stage: | fight (round no.): 4 room: Q7 problem no.: 4 Jurorname: JER UG STRUVCE/)
REPORTER - reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: M EA
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
| relevant | comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation  theory/model | experiments  theory and experiment | __own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S EST
0 almost no almost no too few no/ almost no others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood 0 almost no too few poor, slow reactions QUESTIONS
1 om some | reviewed sources, properly cited | artl _
some | SOME | some = Rropery ! partly ; could answer some concise and correct or
2 basic | basic _well performede done, but not well fitting some own | on average levely} 1 was trying some questions 0 .
> — . A T no questions asked
- good but not so detailed, quite a lot, + explained relevant convincing gave reasonable
3 demonstrative correct ¢ errorsanalysed | | | solution =Q2 [ satisfying most explanations  * | 4 someincorrect,
4 detailed, good, +good testable | + results explained, well fitting, deviations |  considerable experimental _ |some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out ~_ inconclusive or too long
5 ___demonstrative predictions . and analysed I _analysed | or theoretical than average 3 productive convincingly supported quickly &) deeply incorrect or show
] deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, =+ totally reliable, | perfect correlation, | considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation O_ deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight | completely testable,  reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient |
NOTES: 3 = 7T 2
f Vv
OPPONENT | s ' OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract . time used | understanding of | relevant topics correct own ! prioritization leading |cooperation| relevance of | own opinions prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED | presentation addressed opinions expressed | M S | topics resented | B g concise and correct or no
0 almost o, irrelevant 0 almolst r:o ~almost anhl?g__ no or |frrel_ey'am 1 almostno = no 0 almostno | almostno T irrelevant _very little _no ) questions asked
very little some main points ew some almost no little | wastrying | few = _
some relevant, aimed at resolving ' enbugh main points some to most topics some i ial T satisfvin ) s atmestno o1 —__pomaincariach
1 some unclear points 22— — == . . 2 partial | satisfying most mostly correct some inconclusive or too long
) _almostall | all relevant parts ¢ | almostall * | toalmostall topics®| reasonable « efficient good | almostall = almostall corre reasonable — dasti} h
B sh‘ort. :?ilowlng fhon answers, 3 all & ‘ +improvement . 3 very ‘ very. | +ipravement. | = deep y |]nccrrect:r show
prioritized, all time used a efficiently almost all parts all suggestions very good " | 4 efficient | efficient | all | suggestions | verygood SEPMELONCEAUON,
NOTES: 3 2 ;
A rd
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report understanding own opinions | pros & cons ! prioritisation speech discussion l own opinions | pros&cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could _summary | of report o Yy analysis | | R |, —— concise and correct or
1 clear things out D poor poor too few irrelevant chaotic | © __poor | almostno too few _l irrelevant | chaotic __ noquestions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially some |partially relevant| _present |1 [.too short/long |too short/lon some | partially relevant|  present 1 some incorrect,
z resolved, aimed at both report and opp. ,  informative, apt| _sufficient 4 many | adequate . visible informative, apt|relevant parts| many s | adequate 1! visible » inconclusive or too long
5 =1 = = | R T = I
3 +short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, | +improvement] fully | clear, brief but accurate, | + improvement| fully clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex suggestions®|  adequate | intuitive |3 accurate | conclusive | suggestions adequate | intuitive & deep misconceptions
NOTES:
)
