/Lfs house  helievar that USFG .s\MmL
alize Veufe«uual JIe O_P Wa/i)uﬂhg_ PARLI Debate

Scott Golde (*3)
Round 1A 9:00am Room 212 ) . (N \Ae
Gov: 10 Yee - Jarmel-Schneider Judge’s Name: GCQUC (3‘
Opp: 15 Booth - Pracar
Parllamentary DebateNar5|ty Judge s School Affiliation: CGWﬂ l'*&h H 3.
PROP OPP
Team Code #: lo ~ Team Code #: \ <

Prop Speaker #1 \Gd(vx\ lo( we(- S w‘fs&_‘(&g Opp Speaker #1 ﬂ)’ 477 gaéﬂ? Pts_z_z

Prop Speaker #2 MV‘ na Y“ pts 3*7 Opp Speaker #2 D&w 7 Pfafrr ptsR /

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

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the d¢baters 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 sp?(k 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:

Propl: Q\uid | qond tabopaling, [ OPPT: \ -
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Scott Golde (*3)

Round JB 9:00am Room 212
‘Gov: 10 Gerenrot - Drake
Opp: 7' McDonnel - Flores
Parllamentary DebateNarS|ty

AN M8 SRS Rl 1155 Ehd S ARSI S S e A

»

P .
Team Code #: 19

Prop Speaker #1 CWo . D\l pts
"

Prop Speaker #2 \(@\\Q_ RARNDX  pts 27

e o s A AN

Governmwent should mandate ot ones|

Opp Speaker #2

Lerv t‘c{
PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: %( Q“" (T’G \dc

Judge’s School Affiliation: C/Q‘V\'P\ ‘ ! “cld H' ?»

orp
Team Code #: 3

Opp Speaker #1 cole M(..DOVU‘”\;“ pts 9\ 7

Ay\fwl’o F'MS

pedS

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 quali
<20=

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

for elimination rounds)
ed for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Cyiteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively

offered during the debate

debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficjéntly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts apd 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 rel vant and effective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the.deb7s speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous z/a, d respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater: £r7| | o
Prop 1:
e7¢ C.M\cdf eskws.
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PARLI Debate

Tim Aboudara (*16)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 5 » . A
’ N N : oA DA
Gov: 3 Bonet - Visht Judge’s Name

Opp: 10 Lustig - Scott
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

Judge’s School Affiliation;  \AJ: ~osur

AR 710 548 AN L T

" PROP

OoPP O
Team Code #: r> Team Code #: , -
Prop Speaker #1__ Skm unon E&né‘ﬁts 28 Opp Speaker #1 L 4 %3 pts 7

Prop Speaker #2_Anish _ Visht pts_7F Opp Speaker #2 5 o pts Z3

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

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debat
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently theg’debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refergfices to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectivgly 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
e Courtesy: How courteous and regpectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

analyze the topic and the arguments

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

each debater:

\ -
Prop 1: 6’1—\.\_.,5 Opv«.'- Opp 1: 6%3 Op \\1 CAs s
Ex-tcitunx Seddat é‘_‘.\ - Shreir epmluv_‘ Sl
D UGS e~ -T‘\:\A')_' = (."UL'{) e 0T  Triuns
R b oo o Yoo B gt
o
o Opp %wq’ Ao waine Smwe R 3()3' G
Y Youeo
Prop2: (ooee> Bune or  Lhne Opp2: (ovee Botouy OF o
©oe f&bc.mj o Opp Ye'-te E s Lt
Al ¢ Ty P Mows
131“2"‘:: ™ Degare .
0 T o~ Ao s
TEAM CODE #: 5 ~ on the S?_zag wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:  Braomoe Faua Basen CAse, Mecs Tren Gnown
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The United States Tedoal

" PARLI Debate
] Guvernwert sl ol
Kumar Ramaiha (*6) mardate compulsory hetional servyce.

Round4h\ 9:00am Room 211 .
] oun CpOV IS HOH‘ Ml ; JudgesName KUMGZ @QMQIQA

O@My—
Parliamentary DebateNars‘I'FP P F (b Shin - QheVeJLﬁ-ge s School Affiliation: J Yy M ‘;lﬂ PN /‘- ‘a’ A EW\’

A 0 A kS B

PROP OPP
Team Code #: I 5 Team Code #: /71D

Prop Speaker #1 L\UM H O l pts _ﬁ_ Opp Speaker #1 pAM/ {/ ghm pts _2_8
Prop Speaker #2 KO\NG\ M[:Umpts _L Opp Speaker #2_Jvidl Mﬂ(ﬂf Shevelev pis _ﬂ

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

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debater§ analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate :
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently th€ debaters support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and references 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
Points of Information: How relevanyand effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters spéak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and

spectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

TEAM CODE #: | 6 onthe_O P [7  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

‘;A]iﬁSONmDEiSIZZM o ng/.- Roth Gbs Toans did exellewt

Job i i %W nefulbip ol Son paint -
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PIe7Godt sho lme MR Debate
~

Mark Berman (*10) ( SINaly B

Round 1A 9:00am Room 216 ~ , .

G(:;j\r/‘: 2 Clarkfglogs;? “Moore  ftéH Judge’s Name:

Opp: 6 Gao - Moza
Parliamentary DebateNan:sity

Judge’s School Affiliation: (© W E LL-

PROP 9 OPP

Team Code #: ™ Team Code #: Q

Prop Speaker #1___ M oo \k@< pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 Mozq pts_2 4
Prop Speaker #2 Clacte- Clo &)\‘/{pts 2 7 Opp Speaker #2 (hao pts 26

30 = Perfect \29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

Please award each speaker poin\t'*%s(ed on the following scale:
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judgmg Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively th¢ 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 dsbaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

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

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

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

each debater:
Prop 1:

1: _
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TEAM CODE #: 2 on the iOZ wins this debate.
w Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
lroc \n3d & Koy fowns Sppolin @@ 2rqu—h. Off protst2d
Coupter-phan, Bouers | courterpian wrs Ln i
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PARLI Debate

Natalia Mizin (*15 ) .
Round 18 9:00am Rc(som 2!4 Judge’s Name: U\ b\\o LU»S }J\ 3 \\ n

Gov: 1 Ghosal - Burgmann

Opp: 2 Carter - Whitmore
Parllamentary DebateNarsnty Judge s School Affiliation: B W” J ,é }l

/'l‘,(’ #/’e ,:77,')”,:5,} oy (2 el ”’/{!/J”ﬁ ﬂ Z
TEAM CODE #: (),,_ on the-?* OF Pwins this debate. b, s,

e it

17

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

/’T/"l FEn ”Vﬂ AL O re tirne ri.de o olhie. /Om,,,
Gop Aat meve S}m//wd GG Argsno s

pRop IS () »
Te l Team Code #: 3
g 4 - 2.9
Prop Speaker #1 B v’ Cj M V/Vi pts 3\3 Opp Speaker#lC‘,a‘rw A pts} 8 -~ ) Sff’;
Prop Speaker# 07 [‘/U S%l ; (x“‘) pts @\6 Opp Speaker #2 tmw t\f pts ,1
Please award eac speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Goo¥ (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 2420 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably ard 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\qnd references 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 relevant and &ffective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an d¢ganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
° Courtesy How courteous and respectful the debates were to opponents and judges
C/OYT\ 9 ” l”' Pr ol R ! ,»5'{_ 4 X al
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/o suggestlons for improvement to
each debater:
1: . G \ . . .
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Natalia Mizin (*15)
Round 1A 9:60am Room 214
Gov: 6 Baveja - Deshpande
Opp: 2 Hester - Yau-Weeks
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

o7

(=2

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 IMV\\ Deshpard e pts PR Opp Speaker #1

PARLI Debate
,' C/‘J//( §/V/ram

Judge s School Affiliation: / 7 / 4-9’/

Judge’s Name:

e . s RN SR 4R eSS L AR RN PSR

OPP )
_‘;\ JG‘ ’jf

g

Team Code #:

kpts g_?

Qu-
Prop %eaker #2 S\'\N\\Bb\v%\q pts Q\\" Opp Speaker #2_( A(éggd}( ! \:‘SE Skfx pts ig

Please award each speaker p 'nts based on the followmg scale:

30 =Per

t 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

dging Criteria
the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectiv
offered during the debate

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

by the other side

the debaters support arguments with

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

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organiz

and easily understandable

Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters we

‘ths honst helitvas Pk fue VLG choukd \(

Using the above criteria, please offer comphments and/or su

each debater:

Q

, communicative style that is pleasant

to opponents and judges

?, v Ko “ic
tlo for improvement to )
vt WA~
Opp 1:
G,‘Q/,}pom“‘l t‘axtlﬂ‘ll ”W"Jja-r’(
eru Spe rgeo - P

Opp2: Ppgg 2 FC Voiee\ o fieche

pe b iial e £ e #

HIPEN i irs (/(.'"'f‘c/

(] A N

wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate
Tim Aboudara (*16) A
Round 1B 9:00am Room 5 > .
Gov:3 Deng - Visht Judge’s Name:_1 3 0w 0yavm
Opp: 4 Su - Her
Parllamentary DebateNarsnty Judge s School Affiliation: Wiwsbsu‘VL
PROP 6 oPP LI‘
Team Code #: Team Code #:

l
Prop Speaker #1 K("Sh Vf‘Sb L pts Zq Opp Speaker #1 A'WMO[ A Sw pts ZQ

Prop Speaker #2 Heu.'(\ Dm‘i pts Zg Opp Speaker #2 E!«Wlu H-e/v pts %

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria -
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the 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 au‘thonty as well as general knowledge

