N ot /NAmmt * aoed ",vb of \‘A«v\\‘(y. /' c'“m"""h“\"j Yo delorte.
ger m), cotoniions, —shauld focws o v i%uwes  ard 4««\7/ $tate w\y/ww
yout e wins.
Prop 2: Opp 2:
'j“"\ ‘WWM)«, s Liller  words. ‘yw’r delivery and  conviction, Vef/v flnent  s0me m}j{m\&
- doesn'y <, post rosper4us, nef/ vew ogganized. | Very o1gaging duriny speech.
- didwt (w [ 2’9’ n'd contlntions. + doent MWWMTL LW dxvaeA A respanses Yo contentiong
TEAM CODE #: IS onthe__Opg __wins this debate.

(Prop or @pb)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Alisha Eastep (*5) Mv
Round 3B 2:00pm Rcom 338 Judee’s N : R
Gov: 2 Wayland - Nguyen udge’s Name:_///d¢4) 27

ggﬁi:a?n\éﬁ?akr?(teDsehb;’Ejeolzis?ce Judge’s School Affiliation: /% ﬂ%"/%;ﬁ
Team Code #: Z Team Code #: 17 /
Prop Speaker #1 N‘}UV%Y\ pts_ 29 Opp Speaker #1 %Xum\ pts 28
Prop Speaker #2_\\J( K pts ) Opp Speaker #2_ \01Kyt4 pts 77

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

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quali

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reser

for elimination rounds)
d for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refepénces to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectiv¢ly the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant
e Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respeftful the debaters were to opponents and judges

d effective were the questions and the answers
In an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

Prop 1: Bﬂaf&" .

Prop 2: ( 0& 60\0\‘

Opp 1: \Jegy wnformarive 1 | ireo
haw wii - gry nrized ;W4

Opp 2: (}A}Lﬂ //ob )

TEAM CODE #: on the wins this debate.
OR/ (Plﬁp %r Opp)
REASON FOR'DECISION:

. b v “M\’)‘CW’W | Wi, eonitin ugs
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Shubashree Venkatesh (*6)
Round 3A 2:00pm 217B

Gov: 2 Whitehill - Zaballos

Opp: 1 Feinberg - Shen
Parliamentary Debate/Novice

PROP

Team Code #: 2.

\

PARLI Debute

Judge’s Name: gL U\’#\q-ﬂl)m {éh Z—Q«blx

Judge s School Affiliation: (TY/ | 4]
‘ . o

I 7
/

OPP

Team Code #: A

Prop Speaker #1___{ pavwore [_\I)Qleg ‘Lts& Opp Speaker #1 é@\\(\(k\/\ FQ,W\\{)QV(/} pts M

Prop Speaker #2_Tineo 2. G ballcspts LZ

Opp Speaker #2_1\|

Please award each speaker points based on

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

the followmg scale:

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterg’analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate

<20 = Reserved fg

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the g

rude or inappropriate behavior

tbaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and referengés to authority as well as general knowledge

by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant and
Delivery: How well the debaters speak j
and easily understandable

each debater:

Prop 1:
Trly presfinve 9{’0/’/«3 lang
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4 °'r‘ma«7 on Heo it UN T
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iy

on the

REASON FOR DECISION:

Argumentation: How directly and effectively/the debaters respond to the arguments made

effective were the questions and the answers

an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

Courtesy: How courteous and respedtful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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W_\vms this debate.
(P#op or Opp)
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\f‘ 6\2 atay V\dﬂé 6 ('.\VV\G_"}‘ Mm]ot IZ,ld_S PARLI Debate
Vroye vViol\ent
Shubashree Venkatesh (*6)

Round 3B 2:00pm 217B Judge’s Name: ‘GA "‘-jl\'i_fA ree. \/ML@L

Gov: 2 Phillips - Yu

Opp: 1 Morasky - Berg [ }Z;M
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation:__ [V ;11
PROP orPP
Team Code #: L Team Code #: |/

Prop Speaker #1 8'\%” pts 024 Opp Speaker #1 Niva MQ& S\@s 27

Prop Speaker #2 Af n_/ pts Zég Opp Speaker #2 E\/“ -j Aﬁ— LS pts uZé

....... s

Please award each speaker points based on the following scal¢:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Yery Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualif§ for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reser¥ed for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

orip‘lerd «v(w\ﬁ )/ m_»&gb
- _AW/"'L“”A%

- Ventivy-of}- L
- P_YW / "‘/é( e

| O—;:Z 0‘C ')’GZ{V/L(I/Z{—%

- too m:w Code ol aé'\'/[&/ ‘/7«:&/ rehn il

_ mﬁ Cale 4, Aaq.\c(lylu.aﬁ- -

TEAM CODE #: / on the wins this debate.
(Pro% or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

forés é:\/' ﬂmt&}/{-n{ /CI/I/LZ/IZZM /7'Q4/%V1/fe4




WORLD PERCE 1S ATTHRINABLE
PARLI Debate

Michelle Place (*15)