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stage: 1 fight (round no.): 3 room: {02 problem no.: 7 9 Juror name: Hilas Smok'lk
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: %",
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant | comparison between | relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation  theory/model experiments | theory and experiment | own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions ’
0 —t = f T ; 7 = REVIEWER'S QUESTIONS
almost no almost no too few no/ almost no others data, incorrectly cited =~ misunderstood 0 almost no too few poor, slow reactions
1 some some | some | ____some : | reviewed sources, properly cited partly ) could answer some concise and correct or
2 basic | basic |- well performed done, but not wellfitting ~~~ some own onaverage level §1 was trying some questions no questions asked
) good but not so detailed, quite a lot, + explained | relevant * convincing gave reasonable '0 - ]
3 0 demonstrative 5 °  correct errors analysed | e i | solution 2 0 satisfying # most . explanations -1 some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, +good testable | + results explained | well fitting, deviations considerable experimental  !some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative | predictions | and analysed 1 _analysed _or theoretical than average 3 ~productive convincingly supported quickly .5 deeply incorrect or show
) deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, | + totallyreliable, ~ perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight | completely testable|  reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NQOTES:
OPPONENT OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract time used | derstanding of ] topics |  correctown | prioritization leading | cooperation | relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
presentation addressed | opinions expressed | | | topics | presented i concise and correct or no
CIESTIONAASKER 0 almostno | B _a'rmost nothing | no or 'rrrelevant— almost no | no 0 almostno | almost no irrelevant very little no 0= i d
0 almost no, irrelevant e 1 el - - | it | S~ B Lot Ll % - = ! 1 _very little questions aske:
; o i 1 _ very little some main points | few some almostno | ¢ little | wastrying | few _some almost no someincorrect
j e re gl e at FEsOWIng __enough main points some | tomosttopics |. some partial satisfying most mostly correct | some -1 ; ; :
1 some unclear points 2 . =Lb £ oo TS inconclusive or too long
'5) almostall | allrelevant parts almostall . to almost all topics | reasonable __ efficient good almostall | almostall correct | reasonable = Jentivh ,
2 short allowing short answers, 3 0 . all& ' + improvement very very | X +improvement | -2 deep ¢ [ncorrect:r aow
prioritized, all time used a4 efficiently almost all parts all | suggestions verygood |4 - efficient | efficient all | suggestions very good SR MiroNCIRICTS
NOTES:
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPQOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
3 | 1 | | | | |
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report understanding| own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation speech discussion ‘ own opinions | pros&cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could _ summary | ofreport | = | | mmary | analysis | - f 5 conciseand correct or
1 ‘ clear things out o ~ poor poor toofew | irrelevant | chaotic 0 poor | almostno | toofew irrelevant |  chaotic no questions asked
t most time used, many unclear points 1 tooshort/long | partially some partially relevant|  present 1, gtoo short/long ctoo short/long some partially relevant| present 1 some incorrect,
< ¥ resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 Ofnformative, apt ” sufficient | * many . adequate visible I _ 0 informative, apt|relevant parts| , many adequate __l_- visible inconclusive or too long
+short, apt and clear, well prioritized briefbut = detailed, |+improvement fully clear, briefbut | accurate, |+improvement fully | dlear, 7~ deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex " suggestions adeguate intuitive | 3 accurate conclusive | suggestions adequate | intuitive | ©  deepmisconceptions