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

e Points of Information: How relevant and eff@ctlve were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ay/orgamzed 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 off
each debater:

compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop R Voy Crona épm\uz,l/'an_ Opp I#Q‘HM QPM .
Ao Facg Mo Yoo é‘)éng © Govv Loz Rwurs 15 AFE s
° Buitr B Grnoy Rpose L » Moo POL: it
(F?,O(‘JD Asoqta éy&) l}arun.s O-D'I OuE {:n“‘a' A \)'.h7
v hus ow meuy e P, b\omu_, How THe PFE CAse DN \T
o .
ovg% Do, oAt Mot TS YWagane Test
s WV‘M“':B\'\“G wol
Prop 2: — ——| Opp 2@ gm\) Sporunz
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Wty “3 VALt UL T Lovegal
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» O Vow Youre Tmet Hone
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TEAMCODE# 5 on the Yo wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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PARLI Debate
Kimberley Haulk (*12) ! <
Round 1A 9:00am Room 76 Judge’s Name: .| MM\\,\\ M( ‘4

Gov: 6 Ganguli - Sanghvi
Opp: 3 Jones - McKinney

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: Sa s YW av tn
PROP (’)PP3
Team Code #: Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 670 N 3 vl ‘ pts_ 21 opp Speaker #1 Toves pts_ 2R

Prop Speaker #2 ﬁg N 9 é, Z) ' pts_Z9 Opp Speaker #2 /VZO [4 (W V\,'e*/ pts _2;4'
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

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

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

¢ Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debagets respond to the arguments made
by the other side

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

e debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer ¢
each debater:

pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: Q\MHB’@L@ Opp 1: Oa\\w\ Apvtesnov -\-vhqom*'i
Mww ol S \Qc”" @qvt‘.Es o€ A\Sva V-%

W arcpvwews. (xso Lo -

Cpwnion /

. . NP SIS
Prop 2: \u—Qa$$WQ "’@wl ' Opp 2: @‘Cﬁ““g‘é ZS\N\__g \4.3:-
e ggod spadd 0 gt dedonug o ¢
W Ve~ © e
Cnd ace\enr &LM\V‘\“'*S“‘D Qroﬂ\-&.o—é\- &M

M Co Bk

TEAM CODE #: ( 0 on the Eﬂr? (wins this debate.
(Prop or Gpp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
(avxav»&w’ ‘%‘(vv\% Neavyow, < Cm 1‘@1&%«&\«‘
O)D st Qe Wiguuydrmas ad]l Tverr Reosews wrere AOH




(Wsolunn: VS lave Suawd Mandae Wahird
PARLI Debate Seva &g

Kimberley Haulk (*12) M
Round 18 9:00am Room 76 Judee’s N :
Gov: 2 O"Rafferty - Basrai udge’s Name v

Opp: 3 Hinchliff - Koshkin
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation:

PROP } B oen e
Team Code #: 7 Team Code #: Z

PropSpeaker#IAmgﬂ_Q%&wts 7 € Opp Speaker #1 !4 (U\Q Y,S)Hw“)pts 7 +
Prop Speaker#zm&l&m_ pts 2;6 Opp Speaker #2 “(M&! HSH!}“% pts Z;Ce

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 s

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters yp/j)ort 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 effeetive were the questions and the answers

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

® Courtesy: How courteous and respect

the debaters were to opponents and judges

Prop 2: \/\a,é %\N\U‘@‘L’ Oppé: \WMMW \.\.,_9?(- W

\;-euu&&rwv- 2 L ) Qom@ ‘ \9,
QoI ok SO DAV g




PARLI Debate
Lucas Tung (*7)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 4
Gov: 2 Jayasuriya - Pashman
Opp: 9 Sinha - Almeida

Judge’s Name:_L_Uas Tw’@

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: J)_GWS Lago\n
Team Code #: 2L Team Code #: q
Prop Speaker #1 ?ashrmn pts 23 Opp Speaker #1 Snha pts 21
Prop Speaker #2 .)a\)mt.u( ) }m pts 22 Opp Speaker #2. A\mMedda pts 28

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

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

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the;/
by the other side

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

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

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

port arguments with
ority as well as general knowledge
aters respond to the arguments made

Using the above criteria, pleas
each debater:

ffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

~Prop 1: / Opp 1: :
qrest projech®™™, bat tots  filer words [-swas o bt vive spesking. Yoy Huent, but
. \ ots of filler words .
RF/\'W( case- Cordentions 5(-(1\0\ lots ofF Yt _t )
55‘)'" s ‘“""n()" in d;ﬁm;«'\ words. poet Fime rogent (15 5ec {or‘ Gov febuﬂ“'\;)
rge TR pntng " INR wmstk very organizet. Con inclede some clear

e( |
: ro\o\‘n‘w\y ear VAR, but can Sign- ot vavers more. NaAEC isauley

Prop 2: Opp 2:
-3“”‘, .\,0“‘_ R'\A -ﬂ“{,\?‘ $’(rw\:] (Ba.cfhj /M,\A(,\::\;_‘;e -30.4 {\uﬂ&c){ ﬁ\'\& oy-a,mv/\':qn, Roo¢ ‘\'CM& ‘WOM"J"
~orao\m‘zq wee, doese Q,Li:qwal mpX v«/ muelh - didny eﬂw\d ‘m\»o\s \rerf o . Snoald impEove Scope

*gholld work on comvless{rg H}‘ points and “ﬁ"&j of onalysis in peputtals.
up foc voker insues.

TEAM CODE #: PN onthe_ProP  wins this debate.

(Fropor Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

{ aqree wth On> Yvway Gov ?\nn < weak and \rnou.e_ Howewtr, ity st a,?«f{‘ﬁ C‘Munh b
3@\ Y access be dic '\mgndS. Gov wing on  \ine b)‘ ine [ ng PRutinl 1o Gov ‘,.Awwhrg. 00\7 fecponse
was bastelly cCtatemont of Atsrkdm'moc.. Nedhor side @crended impacty Very well. (3o Reckny nt m\>, (evisited |
(o\\'An'*\- vote on this but Opp prob should uave v & CP jafold ot guit “ad ba"*)




Lucas Tung (*7)

Round 1B 9:00am Room 4

Gov: 4 Vadrevu - Nanda
Opp: 14 Lacombe - Appel
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: Lutas Tqu
J

Judge’s School Affiliation: Jamvs LOSAh

OoPP

PROP
Team Code #: H Team Code #: il
Prop Speaker #1 Nanda pts_2A Opp Speaker #1 Lncomboe pts 28
Prop Speaker #2___ \(dAvrevu pts 24 Opp Speaker #2 pts 22

A?Po\

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

by the other side

and easily understandable
®

/

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters sup
evidence—which may include facts and references to au
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the de

arguments with
ty as well as general knowledge
ers respond to the arguments made

Points of Information: How relevant and effeCtive were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speak ?

organized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

each debater:

/
Prop 1: /
et atianlation & ﬂw
20“4’“.\'\‘:»\“)/ detniled preytr & apservations
©impax 0T cenlly :kraxu& sheongly
© ) amwer 1“%‘\'00& dq.r'\(\g u{mr')l echn.
. 3“& confidence and conwefton ‘N debvery .

.
Y

Prop 2:
-Soodt {\M“]’- mnAwl/ pauses = twnye / ova“ﬂlz*'
. M\I'\“fhot. 2 wae, more of a defensive \ock. Gord
PO-'\“’(, et Nomanique fo plan.
- indusive imgack with "only 30 wra”, But cort have oth,

Gl

Opp 1:

'30oé: Ae\(v‘-y, \Wf" \oYs of ‘Q\.“fr wm-és

P impax makt sene, but how (v Plan links i
0ot dearly shated. Wi = cartt afford college 7755
sod yeter sabey U pyowd Mll)/ ﬂ)‘an\\{-\) the ;mP,\d’s
ot Gov advanitages .
Opp 2:

« fantmiic  delivery tont and arkicu\ation.

L make ok of impact claith wilhost a lob of vearrants (desth,
suiche | Povecky, verean suieide-).

. 3604 Or:]am 12kt

TEAM CODKE #: on the Oﬁg wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
Gov Yo Wad o bt Y's never made dear how Yais will Coaporct comamn)

TH 7:“ o\AVnV\‘\ﬂSe Wes won

ﬂf"‘\/ ComTf'eh%w( ?\nn ek
The Opp's arqumint ¥t & nonant gue
then beomes Yhat Yo Plan will vaquey mape aommmnties befter. Gow? Opy
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Kumar Ramaiha (*6) wst  pE W1 WO
‘, Roun.d_‘rQ:OOam Room 211 :

) ’ &
¢ov i Coo —Cﬁ:ggj’“dgemame KUMAR ([EAMA(BY

— ¢ -~ - o
Pariamentary DebateNVarsf { = Larzone = LERA . school Affiliation: ] 11424 L é-‘f“ JProwo

PROP OPP -

PARLI Debate

Team Code #: \ 1 Team Code #: [S
Prop Speaker #1 Cad pts ;2 £ Opp Speaker #1 \/‘5\‘\\ pts 6
Prop Speaker #2 Gl ((:\JCS \3\) pts 3, 6 Opp Speaker #2 \,QY\I,QV\{’ pts 2?

S LA p i 3 R TS b o — e AR AN 3

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

e

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters an
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debeters 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 €ffective were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak i an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respgctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

ze the topic and the arguments

on the E rd ﬁ wins this debate. )’

TEAM CODE #:
: (Prop or Opp)

REASO%I;:’I:EC;S/K::; w¥ ble Jo CmW“'""f[y - ol Zla
Mw@’fﬁm by prop Tam - prp Toawe aleo Gt EMWQ






PARLI Debate
Hillary Larkin (*2)

Round 1A 9:00am Rcom 70 Judse’s Name: u’ 1L AU W2

Gov: 4 Gupta - Maitra nege’s Name { L =

Opp: 12 Colenbrander - Katewa

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation:
Team Code #: L/f Team Code #: !Z- g_
Prop Speaker #1 '/7] Y ’ﬂ /‘6{ pts 2.1 Opp Speaker #1 E‘.\/O\‘JL @ WA _\Upts L 8 %

»

\

V\_O/Lm

Prop Speaker #2 M a 1r Y-  pts ,),(o Opp Speaker #2 CO }Qn«k‘f A /(C r pts_H
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 - iriappropriate behavior >
Judging Criteria /’""
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters ana}],y/ze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate s

e

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debatérs support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references t6 authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respec

HS?/V\/UV\}\O\Q

1 the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1:good eondlaanae, bt PO pesance « :
iy St G I e Do
M2d% D Slovs dowrn) U500 Ongpguin oo~ Y ouepg i

Prop 2: W’N ) f / Opp 2: oA au\ol.e/v\C? ~- S)/V\,W\_A/b
S0 nee A to sbhww 2% W - st
et MOVE - Downds %004 Use OY) Vo o .