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 231 ra? . —~
Gov: 2 Stone - Kenney Judge’s Name:_MNIC HELL EPLAC

Opp: 6 Kharbanda - Lee
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: B ENTZLE Y

PROP opP /
Team Code #: a Team Code #: (f,

Prop Speaker #1_ EN) NEY pts_'&& Opp Speaker #1_ KHAR BAND A pts L7

Prop Speaker#2. S TON E pts oy} Opp Speaker #2 LEE pts 7

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Goo
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimi
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rudg or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analfze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatefs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to duthority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the d¢baters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful tife debaters were to opponents and judges

each debater:

Prop 1:

TEAM CODE 4 onthe PROP  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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Vel Vo Q) i PARLI Debate” O <

Michelle Place (*15)

Round 3B 2:00pm Room 231 ) .

Gov: 6 Le - Lad Judge’s Name:_ MicHEUE PLACE

Opp: 12 Caramucci - Rice

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: BENTZEY

PROP OPP /

Team Code #: G Team Code #: j:l
Prop Speaker #1__ LA D pts Rg Opp Speaker #1 CAEAMUCC | pt 7
Prop Speaker #2 LE pts oy, Opp Speaker#2. K |C E — pts LZ

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

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ana}§ze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

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

. Prop I: Opp 1: ZOOA «OMQL-Q/FT wo(l
%@oot é}OLG-S :

a ko C/\ﬂ '

Opp 2: C(jOOOQ A’P‘Qmﬁéu/ a,QoLL
Leav PW"M amel

TEAM CODE 4: & onthe P ROP \wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp) . .

REASON EOR DECISION: /u_/w(,\_ CﬂWJlAM
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WJZ/Q Peacé /< aHa% / PARLI Dbate
James Swooney (11 —— . Lova

Gov: 6 Khan - Singal
Opp: 2 Thompson - Knight M H S
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge s School Affiliation:

PROP (é - opP
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 Q&\S‘RV\ Mma\“ pts2% Opp Speaker #1 M —//4"‘14/141}]3%7 4
-7
Prop Speaker #2 MMNst a S\\/\q ﬂ/\ G Opp Speaker #2 D\\\u C\L/‘(\V\ \qk\' pts 2 ()

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respéctful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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TEAMCODE #: < onthe O @Q wins this debate.
- (Prop’or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
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ARLI Debate lence
James Sweeney (*11) ~
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 332 Judge’s Nan& \ (/1/] N we emﬂl//
Gov: 12 Jonas-Delson - Turner AN |
Opp: 15 Kelloff - Jurgens o
Pgrliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: /% c(/ Q /
Team Code #: ‘ l‘ Team Code #: [ 5

Prop Speaker #1 WS”DQJSO"\ pts2 7 Opp Speaker #1 ! 0o Nl Vg ow / pts 2 7
DG ‘C pts 2 7

Prop Speaker #2 TucneC pts7’ K Opp Speaker #2 Pwm\‘se '

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterg analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the débaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referenges to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively/the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and £ffective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak iy an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

Using the abov;( c&iteria, please offer compliments az;l/or suggestions for improvelzlent to 6
. each debater: ¢ e U o rte Y e/ - 2-3 utates - LS Ty
Al (g, ., l,u?i&zk t (,JQM«Z‘,@’ 6
Prop 1: . Opp 1:
oD ghuds alyfn LeferreO soveld Jueg o
b v e dotoe loquend 4 (Coratles stedies bt cocl
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Prop2: v e/ ) J&tc( é’:'_e{ Opp 2:7°¢ 1lB St an.bdpcﬂi o d gddi
GO T "‘U,aﬂ// R (/«b(m OL,«,U{%%{Q 40-&éudtwb » CdC &
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TEAM CODE # |2 h ?Ebgwd'(‘etﬁtf Sl i-é Were s C,P: j,,,i’
: on the wins this debate. - ) L

pp)

v (Prop or [/(,@?W '{lé ol
REASON FOR DECISION: -
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WY \‘L \QULL& J PARLI Debate
Ama Katewa (12) | " A7\ lidd

Gov: 3 Golde - Donovan

Opp: 6 Bhatia - Prasath N .
Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation: v(a.w M e H}?@, ;1 e,éuwv& .

?Op OPP /
Team Code #: g g Team Code #: Cﬂ

<

E " "6/\ ’
Prop Speaker #1 gcan D.QHQVQZ! pts 29 Opp Speaker #1 MZ é (A étld;ft’s 28
/
Prop Speaker #2_Olsvor Golde pts A Opp Speaker #2 L-/M {l 4 5},, pts 26

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

Judge’s Name: A/‘M’ /Caz‘m ‘

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

alyze the topic and the arguments

each debater:

Propl:W&v— 7 Opp 1: v & and _cliov acvrdhnciow
or! 5 A5 haew o v Lot
Fetantstic ' Kebuttnl : Yot AatlAal teno ,
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S ol panie 2lobherad Bl 4oits  aidus
i 0/7«60”\0/\14 i AMW&(M.,O
OPP2: Ypri ac renks | il
| U vl pre  hetpr ot £ be haone

Confrelingl WM . fHeo, B U4 el Al beson
Il AdRAINATP Yo AR %ngMWL
TEAM CODE #: 3 on the PZOP- wins this debate. .