NOTES:




SCORESHEET
fight (round no.): 3 room: [{OZ problem no.: % Juror name: mpfu QAEO

stage: A
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature:
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT | DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant | colpparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation theory/model | experiments  th and experiment | own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
0 almost no almost no ! too few / almost no | others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood | almost no too few poor, slow reactions
1 ) 59;]1_5 i | some | some | some ‘__re\frgewe_d sources, properly cited | partly could answer some ] concise and correct or
2 basic | basic well performed grdone, bujnot well fitting| some own | on average level § 1 was tryin, some 0 edtions sked
good but not so detailed, @ quite a lot, lained relevant convincing - gave reasonable s
zﬁ'g emonstrative | __correct errors lysed 8 1 t ution 2 satisfyin explanations . some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, e & | + results explained| well fitting, deviations considerable experimental _ some parts better /- rrefreor helped-clear-things-o - inconclusive or too long
5 _demonstrative | predictions | andanalysed | analyse or theoretical | _than average 3 . onvincingly supported quickly deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, | +totally reliable, | perfect correlatjon, considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperatio deep misconceptions
shows physical insight completely testable  reproducible | very conclusiv and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficie
NOTES: 2.5
OPPONENT [g] OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevant topics correctown | prioritization leading | cooperation| relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED presentation | addressed | opinions expressed | i topics | presented | o concise and carrect ar no
8 almost no, irrelevant 0 almolst r:o | almost nothing | noor |frreievant I almost no | ; t = 0 almostno | almostno ‘ irrelevant | very little | no { questions asked
very little some main pomts ew |  some almost no little was trying | few | some almost no B ;
[ saisiesFalyant it ar Kesnblng . encu&h_" B .r.nain points l some to most topics some i 3 _r-t‘ul | sati rY . [ SRRl s5oTE -1-—- S neaneeh
1 comniiniclanr pois 2 L . : > 2 partial | satisfying | most mostly correct | some inconclusive or too long
i almostall | allrelevantparts |  almostall ® | toalmostall topicsy | reasonable _efficientd| good | almostall @ almow = deertv] h
Shert‘ i?HOWII’IE S.hon answers, 3 all l ° [ +improvement - T 3 very | very @ T+ improvement ) deep Y e o e,
prioritized, all time used a efficiently |  almostall parts all suggestions very good {4 efficient | efficient all | suggestions | verygood i
NOTES:
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report understanding| own opinions | pros & cons | pric‘ritisationH speech | discussion | own opinions | pros & cons .prioritlsatlg} TIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could ” __summary | ofreport | I __summary | analysis | (] o) concise and correct or
1 clear things out __poor poor | toofew irelevant | chaotic 0 poor almostno | toofew | irrelevant chaotic | no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially | some * |partially relevant| present 1 too short/long too short/long artiall vant resent ., someincorrect,
‘9 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. — i sufficient | Q: | Ae_qua;ﬁ | yisible aformative, 3pt/relevant parts| adeguate visible - inconclusive or too long
- = e, ]
3 +short, apt and clear, well prioritized ¥ I clear, brief but Accurate) |+ |mprcwement fully clear, = deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently accurate adequate intuitive | 3 accurate | dgnclusive’ | suggestions adequate intuitive J] © deep misconceptions
e
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stage: fight (round no.): > room: 702 problemno.: /% Juror name: ALY JEIL Fesn