AP pL Puca S Welh ONGUMAR (25 0P SN,
«bﬁfog@w /&fvorb"g

TEAMCODE#: | 7 on the bj;g ) wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

Ao 02 A tdise T WeAD |, ook o
4o o (PWWDL“%%MW



PARLI Debate

Hillary Larkin (*2)

Round 18 9:00am Room 70

Gov: 12 Fehring - Masters
Opp: 6 Moturi - Datta
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

Judge’s Name: U(\ Llei Lagk A

Judge s School Affiliation:

AP Y L 4D > OB At s e L A LD 7

OPP
Team Code #: 6

PROP
172

Prop Speaker #1 Cble. Fékrinq pts (LQ' Opp Speaker #1 A}q;. [}4 then pts’Lq'
Prop Speaker #2 __}‘(ma T,\’é‘;‘l’ﬂ’é pts ’l;-]— Opp Speaker #2 gmprefﬂn Mo'mr pts /L’lf

Team Code #:

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 apalyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

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

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

e Points of Information: How relev,

® Delivery: How well the debater
and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous

<

“rasrdwes Fr PN

t 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, pl ase offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

OPP 1 oD A U< D)y vo (R

(””"} A A

e
Powadp e

Prop 2: W%
M,QLQ ‘o <l oW
oo Ahean 40 0\{]5\'\/
AHSYowy- B Aot
ﬁngDoQ &/\ co~taich

"ML AS w© Srand muo e Skl .
=N d’s.c:;)vﬁa wied ? »’mw'z(@
Ve .

Opp 2:Co —Q,V\ %(_03 M/\

C“% e M\"‘M W S "cu/\%-»
SNOW ARG C dv/b«,—mﬁm Wik

('[70-\"{/&/\_

TEAM CODE #: ( L on the O  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: . .
g K v Mmore—> o(»\c«/% Lernhu S ﬁ\v—fb
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Susie Barton (*13)

Round 1A 9:00am Room 215

Gov: 1 Nagarajan - Wolf-Jacobs
Opp: 3 Firsov - Kwak
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

PROP
Team Code #:

e (ecrai .
bARLI Debatj‘ml Ve of marJuan

Judge’s Name: SU&E %I“*‘U 1

1
Judge’s School Affiliation: Ao ‘\}a'u ‘1
OPP
Team Code #: 7\

Ptsﬂ_ 50pp Speaker #1 KVVOK K

pts ;ﬂ Opp Speaker #2 6 WS oV
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)

pts 26?
pts 23 5

Prop Speaker #1_W 0 ¢ 'l()\( (Y39

Prop Speaker #2._ N O\Q\,&Va.})ah

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 autho/r,it'y as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

e debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:

Maryjrnan
Prop 1: A Ovp 1 DAWA Rec ) ¢
6&»4& ek ’érmoese PP meﬂ’ fP;;. Spags] ,‘CDM prs?
167 ks U g ool O L " B b
o ot s o Car ALY
! "'J'Z,ot? e G ok ,
Prop2: Q{M 1o el Opp 2: V“M\'S #.S rfw"“ v Mf o
Y a,,(dw&h 4o Lad” s Ab'y
%& ,Q,,am. —~ (5004 Couv ’M‘gj &Msﬁélun/”
QG \ W fas Sk\l\ i l‘”ﬁ’

3 on the QE ! wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

TEAM CODE #:

REASON FOR DECISION:

V@V7 300”( Md&-goﬂ\ sdes gHOnj - OfP- whs
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Susie Barton (*13)
Round 1B 9:00am Room 215
Gov: 4 Bardalai - Rangwala

eklith & COMM Judt

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: Q‘;(/ 8\6— BW_/_OV]

Opp: 12 Cheng - Shifs
Parllamentary DebateNarsﬁy

PROP
Team Code #:

Judge s School Affiliation: L&m_@ﬂ %/lf)/

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 é &’lf \‘J[da;

pts 9\.%

OPP
12

e \/\
pts Opp Speaker #1__ )

[ XS

Prop Speaker #2 RM{SJ&\(&

Please award each speaker point

27 =
26-25 = Fair

offered during the debate

evidence—which may include
Argumentation: How directly
by the other side

and easily understandable
[ ]

Using the above criteria, please offer complj

each debater:

NS wm(z::r’(
Fhss —@eo rcﬂz
&9!‘ off f’rs.
,,.[(wfv/

\ o= Wb e
O e §

TEAM CODE #:

Prop 2:

the. et

24-20 = Poor

Points of Information: How relevant and effective
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an org

bn‘n&
tz?“
Aw foz; ‘

Opp Speaker #2 C )\Q ~y

Judging Criteria

facts and references to authori
and effectively the debaters

3000( =Y6%
f/ﬂohl«’e
o by

Opp 2:

Chva s
omA wlamL

fivanc M\

[

REASON FOR DECISION:

Overall both ttams a#wed M&Z;\M I/er)/
off
/@éﬂ:l‘t Frop side ped o ey (gol

Ca‘,ﬂ,c dObUVl ‘1‘0 Mmore

ljery dooof

(Prop or Opp)

0 m‘l"s made

s based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =

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

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

O 1 pyellent clelwiory Shyle-

Very Good

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

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

s well as general knowledge

spond to the arguments made

re the questions and the answers
Zed, communicative style that is pleasant

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

ents and/or suggestions for improvement to

“y

ments, gow(feﬁ/%
Qgﬁve;sn\/e sty le backey

d“’( eﬁ 4"1,9 /c

td ebe o kon of o
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.S, wovld
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on the Oﬂ wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate

Jonathan Miller (*10)
Round 1A 9:00am Section7  7*
Gov: 15 Modi - Hemerling
Opp: 4 Khan - Sharma

2\ TA
A Judge’s Name; M 1L 6&

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: [owdLL
PROP OPP
E L
Team Code #: = Team Code #: ]
Prop Speaker #1 MoDL pts &q Opp Speaker #1 K l\\/t\l\) pts 9 8

Prop Speaker #2 GE MY KL\N C\‘pts a é“ Opp Speaker #2 S*\)Q(U\’\ A pts a ?-‘

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
. 27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fﬁ‘ii;\ 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 dit ctly 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 §;<:ak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

Usilig the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:

nts and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: Steeng fornds- Opp 1:+ WRakmesses hs |
- ¥é - N \ {lo s - Thig (z€J§
o S g, S ~CoonNe Ml i) G
/ " NG+ vs. ( oh. b1 S(r‘/ Sb.(
e ~ il Jee b~ ectewt Assulian
— kot S é‘( "’""4“”\ “ﬂ)}q‘) (;tw&sz < J{;:-: s psqchehic Bharer() mords,
" por o mMunchi@s | whare gWere 1§ sl g 4’* P bevor
F Mo lice ?mé\ce, hallscraedis G fresot- belawers les )
()D ~ b greal or ot Pt e hkedine Vrov,d €o
Opp 2: MR ,gw Q/b/‘-A—U rU&;EQ/\H J//-Qd&("
g bla - Yo
underc Nuesy blade  mockes . |
('/:;S) ohecks A oo & Cmres T RIS TRX RSVEUES 3/21“’0\
- Qoo | k)s e Thx GIROW povio BT XEIRReD B84 SirLitRS TP
—-I:»f?mﬁf[);'w{/,sié 37 Ml 3o iy o O FRoTICTS — Wi pRoDVCTS7 AEW

é wal Pl 1ho¥ R4
I/)(,[')&’\JJ [ack 4}5?‘"\3 r“ P}QO‘P

TEAM CODE #: on the

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: ]
- — € 0. 0.'5
,—@g‘_,p Cavs OSTreNe , c«»-&s?@vl/ ogf‘f‘:”“‘"’" T, BT g ’
- @ﬁﬁz PrsW W UnsvBsTefTiAme> RougreRs ATRBAD o foT

Prop 2:
- Kplbv\ag‘\n fQjurs TE, adds  ace

wins this debate.
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PARLI Debate
Jonathan Miller (*10) " A\ TA

Round 1B 9:00am Section 8 s .

Gov: 3 Siu - Stankus r Judge’s Name:__ (W 1L.C GK

Opp: 6 Meswani - Yoo

Parhamentary DebateNarsﬂy Judge s School Affiliation: (_6\\‘ U.J -

PROP R OPP

Team Code # 3 Team Code #: CD
Prop Speaker #1 STovKNS pts Al Opp Speaker #1 \'IOO pts/Z'O
Prop Speaker #2 S \):[ pts sz Opp Speaker #2 ME SWAN \ pts a 8

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

o Points of Information: How relevant and effective

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

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

e the questions and the answers
unicative style that is pleasant

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

i el
Prop 1: Opp 1: L’{oo W ?H'r_ulw‘ way @ A
Suq ) .@r US [\1 'AQ%V\‘*-W'&JI'-’\_S QN% S?l@k“lf \bdtw\ , (’k,‘[)

~ crac € | _
&lr‘“ﬂ“ﬁ‘)&nﬁ%ﬁ{—‘ (ov S ‘qu—u Wiy CaszD oN 3uceemefie 1P cm."‘/‘
@5

WIMO»\ reg c:‘s,-—- P [\/°' CoNNECT
MILITARY WA Fo A0AL]

Prop2: SUPRI i, DI CENT] Opp 2:
TEAM CODE #: C) onthe OF P wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp) N '\}
REASON FOR DECISION: RN s> pRPY PO