(Prop or Opp) _

REASON FOR DECISION:  Lseew Limonns fosod A,mgj W} Sy vy
sz}w aﬁM AN & Hawn~
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PARLI Debate

Emma Sutton (*8,1)
Round 38 2:00pm Room 238 Judge’s Name: Sb- AN
Gov: 6 Kumar - Shroff

Opp: 3 Belinsky - Johal ' .{
i ; Judge’s School Affiliation: F]b\\'/\ S\JC \

Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Team Code #: (0 Team Code #: 3 /

Prop Speaker #1 @\I\\rﬂ ‘?b‘ pts j‘c( Opp Speaker #1 w\\k\ pt;&'
Prop Speaker #2 K—\I\M pts_& Opp Speaker #2 & C—\\\‘N;\‘) //pts A

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude of inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyz¢ the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

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

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

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

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

each debater: L
- s e

Prop 1: %\\.p,n‘ v~ \f“\ﬁ G—‘\" Opp 1: Crw‘_\ S(t'(c,lst hw‘)’ WA‘ \J‘i {

\un ehve®
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Ry gt b | ol @ o oo lodh s
\ k . vy V! N TAL
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/___L\ '(,-q«u\ ven AW E—— ‘b't;TC ~
PI‘Op 2: Croo& 3 (‘CC.\»\ Y «—bxz‘(“ Opp 2: \r‘\tA‘cs‘l W-ovt ”3""‘“”‘3\ oy f(<-¢\
\ee ( Acad --‘p ~b W A\ sheis” o essestr 9 Q9
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\éif}) X vl R Yo o cobran,
TEAM CODE #: CQ on the Qn Q wins this debate.

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

Emma Sutton (*8,1) S
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 238 Judge’s Name: b\\' s oW

Gov: 14 Haugen - Ernst

Parliamentary Debate/Novice

Opp: 15 Pillai - Lianes S .H..
e Judge’s School Affiliation: ’:3 o \\“\ we

\ \\, WMM

wedd &9

s q e — s

Team Code #: Team Code #:

1 X
Prop Speaker #1 T-—V o «\)’ pts )-Z Opp Speaker #1 9 ‘ \\ ) pts lq—
Prop Speaker #2 \'%Q"’\j eV s 1} Opp Speaker #2 L\ anwg S pts Qb

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

each debater: \ L [,
3 cedAy b

Prop 1: (J’ﬂ’s‘ SQ“’AT o\‘" e ) Opp 1: 6‘00\* e \va“\\u} \"f e «3:‘1 -Nﬁf
it -‘Wei n “N” ) %— é\‘b p—«t'\n-o‘\‘ S k‘*'p"“' A

\’\:’\Q’\* uerbedl Q‘S°“*\°‘\ SZ0 (36"r),\-cv:c iw Yo ‘avu,@r‘“ \JQCA&\‘*"

(WO a8 octyer 09 -\“;L&.\C . \C/:iw d\'\"c\(" 4\‘\4~<‘~v COk‘\'(“470°\5 Lealre—
acteall) &

4 ‘ A
- Azl wet \J 3BV 0w\

SN b o g A5 v |V o
Prop 2: ~ Opp 2: \)m.\ Qoo & ”Qo\“"' b 3°°“:ﬁf&
‘\wu(& " OV ey weoVL_ Yo W \Hd

-\\\c v Qy u-\""’"jﬁ C‘ﬁc\"’;’—\(l’w\ ol A ‘PO\OL/-

TEAM CODE #: on the i Yo g wins this debate.
(Prop or Gpp)
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PARLI Debate

Tim Aboudara (*16) A

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 340 , )

Gov: 1 Sutton - Sutton Judge’s Name: - hon DA

Opp: 2 Wheeler - Sin

Parliamentary Debate/Novice Judge’s School Affiliation:_\ a0
PROP

Team Code #: _—X______ -~
- %
pts
Sy A

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prop I:MT. A?P%MM Opp I: (awo épuxuw :
Lo ' Cros oraeawn 61174.\'#3, Vaclp Moas
'Dwdmp e th7

Prop 2: Sppott of CAus Opp 2: %M\es Vichuar  AFF Cass st
A m% q,mm 7" ade P pucrwnts  Mevy
o~ Dy

TEAM CODE #: Z on the ( 2‘212 wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FORDECISION‘:’?W Qoo wmen Cxporoy © Bor¢
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