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: /ffi ¥ J ﬂ
Start from 1 and add/subtract { )( -
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation.  theory/model experiments theory and experiment | own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
0 almost no almost no too few no/ almost no i others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood 0 almost no too few poor, slow reactions
1 1 sborrfe - sorn;e = some | reviewed sources, properly cited |:'ar'tlv.|'I -1, was o could answer some T —
2 ~ bas B a§_|_c___ | we Fe ormed _done, some own Lon aver?ge evel §1 rying some questions 10 questions asked
good but not so detailed, | quite a lot, | relevant convincing gave reasonable ]
3 % X demonstrative | correct |yerrorsanalysed ] | solution 2 satisfying most explanations 1 some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, |X +good testable | + results explained ¥ well fitting, deviations considerable experimental  sWme parts better X + data/theory xhelped clear things out inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative |  predictions  and analysed analysed ¢ or theoretical | thanaverage [ 2 Froductive convincingly supported quickly 2 S deeply incorrect or show
: deep and comprehensible,| detailed, complex,  + totally reliable, perfect correlation, | considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight completely testable.  reproducible very conclusive and theoretical | than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:
OPPONENT g 1< || OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract time used | understanding of | relevanttopics |  correctown | prioritization leading |cooperation| relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED | presentation addressed | opinions expressed J | topics |  presented o concise and correct or no
o almostno, irrelevant 0 almolst r;c | almostnothing | no or‘irrrelevant | almost no T no 0 almostno | almostno | irrelevant |  verylittle ‘ _no questions asked
: v very little some main points | ew some | almost no little was trying | fow
some relevant, aimed at resolving . 'e;né]_lfs'h_ ___;'ea'in'pdi_nts i | S _"_tmmcs_ 1T some - e _f’Y g T dy 206 almost no , some incorrect,
1 esome unclear points 2 1 e o 2 pPattial | satisfying | most " mostlycorrect |  some *7 inconclusive or too long
. _almostall | all relevant parts x almostall | to almost all topics y reasonable 3¢  efficient | good almost all ‘ almost all correct |xreasonabl_e-_ . —_TT
) h_ort z‘lllowmg slhort answers, 3¢ all & +improvement 3 ety | Vit T“ [ Eieovemert | L deep y {ncorrect ?r show
piorized; all e used 4 efficiently | almostaliparts | al suggestions " verygood |4 efficient | efficient all suggestions | very good SRR IR
NOTES:
REVIEWER g
Start from 1 and add/subtract Zg
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report understanding| own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation speech | discussion ;I own opinions | pros&cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could ___summary ofreport | | | il __summary analysis | I — —J o —— concise and correct or
1 clear things out " ~_poor | poor  toofew _I_ __irrelevant | chaotic | © __poor | almostno T too few irrelevant chaotic no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially T some \partially relevant, _ present 1 too short/long Itoo short/long some |partially relevant| _present , __ someincorrect,
2—X resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 informative, apt| _sufficient |, many adequate |  visible ﬂfcmﬁt_i_\_rggpt.relevant parts,  many X | adequate visible inconclusive or too long
+short, apt and clear, well prioritized briefbut |  detailed, | + improvement]| % fully % clear, ® briefbut % accurate, 1+ improvement, fully clear, A deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate !4 complex suggestions adequate intuitive 3 accurate | conclusive suggestions adequate | intuitive s deep misconceptions