ON ’QP)(,,OL/ ™. -
OWE* (/}”&{g Baishz, FT)EW;RT:;V}J Qv REAgTe> rReP G ""'5 T
70 62 j C ‘rKubU’bJj JRPOR_ A [DEmcRRLIS VD U PW\/ LS. —
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PARLI Debate
Victor Lacombe (*14) L
Round 2B 11:20am Room 76 s . —
Gov: 6 Gao - Moza Judge’s Name: ACom BE
Opp: 10 Yee - Jarmel-Schneider
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: \ u
PROP \ OPP
Team Code #: (‘:) Team Code #: | ©
Tdel
Prop Speaker #1 Moz, pts 29 Opp Speaker #1 Sgdeg h‘/wl-&,\mﬁ‘ Z)Lts 29

Prop Speaker #2 ﬁ)ao pts 29 Opp Speaker #2 ‘\'D V\‘\‘”\ nna Ye,e pts 29

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 effectlvely the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side 7

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:

PI'Op 1: U W) J -Lo\x_c.u/l J(J Opp 1: UKQ»—% Q,,QQJ:M.L < /‘. Q,.e;.,f"-u?\

SO S A SN S N e

N e
PI'Op 2 V'QJ\Z /}L.&—JJ{ by LA .,‘t /) Opp 2: P M,zﬁ,&.,ﬂ\—wﬁ( W ~

C"Q“‘"‘“—\ 31'\9....:,/ K.-\'

TEAM CODE #: k @) on the P {{ Qf wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: |/ Tow <<« Ty S, ol weelL

ATF u a. IR -a)k %;L.Q:Q asmBudern, owl
RS cxfms-«f = e
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PARLI Debate

Tariq Mustafa (*6) 07 E {fg
Round 2A 11:20am Room 4 ) .

Gov: 9 Sinha - Almeida Judge’s Name: a3 7
Opp: 10 Gerenrot - Drake

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: TRVINGTON H S
PROP orPP o
Team Code #: 7 Team Code #: /

Prop Speaker #1 2 ?( g‘“’“> pts 27 Opp Speaker #1 = g( Gﬁwnﬂ#) pts 7/8#

Prop Speaker #2 2F ( A’@”""'L / pts 27 Opp Speaker #2 2 F (D sch) 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
N

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonahly 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 fattg 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 otganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

each debater: | | o
_.f';awpf :ﬁw &Ja,a,\:f' R PRTRY 6-6 — Cd‘/t - VC’:} ")assxtw .

Prop 1: ik greed & rek adition . Opp}: c— A ”(7’/. Stertaf 's;( Cw’,,(i;pﬁ:jwﬂj‘dx ,
T T ey ety s
net e i \ { ; =51
ot Nae el if‘“ﬂw‘ st eI
;tt\; C&/&AAJ’ V‘-} 0&6-/ ftﬂhtuu) . AN
—~ ol Aire
Prop 2: Opp 2:
ol o~ ) L
— s GOf = $I6T, e X $FT — bl fgees
- Siwdd Ao dtern 1w }Dc\jc‘*"u?/
W/Mlmﬂd op pl 5 P)( :
TEAM CODE #: [O onthe O [ZP  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: bt ! _,é?, 4. PR s

op? %M‘. ZA. drbade “'c"a éﬂsl'o'[ij &= kﬁ‘\@"{\f* ﬁ‘vmf e
bosts. Pro® ot et e ofomd wcu! Omd et doct on Wﬂj
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PARLI Debate

Arna Katewa (*12)
Round 2B 11:20am Room 211 s . . .
Gov: 10 Lustig - Scott Judge’s Name: ﬁl’ A /Caszm

Opp: 2 Clark-Clough - Moore
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

° .
Judge’s School Affiliation: \'aor Mpreia #7&, Leborl.

PROP OPP
Team Code #: , O . Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 {4 Ure G L :.?ts Opp Speaker #1 pts
Prop Speaker #2 S, / < £ @ ,—_!' pts Opp Speaker #2 pts

Please award each speaker points based on the following scales

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectivel
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facté and references to authority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly /aﬁd effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

he debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

by the other side

e Points of Information: H;)g/relevant and effective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the dgbaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandab)é

e Courtesy: How courtedus 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: Opp 1:

Teame 10 giomedds up ﬂé{d/ wm?;_fm OQOMA;N;:{.
. ~ m #2101 zom 2 plol
e | T
oz ) _ , _
Prop 2: Opp2: Panecol oo Uie Dveeeldy’s

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

REASON FOR DECISION:

Opp V1D~ Show
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PARLI Debate
Michelle Place ('15) (5.4 D)
Round 2A 11:20am 217A () ) . ICHELLE PLAC
Gov: 10 Shin - Shevelev fu Judge’s Name: 1 €
Opp: 6 Ganguli - Sanghvi
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: Bernrtrey
PROP oPP
Team Code #: 10 Team Code #: 'C-,
Prop Speaker #1 SHEVEL ev pts;;! ) Opp Speaker #1_ & ANGUL L] ptS_;Z

Prop Speaker #2 SHIN pts&—7 Opp Speaker #2 SANeHV] ptsg 8

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior
7
// .
Judgjng Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectjyély the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate pd

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 digeét'ly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side yd

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 unders.tﬁndable

o Courtesy: Hyr"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 2: Opp 2: 900& 2 Pt ‘.
cdaool oypeclest, A ot Mga/yufb/co'{
oo i~

TEAM CODE #: é onthe O P P wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: 1 anord n“j
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TR ’W‘N" oo bard in Mre hond Vs wor e pore ans koo m e bush .
PARLI Debate

Jeffrey Eng (*10) 4 g ; &U)(
Round 2A 11:20am Room 215 Judge’s Name:
Gov: 6 Moturi - Datta

Lowell . h
Opp: 4 Vadrevu - Nanda , e Jdwe {-—( L
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: 3

Team Code #: J Cp Team Code #: (EPE) 4
Prop Speaker #1 M 0 TV\Yi pts?/g Opp Speaker #1 14 18 [y A //,, A (L{ pts 7%
Prop Speaker #2 D d ﬁd pts Zg Opp Speaker #2 UQb ey ptszg

Please award Kach speaker points based on the following scale:
30 =Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 =\GQOd (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair \251\-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 &ffectively 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 in\an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the

baters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments
each debater:

d/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: \/0“5 &docﬁ Q;\gr@& el e tullent cadm Qppmao(q
o mouch «*ocju\'j g, motew Wale e rnamé, redondand”
e

s dv.:;‘(f‘&o{—-& P «X Lo dua("
. 1k Yoo Ceeat ofga 32
v good delusy 8 e | omz \ TR0 G CIT T

eye cotruct Cood Unte pepelis &

nice dolor on pod s
TEAM CODE #: O PP L} on the O(PP wins this debate. i&

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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This hovae Lelleves Yol oL Wl 1y He. hhow
® worth vwere thon e lV\lT\/C/ b%v\d PARLI Debate

Victor Lacombe (*14) L
Round 2A 11:20am Room 76 > . —
Gov: 4 Khan - Sharma Judge’s Name: AC S MILE
Opp: 6 Baveja - Deshpande
Parliamentary DebateNarsity Judge s School Affiliation: \ L—e
PROP OPP
Team Code #: 4 Team Code #: ({)
Jomaya
Prop Speaker #1 K han ts 'L% Opp Speaker #1 :DQS"\ pan d/t pts ¥
H el
Prop Speaker #2 ShaymMa Pts 27 Opp Speaker #2 aveia pts 2.8

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

e Evidence: How appropriately and efﬁc1ently 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 3

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’"joffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: :

Prop I: <8 3[\ o ,‘ H Opp I: Gao-t CL)\R{{»V\«-E«TI {f—u\
- . N

%/C\/LQ‘ . & Q.,Lk‘n._n\_ -“T \V\'L’t m‘,q.u‘ 3 v /\J o, (_X‘t/l &

Prop 2: N G Dpea Voo Opp2: Geuvl mequr‘zw;\
‘ < N ¢ e St
U-Brree -\ RACN % 'y c,gs«e-» (-L(z\-k
Joriadl,  ooefiadriag I
TEAM CODE #: Lo on the @P P wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp) P Rang -

REASON FOR DECISION: ‘:3.;(14 e L Ran . MMW m P
®q° p CQ_‘_,LO a Cﬁ-&@j \/Q)Q w_u T G " >y
Y el CQenfora_af w Y- JRWE, P B
T Tex 0%
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B wadle L”’OW?//[‘“ e / ARLI Debate
James Sweeney (*11) -LLW Z L /L,O « ELI @
Gov: 12 Cheng - Shifs. Judge’s Name;_| LUA éém.ﬂ/

Opp: 3 Siu - Stankus
Parllamentary DebateNarsﬂy Judge s School Affiliation: /% ﬂ g

— e OPP
Team Code # EL Team Code #: 2

- ]
Prop Speaker #1 5 "\ l E S pts ‘E 6 Opp Speaker #1 %Vid{ GGMC z i pts M
Prop Speaker #2 C L\ij pts_’)g Opp Speaker #2 Qo@kfe g‘f&mkﬁ 7 _Ppts

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg seale
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 fo;,r(ide 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 deb,aters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references,to authority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

Opp 1: @

(/.orvk \ Lf/ /‘9{“7 aA

ol Mt e enl e hant
lﬂca“-& 4 L2 AZ‘Z(&A’E() ‘B(/’t C&kg\/f/-t ()&Qﬁfv(

uztdjjj 5 {W\ | mwgush muke@ e

B 'T{)p&c(,e\ﬂ M (55K (( Og; el s aladb dpwed
et ' »rd 1C
by \,W.% SO pebsel| ewf&me @ CpL, coet?
0w Cpeaed by el vle s
TEAM CODE #: lvzf on the(piléi[:aﬁ w::;:7 this dgate 0 ml/) j (2‘\ gv‘%

Y:jl%sﬁioﬁécmgiwa S W & enlitne &W)/‘o c—j é < 7J‘t<,/\
TCJ%E%&P 4 L ted \?Va,e o4 OfPyes- o \/ —ere s,
B otle < Mes &3(%0 coel [
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James Sweeney (*11)
Round 2B 11:20am Room 214