NOTES:
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stage: fight (round no.): room: problemno.: ¢ Lf’ Juror name: ey / i )5’ (
N A
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: @{ Z; .
Start from 1 and add/subtract k. L /
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation _theory/model | experiments  theoryand experiment.  own contribution task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions | pc\/c\vER?
0 almost no almost no too few no/ almost no | others data, incorrectly cited = misunderstood { almost no too few poor, slow reactions ER’S QUESTIONS
1 some some some some reviewed sources, properly cited | rth
some. ! | PIOpery.citecs __ partly - g could ANSWEE sorme _ concise and correct or
2 _ basic | _basic ;| well performed jdone, but not well fittmg! someown | on average leveli | 1 was tnﬂna some questions ,l, 0 hie GliBetohs sked
good but not so : detailed, | quite a lot, | + explained relevant convincing gave reasonable q =
3 demonstrative correct _|_errors analysed | ! T, - solution 2 satisfying most explanations - / some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, +good testable | + results explained| well fitting, deviations considerable experimental )‘ some parts better +data/theory +helped clear things out —  inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative | p‘redictions | and analyﬁed | analysed : gtheomticél | thanaverage |~ productive convincingly supported quickly .3 —__deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, + totally reliable, perfect correlation, | considerable experimental grater extent . very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
shows physical insight |completely testable  reproducible very conclusive | and theoretical than expected |~ efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:
OPPONENT | 5? OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevanttopics |  correctown | prioritization leading | cooperation| relevanceof | own opinions |prioritisation | REVIEWER'S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED ] gresentatit_gn . _addgs_sed | opinions expressed | - topics __presented concise and correct or no
0 almost no, irrelevant 0 a!moi_t rlno | almost _r:_o_th_mg | no¢ almost no : m:tt 0 almostno | almostno irrelevant | very little l ~__ho questions asked
1 very little | some main points some _almostno | 4 little | wastrying few ’ some almost no ) :
some relevant, aimed at resolving = = = R - —= e some incorrect,
enough main points | some to most topics some }/ : ccfui N i
1 some uricléar points i SENQUETY 4 POINts ISP / - partial | satisfying most t mostly correct ;! some 1 inconclusive or too long
!&- ) _almostall | all relevant parts almostall | toalmostall topics | reasonable efficient b good ‘almostall | almost all correct | reasonable = .
sh.ort. eillowlng s‘hcrt answers, 3 all & + improvement 3 very ¥ very Fiifiproveinsit 7 du‘e@:pl\.lr I‘nl:onect F:r show
prioritized, all time used a efficiently almost all parts all suggestions | wverygood f g4 efficient | efficient all | suggestions very good eep misconceptions
NOTES:
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 toofew, mostly irrelevant report understanding| own opinions | pros & cons priaritisationw speech ‘ discussion | own opinions | pros & cons |prioritisatlor| QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could 8 summary | ofreport | - el __summary | analysis | - ] o conciseand correct or
1 clear things out poor poor | toofew irrelevant | chaotic 0 poor | almostno | toofew irrelevant chaotic | no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially | some |partially relevant| _present 1 too short/long [too short/long some |partially relevant|  present 1 some incorrect,
i T t =
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. B informative, apt]  sufficientjy many adequate visible 2 informative, apﬂ relevant par many ||| adequate f visible —  inconclusive or too long
S “ 5 —_NIOCIRALVE, A rel — Ul | S s
+short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, | +improvement fully clear, brief but accurate, '|+improvement| fully . | clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex suggestions adequate | intuitive 3 accurate conclusive | suggestions | adequate intuitive o deep misconceptions

NOTES:




SCORESHEET
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stage fight (round no.): B room: 431 problem no.: Juror name:
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature:
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant | comparison between | relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation _theory/model _experiments | theory and experiment | own contribution task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses flexibility/reactions ,
0 almost no | almost no | too few no/ almost no | others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood | almost no too few poor, slow reactions REVIEWER'S QUESTIONS
: e me some reviewed sources, properly cited rtl
—gome e S011) ! o L properly cfed| _pardy : could answer some concise and correct or
2 basic _ Il basic  |(_well performed) done, but not well fitting _some own ) | on average level {1 was trying some questions ot 3skisd
good but not so .I detailed, , + explained i relevant convincing ; msgen q e ’
3 demaonstrative correct | _errorsanalysed | = solution 2 . satisfying @ 3 _ some incorrect,
4 {- etailed, good, Soad tests + results explained | Avell fitting, deviation @m — (ﬁ ; = e P e joonclusive or tooing
5 demonstrative _ predictions . andanalysed | analysed = wreti 3 praductivg convincingly supported quickly 2 dueeplv incorrect or show
deep an ensible, detailed, complex, + totally reliable, perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation i deep misconceptions
shows physical insight completely testable reproducible very conclusive | and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient B
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OPPONENT | 6 I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevanttopics | correctown | prioritization leading |cooperation| relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED _presentation addressed | opinions expressed | | | topics presented ____ concise and correct or no
0 almost no, irrelevant 0 almoft r:o | almost nom I no o_rj_:'_n_'e_le\ga__nj_':_"r ~almost no ‘ : no ] 0 almost no J_ almost no | irrelevant . verylittle | no 0 questions asked
3 very little somem i points | ew | some - | _almost no littl | t f anz
_— some relevant, aimed at resolving | * enough- e oo | s 1 art'el : wa: rying | Y1 same | siwostio .~ someincorrect,
D some unclear points T o~ | —— 2 Eartial. |1 SR """5 ! -l_mDStIV corret:t R inconclusive or too long
alm st al aII relevant parts | ] to almost all topics | reason __ efficient | aI JI | almost m reaéol abIe
, short allowing short answers, 3 ‘ SIMERoREERE 3 ‘ vy 1 inrosamat deeply incorrect or show
prioritized, all time used a efﬂ ,e (atmes@all p@ | suggestions ‘ very a eWET;}q efficent | all | suggestions “2— deep misconceptions
NOTES:  Fu., . & 5k 1 C : diclton
FophLay o b 2 ¥ Sippis, ? nedisldonl o ,/QL7
14 14 2 +2
REVIEWER i
Start from 1 and add/subtract )
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report  |understanding| own opinions l pros & cons | prioritisation speech | discussion l own opinions | pros & cons prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could _ summary | ofreport e L __summary nalysis | 1 _ { o — concise and correct or
1 clear things out 9 poor poor too few irrelevant L chaot'u:‘ 9 poor almostno | toofew | 1rre|evant | c@g no questions asked
‘Lé.' most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long | partially some !partiall\,r relevant.  preésenf too short/long 'teo short/long some partlaliy relevant. present ~  someincorrect,
- resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 in tive apt|  sufficient nfany. adeQuate | visible tnfor%tﬁé, apt|relevantparts n@) | adequate, | wvisible P inconclusive or too long
P / Nt | i — T
= +short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but det f?: + improvement| fully | clear, but %ﬂi} e, |+ mprovementl fully/ | clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate co L X) suggestions adequate | intuitive accurate contlusive suggestions | adeguate intuitive ~ deep misconceptions
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stage: 7 fight (round no.): 3 room: }‘32 problem no.: Juror name: JERGU{ ‘Sw&ff
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: M
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
| relevant comparison between |~ relevant OPPONENT and
p_hgpomenpp_explina_tloni _theory/model | experiments | theoryand experiment  own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
0 almost no | almost no _ too few | no/ almost llcr" others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood | almost no too few poor, slow reactions
B some same | some -4 = somes ]reviewed sources, properly cited|  partly could answer some contsaand varrettion
g DESIE _ basic_ = | wellperformed & done, but notwell fitting __someown =  onaveragelevelS] 1 was trying’ some . questions s ————
good but not so detailed, quite a lot, lained relevant convincing gave reasonable 2 —
3 demonstrative | correct | errors analysed | | solution 2 satisfying most explanations - _some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, +good testable | + results explained  well fitting, deviations considerable experimental |some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out _ inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative . predictions | and analysed _analysed or theoretical | thanaverage 3 productive convincingly supported quickly 3 deeply incorrect or show
[ ) deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, + totally reliable, erfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation = deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight completely testable,  reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES: 07 ) -l boya) ) @ SN 3 _- >
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OPPONENT ‘ E I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevanttopics|  correctown | prioritization leading |cooperation| relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER'S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED L presentation | addressed | opinions expressed | topics | presented —] ;- conciseand correct or no
5 almost no, irrelevant 0 almostno | almost r‘mthl?g | no or irrelevant } almost no no 0 almostno | almostno | irrelevant | very little _r no i questions asked
P — verylittle | somemainpoints |  few some | almostnos {4 little was trying | few some almost no % S —
some felevant; SiMecat resoving h main points some to most topics = some PR el ix X g
1= some undlear points 5 enough | points: Qe - 0 MOSEIopk - e S p_arfial satisfying « most _~] mostly correct +|_ some 1 inconclusive o too long
) almostall | all relevant parts. almostall | toalmost alltopics | reasonable | _efficient | good ‘ almostall | almostall correct | reasonable = ] :
5 sh.ort' afll&)wmg s.hort answers, 3 all & I + improvement B very very | + improvement o, S— eeply l.ncorrect (.” sl
prioritized, all time used 4 efficiently almostall parts all suggestions | verygood |4 efficient | efficient all suggestions very good ) dep misconceptions