Gov: 12 Colenbrander - Katew

Opp: 3 Li- Qian
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity
PROP
Team Code #: } Z/

Prop Speaker #1 C,OIQI\ ‘D m/tge(‘ ptsM Opp Speaker #1 Aus'ffh Li
pts% Opp Speaker #2 Mf"l{j Q;af)

Prop Speaker #2 }< a \'e ki

é(pcé

PARLI Debate

dge’s Name: \\} A (g;é“p‘//l

Judge’s School Affiliation: M#C /

OPP

W28
Wz

Team Code #:

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

offered during the debate

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

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, speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable

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

4

7

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

each debater:

£X \av o fos £\
sul )‘ééww’c\}% b:war'(

Uel o 57909 ciorde’ ﬂuwﬁ

e bade
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bm ﬂiw rla o/ (4«1'

TEAM CODE #:

REASON FOR DECISION:
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(PIOpl’Opp) .
,\},) gg{ﬁ(;(lgb A én/!ar«// &Lw;u/ éu‘e
) Ahe onyp
l'{’dkg (/% ’_\'0 A W(/Hl-ﬂwuébtgtgwy

&3/

oppI: LISEL s
Sk tzess
L erect
Alse 4ok ar con cepd
Loet(' éck\é( cig

&(6 uzﬁ ’féru,a
(OQ‘ C"Cgiﬂ@bl/u(;

Pl

Suo(//\ ¢S
, T2

-Qéx()(céj
4 pearalis
eV O

aéwm sl el

65(&

é (,'{L(-/l/\/



PARLI Debate

Thomas Wyszynski (*10) /\\@“\V& \N-\St\(ﬂ“(\

Round 2A 11:20am Room 5
. Judge’s Name:
Gov: 3 Jones - McKinney &

Opp: 15 Modi - Hemerling
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: W\A‘V\f
PROP OPP S
Team Code #: 3 Team Code #: ‘

17
1’\ ’\/%pp Speaker #1_cChail  Mady pts ‘1
Prop Speaker #2\)) \\.\\&v\.\k(}é‘w*’ ts 1"% Opp Speaker #Z.A'LQWV‘C& F&M ‘ "-9 pts ,D‘%

Prop Speaker #1 Colin Tonpe

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 supgort arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to aufhority as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

e Courtesy: How courteous and respe?d{ the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

each debater:

NEEL T W Qi
rop1: WU (AN V’\VW\ e
o i\th\ﬂ\? 5\ m PP et (8

i e L LGN A AL

WANY 1. VW 1 ROMBYVE ol KA
RN v*:z*\\ﬂ:x\\v/;\: TAT S S WM E AR ¢ T4
Prop2: V¢ OV {0 | faw OPP 2 (e0Q {9\ $
WG B (NS N\

bove funt x (63N 0 G

\$ LERG WA S O RS
TEAM CODE #: on the “ﬂQ V' wins this debate. K‘tb&\&, \tN%S\ ‘\\ “V(\{
REASON FOR DECISION: (Frop or Opp) ATV NN

g W & ﬂwmk M D e W Wit 59
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PARLI Debate
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Thomas Wyszynski (*10)
Round 2B 11:20am Room 5

Gov: 4 Su - Her

Opp: 2 Jayasuriya - Pashman
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

Judge’s Name:

Judge s School Affiliation:

b(q ’éeam Code #: Team Code #: Ll / ,(‘gf\
\l BFSE Speaker #1 “\ L\/\Qt\ 50“\\05\)‘.‘%[ Qpp Speaker #1 Amanda Su Ag ’b% ‘
Pﬁn\p Sp% aker #2 QOS\(\‘(\(\O\V\ pts /L’ﬁ Epp Speaker #2__ £,y y Hev /L’\

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 ghe topic and the arguments
offered during the debate
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debategg’support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and references tgduthority as well as general knowledge
o Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant and efféctive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in af organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respecyfﬁl the debaters were to opponents and judges

/

Using the above criteria, pleas7{ compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater: (\\‘\Y& 3 (VQQQ %\KY S “B“v‘&

ud W
2:?: Si?;\ ) N/\’/ Opp I e BRIV STAW ¢ SE03DN,
o A GH R, et el A nd GON e
%&\ WY A 3\\\,\\& e KA, MRCEApI W

Prop 2: Q,Q“Q (thﬁ \»\\\\‘\ X
i 1ty ©

0wz FVAN VR 00 kL AT
CRMIED. § TS WY ATt AT

DREOMUNE PEINMA INENAEE
Wwi \»\M‘&‘\ 50
TEAM CODE #: on the ___wins this debate.
REASON FOR DECISION: (Fropo '
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LN BN\ gEROAG) 61 W SREMRAS N S Wy



ity




Devendra tiuwwcuf
13

Round 2A 1;:§gamm ';'ﬁ

Gov: 15 Lanzone - Lisy
Opp: 1 Ghosal - Burgmann
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

PARLI Debate
Judge’s Name: DE\/ E ND{lA’ \C. \)N\ N’Q/
Judge’s School Affiliation: T_\( \ \\V\T\) :\-G\/\

PROP / 6‘
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

LASM
J

OPP
Team Code #:

pts )—} Opp Speaker #1 "<a? @U f&ﬂ'\o\m’\ pts_zg"'

pts_ 28

Prop Speaker #2___ L,OWMWLQOWE

Opp Speaker #2 QQU fo/ Co 1‘Q"‘ml 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

offered during the debate

by the other side

and easily understandable

o Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

Using the above criteria, please offer

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

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to aut
Argumentation: How directly and effectively the deb

rity as well as general knowledge
rs 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

e debaters were to opponents and judges

mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

724
each debater: A2, MQ’
Gy (s Fer=YIe y Lgm RS
Prop 1: . Opp 1: ‘ \ N R
wourly Peading N pedefirab we ot
1‘39—25\ to go 4 +slow Tew _n . Lo DOO{ £ b
Kxcelleat— Come kmoh ™M N @65{ +ve @N\)‘E_’) L&t«g(/«, ﬁf‘
lenowledic [Reacling Gook Awe lq)'(y / WY exﬂ;‘;ﬁ%wm ey
ConHAONT -
Prop 2: 64 Pﬁ,\“&“‘ welll Opp2: f‘....oA adle condey
ool grare o=l e kaswledS e
) NS un-QNt N C\Jf' n
Cl A\ ""1}( Ow e Crofvedl @conotn 3 Neruve
,')3‘3%\;;?[ ’\\QEPQG‘\)&A"I’\ %'d}‘b Hoave Ci;'\/\ '\—‘:] CN\ Sud Jec +
TEAMCODE#___ 1 wll DPD P this debate. © !
: (Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

C v dex

}/ Guucf COuw Yoy av%uWw-l-/l)
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Devendra  Kumar

Scott Engstrom (*13)
Round 2B 11:20am Room 70

Gov: 14 Lacombe - Appel
Opp: 2 O"Rafferty - Basrai
Parllamentary DebateNarsnty

PROP
4

Prop Speaker #1 n p %L

Team Code #:

pts 2 é Opp Speaker #1__1) @'(:FC( ‘H|
Prop Speaker #2 LM oMy pts 2 % Opp Speaker #2 G s Qr 0\

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: _DEVE'\IDF‘I} '<Vmﬁ (-

Judge’s School Affiliation: iY U\ V\j +6V\
OPP

ol

Team Code #:

24
pts_ 29

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 topig“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 authori

as well as general knowledge

e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatersfespond to the arguments made

by the other side

o Points of Information: How relevant and effective
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an org

and easily understandable

re the questions and the answers
zed, communicative style that is pleasant

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thedebaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer co
each debater:

0’ Prop 1: qood A“\QlOﬁy
RePeak~y Hivey ¥

liments and/or suggestions for improvement to

-

‘Opplz God S H. with Ocam ble

SPmewe ovA -

Neeof e Jeleveat examPl(-)

L Y Le
L Pr&pfi( Calwa & comPoSeal 3 op;izlﬂ%{: poli vy e P2
s Ho 'ku'kc‘f“r«{.es’&im Mostly IEF ! "d@ffi«,.{qw) ,
WD\S}NW\\'\z, ‘AN};\&C“ Y < ecovel flguv\vﬂ _ Neeel Yelerew
TEAM CODE #: 2 onthe_ DPP  wins this deb::eq /28y
(Prop or Opp) y sl |, SPm Feoens

REASON FOR DECISION: Re\eyent Prmtoﬁ “/h 1Y
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Arna Katewa (*12)

Round 2A 11:20am Room 211
Gov: 7 McDonnel - Flores
Opp: 3 Deng - Visht
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

PROP

Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 Anﬂ”'f" ik a4 pts 2%
Prop Speaker #2_(sl¢ McDonned | pts_2%

Please award each speaker points based on

PARLI Debate

Ar/\a/ /(’ ot
Judge’s School Affiliation: 0 /I/la/LZvv ’fﬂy,a, JM .

OPP

Judge’s Name:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1 Kﬂsh \shi pts_29

Opp Speaker #2 Kedf 0 [)?(1:{1 pts 2-5'

the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = QOutstanding 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

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
Delivery: How well the debaters speak in

and easily understandable
[ ]

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

Points of Information: How relevant and effective 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

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

each debater:

Prop 1: Wﬁ/@w : Good speced
Slnlecl vl arver oafuu,&,s—u\ &
d@wéaxny Aice debsde | [ pould
dL‘ reee V¢ yu& »O&—(,L—lo(?,{) A_
uttle o B
Robeliad - T tran o, oY Yo <
Thount made 3 W Ao
Prop 2: Aiee anmcl wnge ,?aacf\
Z%WMALM et .

Opp 1: Censlunetliow — M)’A/Q—U-%“/

o

TEAMCODE# 3 on the

ope

wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION: 8044 4 Zrmo
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PARLI Debate

Tariq Mustafa (*6) Q
Round 2B 11:20am Room 4 , )
Gov: 2 Carter - Whitmore Judge’s Name: ZZZ 4S 7 R

/
Opp: 4 Bardalai - Rangwala

Parllamentary DebateNarsny Judge’s School Affiliation: L RVINGTOR H- 3.
Team Code #: 3 Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1__ (o pts 28 Opp Speaker #1 pax oo Lot pts a3
Prop Speaker #2_- <‘>W%‘W‘\* pts £&  Opp Speaker #2 /2“""\@\:"“[“ pts 27

Please award eac\h\{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 eX{iciently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

e Points of Information: How relevant and eff

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

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

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

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

Prop I: — gewel fomi’& , et W Oppl: - et @«Umm,f el po \/excuuﬁ A
'(3».« . '}/b ﬂ_ SOprin L‘7 P""f’ I
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ggestions for improvement to
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TEAM CODE #:___ 4 onthe_OPP _ wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: 1 wsadd,
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A Eriend +o g,ucr()\aae\o 'S e rlead

Jeffrey Eng (*10)

Round 2B 11:20am Room 215
Gov: 15 Booth - Pracar

Opp: 3 Bonet - Visht
Parllamentary DebateNarsdy

P OP
Team Code #: )\7 (g

Boot\

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2__ D¢ acenr

M RN 0 s 33 S AN b

pts 25

pts 2@ Opp Speaker #1 &V]e 7L

Opp Speaker #2

Yo nobaod
PARLI Debate J

Judge’s Name: ﬁ g’/"}(
)

Judge s School Affiliation:

OPP

rkp%

Team Code #:

ptsﬁ

ptszz

V:sw-

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 de{)ate

® Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may iﬁc{ude 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 AN

e Points of Information: How releyant and effective were the questions and the answers
® Delivery: How well the debaters spkgn an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
tfu

and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respec

each debater:

Prop 1:

INDZ 3@@@1

Prop2: ) (e Mmd ﬂzs(w‘( Ausus

JQOL ( \P écx) onaé
a &UW’S m&i‘ “

&RC 2

TEAM CODE #:

C(-emr Joice Q(‘o olu,b

¢ debaters were to opponents and judges

0JUYT &ac’af exPless con
adds o gfor efe@m{u(m
cltm_ oA @dlm(s ate ?eal(a,

on the C}:‘)P wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
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PARLI Debate

Lin Jie Wu (*3) L W
Round 28 11:20am Room 216 , ) 'n o "
Gov: 6 Meswani - Yoo Judge’s Name:

Opp: 4 Gupta - Maitra

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: C cupd ‘/‘V\AJ
PROP OPP
Team Code #: é Team Code #:
Prop Speaker #1 VO 4 pts 3 o Opp Speaker #1 /M a :“(’ ra pts Z?
t
Prop Speaker #2 Mes wan, pts_J 0 Opp Speaker #2 G A ,p{*a. pts 26

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

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

e Evidence: How approprmy and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may incl acts 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 relevantand effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments
each debater:

d/or suggestions for improvement to

i Prop 1: C,r%—é u/hﬂ‘OrﬁémJ"f‘g OL Opp 1: Goo aadﬂerJ,'a, 0L how —€o —//,M_Q
'(\Y(A*m,‘n M JLQ, ,\_;J uwe, 6000{ akaly.ﬂ\f (¥ L ‘[’7\& l'f./“ 9‘0961 df’l'V‘CYy, ,V'{’Cﬁ(/ o
Gt procedune ) Brings up 9ood deéadoti Detfosm ool J Connttrm arguament, rother
dehate ‘F.(L‘ef““f/“’ fo~ CPunter m bty | stordloclong orguatets

and pec " ny ing
ity » Good Volune  rcelle ad O Aly, Gread atte gt at iy debate
oppes'tion,

o i) ‘
dellriry. Greal pOTs, Nesd € Betrwlthinti o g,
Prop 2: 6"5‘"{ MMa(yj;‘J 0 £ Counter Opp 2:

OkV?“W“’bJ 0'/"‘4( GW-( fﬁfﬂﬁl"’“{‘n(&"\ Need} Lﬂ'é-/@)’ /)r\e'pn Alen a"'d'))"e{\éer‘\
6 read de("(/‘?lry/ ﬁu(/ WwWJie of "F"M-e, Wre O—L -,[/me }\%{/L ; P/‘dw:;L haore
Very tloguent, / boddg — 20 rnce, Dblerpise decent
Q é d{’.”\/‘t’ry, ﬁ' A!jo peetl'éd werk ¢in QM/)JL'r
TEAM CODE #: ' onthe_P/?P _ wins this debate. O ( Onbemaryguiers,

(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: Prv pe,~ (fe 0 £ (lehat eyrwfclm/ 500 d otety'n e,

IOV‘7~€, Mouh/é' 0/7[ \ev’ipl@n ("f/ Ahez ’L} 0(*-8 /I(V'br\//



PARLI Debate

Lin Jie Wu (*3)

) \ \
Round 2A 11:20am Room 216 )

! . .4 )Q Wl/\
Gov: 2 Hester - Yau-Weeks Judge’s Name: A

Opp: 12 Fehring - Masters

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: ( A/Mﬂd /i\no'( d
PROP OPP

Team Code #: 7z Team Code #: | 2

Prop Speaker #1 Y“ u—lreely pts 24 Opp Speaker #1 F‘e l't}’ ' 9 pts Zﬁ

Prop Speaker #2__ Y ?‘( esterS pts_ 24 Opp Speaker #2 Mocters pts Z}

Please award ea\c}l‘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\1\-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 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 e&ffectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the

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

aters were to opponents and judges

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

Prop 1: 6000( o(d:'wm//fw‘rw, Opp 1: Good \ondidence , Great dell iy, oy
de«cz'n.‘—h’mf, Indavcbards how €0 frome e Cdr]\/l'/\o'lnj g unert) ol eddence, Gpod
1S5 ne. Needs loss £Hler wordr thee “unY preparation Arnlels of Propositsls cvgumsts

d <ye (Ftarf

bV <o ke delleiny perFect. On poink,qood wsy of $ilue, 6027 Y :
2::{6( (‘)Ar\epw:-é,rml good e of tine, 9aocl frzﬁu -H/\L Sime W // dud peed {dﬁﬁiﬁ?
omatysis, 04 Comwnke— SRS, OS el £i¢ Conn*va?u by prep z
Prop 2: Very pa ﬂ,‘om{@;’?mzx,; 2 Wnderstods LheNoncep€ of From'y

9000[ vilnme ondl eye Comtact , G reat ‘{’LL ;/J ne, 9900( ay\a(y!,‘J 4 Comte, avgumet,
0t orotto o GAAress oy of Conter |Good Volume.

umeres, Needs less ’Pﬂv”\di argunt~t;
06;:\/3 Wlm'£,09/; O rguness Creat plelivery.

TEAM CODE #: 2 on the /) g K wins this debate.

_ (Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION: -ﬁfam?e-r/rho e CﬂMU)‘AC,‘,,\) evidence omo argun-erds

f“ql?‘“)’ b\g«(i.e/ aOMNIJeoI e Covaterargnimentt, VERY Close 0'2544{/‘ both sides
had gre Quidencegnd avgumet ,




'A‘ Mud o Denrodiy & o Pagnsd ¥ PARLI Debate

Julianna Phillips (*2) "(‘3 Owe .
\ AT
Round 2B 11:20am Room 212 > .
Gov: 3 Hinchliff - Koshkin sudg's Name:_oJWLR o W/‘ (((?/f
Opp: 12 Cao - Griggy \ (
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: | $A0p 0' Do w4
PROP OoPP
Team Code #: 7;, Team Code #: {2
Prop Speaker #1 (-05 ‘I\uh pts 2 q Opp Speaker #1 CQD pts 28
' .- - ") O
Prop Speaker #2 H’\ n Ch l\‘f‘f‘ pts 29 Opp Speaker #2 é Nn 3 ﬁ(“)’ pts 28

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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

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: ’Q&Ww‘h Opp 1: ’C_@o
V(""j teay Gwom]h, )\low'm-\/,pvccfk Vew, l:}k«n'\% pomlt ‘JQ,L)N'} the unfae
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Awernwe

TEAM CODE #: % on the FVD wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)
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' Ao Llﬂfd N 779 S g INCRI N w e
Tt howst lekioves ek PARLI Debate ™ " Toersl

\

Julianna Phillips (*2) .
Round 2A 11:20am Room 212 , ) A.UAM\W ')h A
Gov: 3 Firsov - Kwak Judge’s Name: ; “\ {U

Opp: 15 Holt - Mizin

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: E’(Sl’h? O( DOWU‘
Team Code #:___ © Team Code #:___ |5
Prop Speaker #1 ﬁbgg X ptsﬂ_ Opp Speaker #1 HOH ptsﬁo
Prop Speaker #2 ‘;"\‘f‘b@\l pts 21 Opp Speaker #2 /W‘Z ) A pts%

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good
2’A= 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 reasonablk and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate

e Evidence: How appropriately ard efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include factg 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¢ffective were the questions and the answers

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

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments an
each debater:

r suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: Kwale Opp 1:

Y&Lv pourlh' b(—C@N dc‘“f@" e
Jeorel Hine Yo 8{’0\&. ‘kg\wmiq
Who & Wik ruthed and mighv hax
woled b Yo dis advantaes .

Prop 2: ﬁY%v Opp 2:
\ ' .~ .

Novre  (ouefriable speatio bood o e ot \
whycla (3 qmﬁ. Bud potmty need b
e Wt velevasnd b Hed ane

guppor v Your  Anuwends
TEAM CODE #: \5 on the & PP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
\lé"v cleay y)bu\.T'K Gl 0‘4 e PR
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We hovl sbelish 'u‘é death pgn%k} I Debate

Ceslavs Belinskis (*3)

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 215 Judee’s Name: CL o Rof: ,
Gov: 12 Fehring - Masters udge's Name Ot é. Ut

Opp: 10 Yee - Jarmel-Schneider

Parhamentary DebateNarsnty Judge s School Affiliation: CA-HFOLwoo H £
PROP O{
Team Code #:__ |2 Team Code #: O

Prop Speaker #1 Cgle Ff‘\rin? ‘pts_ 2% Opp Speaker #1 \ladw\ &“\(vnel- (,L\ W.fd%g 29
Prop Speaker #2 Af‘f n ™ gﬁ;ptsﬁ Opp Speaker #2 ":UVH“ nnd >{r€€/ 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/0r 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 debaterg support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to aathority 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 effectivé were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orggnized, 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 compliiments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Opp 1: C/’Irea:/ uge 0/ seUrces,

VQAU e(%o(-i..g an/Q)dSléS.

Prop2: Greel @ wx o Opp 2: grm‘\t use of

TEAM CODE #: | onthe OPF  wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DE%N: . M 4
A g B and a/ha,aaltg. Creat ve a 0—(
;in 0\6 Po‘d{




Steven Archibald (*15)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 4

Gov: 10 Gerenrot - Drake
Opp: 6 Ganguli - Sanghvi
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

Violence _is

PROP
{o)

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1 \rene. Gerent pts 28

Prop Speaker #2 Unionen Dak® gt 28

PARLI Debate
Judge’s Name: éTZl/éZ[ A ReHrEALD
Judge s School Affiliation:

o yushfied ms,oamc,fc..pmmmw oppresson.
Team Code #:

OPP
b

pts 28
ptsz?

Opp Speaker #1 Glangu/l/

Opp Speaker #2__ Sangivi
J/

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale;

30 = Perfect 29=0

utstanding 28 = Very Good

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria

Analysis: How reasonably and effectivel
offered during the debate

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

y the debaterg analyze the topic and the arguments

Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

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

by the other side
Points of Information: How relevant an

and easily understandable
Courtesy: How courteous and respectful

Using the above criteria, please offer com
each debater:

Prop 1:

G s e

fite

v55 A

A5
MP\W
LI~

TEAM CODE #: on the

=

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

d effe¢tive were the questions and the answers

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

the debaters were to opponents and judges

liments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Opp 1:

\&?

il s pasvetly

Opp 2:

Qi‘(v {fd"g—”p eaceeh U-A-%: owAa

g S o—{ot

° kS v/ ?a.:é’
A\é spea Q- D e Aoe sl

“kr&(“\rﬁ%‘fe’*
ecin—

wins this debate.

‘P

S

(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
Bt -

W?bd&

\Verne close &

s weye &Swdov‘a%()- Jar eccl
Bogorhion"tewan icea Unsistaes Hoot e&
uwhgl/\wwl‘x»téég% Wuf !

@da.{-(’ OICC(S(M (well dwe 4= oot W

-[vfchw—o ng&m C q:e;esswvt «sEA



We sShoutd

Santosh Sasi (*6)

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 70

Gov: 10 Lustig - Scott

Opp: 2 Carter - Whitmore
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

abolish He deokk fcwﬂy.

PARLI Debate

Judge’s Name: 2> ANTHoS H 3S4S ‘

Judge s School Affiliation: | &VIN &1 TO N

PROP o  orp
Team Code #: e Team Code #: ?/

Prop Speaker #1 M LS G L‘wq_lv’?ts olp\ Opp Speaker #1 af‘l'ﬂ(‘ QMUME[L pts Q’ﬂ

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Ve

Good

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

o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thg’debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and refergnces 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 ad 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:

V*w W

dabigis |y
g MMJAW,T V”MW\ M““”b S

n
TEAM CODE #: 2— on the ( )9@ wins this debate. v WK 0(04’ A 0‘3‘1
(Prop or Opp)
REASON FOR DECISION:

The «WWWQWM&J%M%M

AN e Q/OVWV\%



Wkl b~ pootinn %ﬁﬁ%’ Dibatefil

Louis Cisz (*2) W N s
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 214 Judee’s Name: ]’ d{
Gov: 10 Shin - Shevelev udge's Name YL =

Patiamantary Debatevarsty Judge’s School Affiliation:_Pygptaf O’ Do
Team Code #: \e Team Code #: b
Prop Speaker #1 SW'C\/ pt;L“: Opp Speaker #1 %d’}g}lvvi"-’ s
Prop Speaker #2 S‘H' \ IJ pts o Opp Speaker #2 %V'C'.\, a v pt.?' é

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

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

alyze the topic and the arguments

Using the above criteria, please offer
each debater:

mpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 11 (g pess i € dpd. |OPP 1 Fhvrons ellask . /(7’0(4\ ‘
ol b (heut Gl o) d Speed fos a1

G vo pb LA/ b Owﬂ-w’cﬁﬁ OV GEQoink o~
el e V‘wea,hwea,( P \\éb (Moo & Lre 4 woco ‘
vuvl%%{))‘zag 45 Corg O’p\f;/ UASA— Suger S\ong Qe lp e
S : SWlmey oux BT Sipwo
(N . ’Q‘-%(M‘QC qq(n.\%.\ch& )9-4.* ]\C(CC.L "Q 3‘-66\..4 és A’M

Mo Ngumer = progrussed .V
tggnoke T Aol e used
ngwﬂcomz #_[\O X Rl L. re

on the wins this debate. w “‘-{Q .
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DE(ZISION:

B Wy Gong dednn elbrd | Booa wlaace L
Gfb‘w,a’(_ Lokl hava Wed e Chongr K acp o,
Sk 2dael ad A o Aeneleless



Volence )i tca) Qppresdion
Jroente e o g e opanie rPARLIDe gte '

Ceslavs Belinskis (*3)

Round 3B 2:60pm Room 215 Judge’s Name: G g(m B@QNM w
Gov: 15 Modi - Hemerling

Opp: 6 Gao - Moza O ,
Parliamentary DebateNarsﬂy Judge’s School Affiliation: Carpotivpe /HS
PROP OoPP
Team Code #;__ { = Team Code #: @
Prop Speaker 0 c3 pts_28  Opp Speaker #1 Vasuman Mozo / pts 28

Prop Speaker #2flescindes /-}Me‘/"t‘] pts 28 Opp Speaker #2 ﬂy\dl‘\( w0 "K// pts 2.8

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 elimigation 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
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaterg support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references to aythority as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effective/were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, 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:
. Ro ! °'m! E
Opp 1: E% inl ;Z 'J ”Jté'*

o‘oftonewl W
- %Dug COMk_rfD(U\*-‘ used,

e Opp2:. W‘%
f;gi ergeessd m dunigy e qpeod.

ents and/or suggestions for improvement to

Prop 1: S"{‘mk@é oww[

ww“asz” :«‘:f‘
Aced %T%q,uwﬂ‘

Prop 2: VQ ° MiuAl 0

o%‘ "’kS side

TEAM CODE #: '/

on the PKOP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:

wel) orga,m'zeﬂ chc,é. G roat Fac.e P | aL’Qw-Q«a



we shou\d aloohsn the deoth penalt
% \ PARLI Debate '

[‘LV
. . Siet -t
Anchi Lee (*6) (" gu
Round 3A 2:00pm 217A
Gov: 14 Lacombe - Appel

Judge’s Name: Aﬂ(\, h/{ L-@e

Opp: 12 Cao - Griggy
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: :C \\ V\@m (‘{
PRO OoP
Team Code #: \ . Team Code #: \
Prop Speaker #I_LQ_(_QN\ 2L pts ?8 Opp Speaker #1 6\9/ CO\D pts 30
Prop Speaker #2 AW‘Q\ pts 74 Opp Speaker # G v aia pts, ;&
Y ! OS

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

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effecjfvely 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 understandaple

e Courtesy: How courf€ous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

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

o ePezoh/ Opp 1: \/e)rd fg [t ool 6‘6(%@

‘ "
0( B?ﬂTQ{VlQN_ < eeoh/ .aM 80( &r o Mén
g ?E}m. M

e OlQOVY\ G&‘&- Opp 2: .q/@gok ?Yecmﬁ@”\/
. Yeeo\f\

he a little mere b

" ol be aven befer

TEAM CODE #: |2 onthe O Ef wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

REASON FOR DECISION:
Pl Wtier—faam have o7 all -
pettor pO° wfe ontopic @



‘ . I"’ / € 9y o6 0 ) )[’)e, / "_‘)’A_ R
\/“0’-{1\({ s A SHF<d fPA LIDelEater / iTlea i\c;{)/f/ﬂ/ﬂ/r

James Nam (*12)

Round 3B 2:00pm Room 76

Gov: 4 Gupta - Maitra

Opp: 7 McDonnel - Flores
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity

Judge’s Name: J;;fm ;/ /Udm

L

Judge’s School Affiliation: &n M )1

N e

PROP oPP
Team Code #: (// Team Code #: F

Prop Speaker #1 []1 L L‘W LG pts 21 Opp Speaker #1_Antonie [~ ""‘-'5/ pts_ 28
/
Prop Speaker #2 Mftl flf/ 4q. ptszg Opp Speaker #2_ g‘\ e N\LVN\NL\\ 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 fo;/rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria /
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters a}qalyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the deb fers 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

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: Opp I:
go C/(’/:lf :*affmen;a-/ argum ts - Good /l‘éjtﬂ'faﬁbn o nen. V"ﬂ't/oilt' résklavee
U oy GUE, '
vsed meve -{p 70 VesS b - 5/035 It MEGN wb/mce s

/ ; . . .

f losh oLt your evidence . Dever J%f,}é"eo{ 2 8% bad 50[474“7 (fcéo/
ﬁ%/._ Weo wreom Jswmmio éxamf/es, Rhotiol - tiom ¢-

. ? f 7 ' %/. @ (r%{— fr ”/é.h'on Cf

Prop 2: Opp 2: tweo worlds

600‘/ 441‘6’55' # f/?é foncnts /)0'7-VIZ7L¢P{’ A’ﬂfl;’?‘ ouf 7‘/27'{’ fJ)& 154$0¢5 0 L’%ﬂé}/ﬂ%
Garples = by Sttt that viotknee | S el tne o pesohoe — stfan open ssee
/s ,)'a‘me/'l;uej Hp Cnsurer. was smact . [ /‘9/’, MC 4”"'7"4"&"’/‘”;6‘4
TEAM CODE #: ‘7’ on the ; wins this debate. wes aly 07‘: G streteh.

‘ P gr Opp)

Ver}l orzam'ua/ / resenfertion
)kour‘ aY’gUMedf
‘5"”’9é”"95 vioknce /s the answer- hot the ea !

Solution ) but s haed +o prove othecwize

REASON FOR DECISION:



W Shhowd Gholisk, ¥\g de cxne F('"“PXilLI Debate

James Nam (*12)

Round 3A 2:00pm Room 76 Judge’s Name: e Na
Gov: 2 O"Rafferty - Basrai udge's Name """7' ik
Opp: 6 Meswani - Yoo /
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: S'A/\ "'\/ A
PROP OPP /
Team Code #: Z Team Code #: b

Prop Speaker #1_()' & (e H1 pts28  Opp Speaker #1_N\J W \"°°/ pts 29

Prop Speaker #2 \'S AScea, pts 28 Opp Speaker #2 ﬂ‘s\““ TRE e 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 glimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters
offered during the debate
o Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and references 6 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 oyganized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the/debaters were to opponents and judges

alyze the topic and the arguments

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

Prop 1: 6@%,,,— ovthne - very e‘")’ O};p 1: QJJ ‘ﬁ[
reat . _ ‘

:7{//4141 t/)e road paq /0, .[f/)ou s :d;‘;e :i s 5 Won;f‘s a /jumen‘f;
o eme Blfrery Gt ves

jf wis Creqt 'Mof /W “rod some , ot .
10 improye JesT1ee Syhem = Jocepce ﬂ*{/’f’

C Wn"?rfmhf's 72 SO Wju ents

ﬁ EA‘”’Q/  Geat Summen ke A*ﬂb[' Seetys 42:/6"78/71" - Ws
Prop 2: / Opp 2: 777 and make svre. to stay close foi‘w
'wme

Crood Qrgamr,{—g - ’/ren&ﬁvenfvg_ Efective 5 vppert of your tecmns

case A7 red coste via Cnitial Aygument s HEA Cespon<e

less c'f\"m s, el cﬁbn-uvhs couvnkeyr,

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

(Prop or &Pp)
REASON FOR DECISION:
@Afﬁ rwfcﬁ to ca// a// aé/:— the neyov"fons Orjumem‘z were Sﬁ'onj.




VieLenc@ (g m  JueT I EpA LIDebﬂaEte “V"l waw

Santosh Sasi (*6)

Round 3B 2:00pm Room 70 ) L < ﬁﬁ\j \HeS SAS |
Gov: 15 Booth - Pracar Judge’s Name: > H

Opp: 9 Sinha - Almeida

Parhamentary DebateNar51ty Judge s School Affiliation:__| RV\N hon.
Team Code #: \S Team Code #: A
Prop Speaker #1___[Soo £h pts 9\(\ Opp Speaker #1 gl N WA pts A
Prop Speaker #2 Pr eCa v pts Qc\ Opp Speaker #2 AL MEIDA ts ‘1?
Please award each speaker points base(‘i“;n the following scale: R ’

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 a
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€ffective were the questions and the answers

e Delivery: How well the debaters speak4n an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

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

lyze the topic and the arguments
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Opp: 3 Siu - Stankus

Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judgc s School Affiliation: r-DV HS
Team Code #: \5 Team Code #: 3
Prop Speaker #1 H [0) LT pts 7_} Opp Speaker #1 5' U pts ﬁ/

Prop Speaker #2 M | Z )N pts 28 Opp Speaker #2_ STAMNKUS i vpts 2K

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 elimination rounds)

26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for gu e or inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria  /
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters }a,r{alyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate i
e Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the de}aaters 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 in4n organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable
e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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Prop Speaker #2 MuoR Y pts 3@ Opp Speaker #2 Fl RS\ ptsj’ﬁ

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

® 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 effectiyély the debaters respond to the arguments made
by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant

o Delivery: How well the debaters spe
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful 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
each debater:

fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
60@’,:"6‘ f w'»’/\ ?L((’“’CV‘ 1'{ &-{-\g
-1 Opp L A
4T Moy o[’jecmz set bl o TPOP
{ ,:’{’.Jii*? Ji: )
il i, e Nafllw i‘""" thak
521:”3 Bahieailng Iy g }va'
*‘}r;ﬂg PLWJM ¢ ; g ‘\/ & ‘l"lf
ol PV &}”7 -"
ve

‘ 2 1 yod Buworavs -
g\?}f »(,&, D( ‘:‘UHJJ Opp 2: v ‘?E {:{ O{ Lf\f\gf(gw“ ﬂ‘\ 7\#‘\\¢ﬁc;

N LA
. ‘Af:c‘*’?v! Ve &f MY" ¢ enta [ \eme :rmiwﬂ " e A)?t’?c‘\ '«(ow‘ fé?r\mle’“,’
SUGBESTION = "g"""@ #hocch |SUEALS) 0N = Ao 2 ‘i wecios ¢

j) N7 t»# a )( ‘Jr) (X f l 3‘(\ ¢ '“-\ \4 /‘ i“, :A:‘\’f‘}gﬁm'ﬂ*"
ﬁﬂf:uw 12 questivng IS MQ’N' @;&;\»‘,& W * ae e Q ¢

TEAM CODE #: v on the Q@FP wins this debate.
(P Opp) _
~ REASON FOR DEC]SION rop orpp | ‘ A }\’;V( J@ ,‘JD, 64;? PRoD
wal @ k&@f/" szrg’ *} 0@03@_ e, sy
of ¢ ;\@p‘é{gﬁ?%‘\w 0 P,
ireefz Ahe mw&‘ mw&, fﬁ/ P LsA

J
%’JOS;fmv\ of fba,#wﬁ M\,é;é, Lo Rove fw\av\?’

Prop 1: Uge 0“‘ v" dad

o s Poised awﬁ
{R__E_&‘__; FPQSSiays,\ ( v_l\?}'ﬁs@g,

Prop 2: U ce




Violeyiee 1s a yushhed espunsg Jgigpizsion .
Meg Scott(10) e W 2T

Gov: 1 Ghosal - Burgmann

Opp: 12 Colenbrander - Katewa
Parllamentary DebateNarsﬂy Judge’s School Affiliation: (g t'7 />
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PROP OPP
Team Code #: ( Team Code #: / Z“

Prop Speaker #1 %l } %MWN pts Z 8 Opp Speaker #1 ﬁ A" 7W/?/ pts ﬁ—
Prop Speaker #2 é ///US /‘ﬁ/ pts 7/% Opp Speaker #2 WWW /&@/

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 eliminati

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

rounds)
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 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 debaters respond to the arguments made
. by the other side
e Points of Information: How relevant and effg€tive were the questions and the answers
e Delivery: How well the debaters speak in ap’organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges
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PARLI bate
Meg Scott (*10)
Round 3A 2:00pm Room 5 R )
Gov: 4 Su - Her Judge’s Name: /M% §W7T
Opp: 6 Moturi - Datta
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation: L # 5
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PROP OPP
Team Code #: Lf Team Code #: (ﬂ /

Prop Speaker #1 6’{/’ pts ’L?/ Opp Speaker #1 m ﬁ WZ/ pts 23 |
Prop Speaker #2 ’ /IW\ pts?/?/ Opp Speaker #2 DM ﬁ/ ptsZg

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 /
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 g¢ffective 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 respg€tful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please
each debater:
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Louis Cisz (*2)
Round 3B 2:00pm Room 214
Gov: 4 Bardalai - Rangwala
Opp: 1 Nagarajan - Wolf-Jacobs
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity
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Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatigh rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

<20 = Reserved for rude

inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria '
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyZze 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 the debaters respond to the arguments made

by the other side

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

and easily understandable
o Courtesy: How courteous and respec

Using the above criteria, please off
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Round 3B 2:00pm Room 216 Judge’s Name:
Gov: 3 Li - Qian
Opp: 12 Cheng - Shifs /_’: (V | N (:) ) 0 D\\
Parliamentary Debate/Varsity Judge’s School Affiliation:
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Prop Speaker #1 A\IS‘[’{ n Ly pts 29 Opp Speaker #1 > \/\ T‘Q:S pts 9’0‘
- - /
Prop Speaker #2 M( ﬂg] (Qf an pts_Lg Opp Speaker #2 C }\e AN pts 2
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Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze thetopic 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 authdrity as well as general knowledge

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

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

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

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

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

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

<20 = Reserved for rude or ingppropriate behavior

: Judging Criteria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze th¢ 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 authefity as well as general knowledge
e Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debatefs respond to the arguments made

by the other side

e Points of Information: How relevant and effective yere the questions and the answers
o Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgz

and easily understandable

ized, communicative style that is pleasant

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

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

each debater:
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PARLI Debate
Steven Archibald (*15)
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Gov: 4 Khan - Sharma
Opp: 3 Jones - McKinney o
Parllamentary DebateNarsﬁy Judge’s School Affiliation:
PROP
Team Code #: A Team Code #: ® 3

Prop Speaker #1 HO\MZO\ K hon pts ZK) Opp Speaker #1 (ol Toveg / pts 2+

Prop Speaker #2 Memaltshal Sharmopts 23 Opp Speaker #2_ Wilian i\}/\é,\ V»w-e,;/ pts 24

Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scale;
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vefy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved/for rude 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 the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and referencgs 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 gh organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable

e Courtesy: How courteous and respectfu} the debaters were to opponents and judges
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Please award each speaker points based on the followmg scdie

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 7 Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Regérved for rude or inappropriate behavior
Judging Cri‘{eria
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively th;fdebaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate /

e Evidence: How appropriately and efﬁc1e/1){ly the debaters support arguments with
evidence—which may include facts and/references to authority as well as general knowledge

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

e Points of Information: How relev?i"]t and effective were the questions and the answers

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

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

cﬁ'&, %\/mg the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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Please award each speaker pomts based on the following scaIe
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 Crlte{la
® Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered during the debate A

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

e Argumentation: How directly and effecnvely 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 s

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

\)\N \{/Usmg the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

év each debater: ;
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