NOTES: ( *3 7 - G
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REVIEWER ?
Start from 1 and add/subtract

QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT _ REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report  |understanding own opinions  pros & cons ‘ prioritisation speech | discussion ,l own opinions |  pros & cons !prinrltlsation QUESTIONS
. 1

some relevant, sufficient number, could o summary of report =1 | summary | analysis - )y conciseand correct or

1 clear things out poor poor toofew | irrelevant | chaotic 0 poar | al 0 toofew | irrelevant | chaotic no questions asked
——peot . poor 8 1 it | chaotic | | ho e tic |

most time used, many unclear points 1 tooshort/long | partially some  —Jpartially relevant, present 1 too short/long |too short/long some =partially relevant | present 1 some incorrect,
% resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 5 * informative, apt| _sufficient « many adequate «| visible o | « informative, apt relevant parts many ~|  adequate ¥  visible " inconclusive or too long
3 +short, apt and clear, well prioritized briefbut | detailed, | +improvement| fully ‘ clear, brief but accurate, | +improvement| fully clear, deeply incorrect or show
) time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex | suggestions | adequate | intuitive |3 accurate | conclusive | suggestions |  adequate intuitive | deep misconceptions

NOTES: r L 7
L Z \jvl Oh | —




LA 14 -
stage: 7 fight (round no.): 2, room: /=2 problem no.: 7/ Juror name:  PAVE Rrtesees-
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: 1 ﬂ
Start from 1 and add/subtract s
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison between l relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation. theory/model | experiments  theory and experiment, own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
0 almost no almost no too few | no/almostno ~ | others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood 0 almost no too few poor, slow reactions
1 some | some some % | some  reviewed sources, properly cited,  partly could answer some conciss and.corrector
2 basic ! basic well performed done, but not well fitting pos someown _ |¥on average level |1 was trying some questions 0= no questions asked
: L4 good but not so [ detailed, quite a lot, + explained relevant convincing gave reasonable »
3 #  demonstrative ~correct | errorsanalysed | g solution 2 satisfying most explanations .1 — Some incorrect,
a4 detailed, good, +good testable | +results explained well fitting, deviations | considerable experimental  some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out — inconclusive or too long
5 _demonstrative  “* predictions | and analysed _/analyse or theoretical | thanaverage f§2 x productive c’i&vindngly supported quickly 2 deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, | + totally perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation x deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight completely testable.  reproducible / very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
: 7~
NOTES 2_‘ A 2
OPPONENT | ﬁ I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timie usad .. understanding of | relevant topics correct own | prioritization leading |cooperation| relevanceof | own opinions |prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED presentation addressed | opinions expressed | N topics | presented | - concise and correct or no
o almostno, irrelevant 0 alrno]st r:o almost nothing : no or ;:_ele__vgn_t_ almost no pes no 0 almost no l almost no \ irrelevant | very little | no ) questions asked
very little | some main points w | some almost no little | wastrying | few some almost = ;
™ some refevant, aimed at resolving | * er:r);sh ~ main pci!r’n:‘. | some tomosttopics | some ‘ rtial | Ao 1 - = g L
1~ some unclear points 2 1 ] LOpI + pEIne A partial | satisfying most | mostly correct some inconclusive or too long
_ J.‘aimost all all relevant parts ~ almost all '%.to almost all topics ;{_easonable | . _efficient | good | almostall Imost all correct | “reasonable =
2 shf)r'c. alllomng s'hcrt answers, 3e all & | +improvement - very I very +improvement =, T deely f_ncorrect ?r i
prioritized, all time used a efficiently | X almost all parts all suggestions very good | 4 efficient efficient all | suggestions very good deep misconceptions
NOTES: 2 25
REVIEWER Za
Start from 1 and add/subtract | <#~
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
. | | | |
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report  understanding| own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation speech | discussion | own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could 5 summary of report S e ___summary analysis | Jo g —— concise and correct or
1 clear things out __poor poor toofew | irrelevant ‘_ chaotic | ¢ poor almost no ' _toofew | irrelevant | chaotic | no guestions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long |  partially | some |paa'tiai|!.tr relevant]  present 1 too short/long [too short{lcmg: some partially relevant,  present x some incorrect,
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. ,  informative, apt| _sufficient | many adequate visible ,  informative, apt| relevant parts x_many | adequate | visible i inconclusive or too long
- Iad o = T [ i T :
+short, apt and clear, well prioritized % brief but ‘ detailed, l +improvement| fully | clear, X brief but accurate, | +improvement| % fully clear, . deeply incorrect or show
f? time managed efficiently 3 accurate h S complex suggestions IK adequate | 'Kntuitive 3 >< accurate /% conclusive suggestions adequate X intuitive : deep misconceptions
NOTES: 2 25 2,%

=




A

stage: 2 fight (round no.): 6 room: "D < problem no.: Juror name: H A‘P]’ MJ @ Ag 0

REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature:

Start from 1 and add/subtract D2

REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,

relevant | eqmparison between relevant OPPONENT and

phenomenon explanation  theory/model experiments | thedgy and experiment own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses flexibility/reactions ’
0 almost no almast no too few na/ almost no others data, incorrectly cited misundstood 0 almost no too few poor, s ions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
1. = SOTTE Cilal iewe : parly-cited = — ZCould answer som y

3L | -
2 basic basic ell per | onaveragelevel {1 was trying (Some ) - cankise alnd cor;ez;t oL
guod but notso detailed, | quite a lot, convincing = . noglestonsaske

3 ative | correct | errors analysed | - | solution 2 most explanations @ __some incorrect,

4 detailed, good, | +goodtestable | + results explained| well fitting, deviatipns considerable experimental  some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative / |  predictions | and analysed analysed or theoretical thanaverage |3 productive convincingly supported quickly 5~ deeply incorrect or show
deep and f nsnble | detailed, complex, = + totally reliable, perfect correlation, conslderable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation - ! :

6 - : | 4 i i o eep misconceptions
shows phys:r.al insight |completely testable reproducible very conclusive and theoretical | than expected efficient understanding with team, very efficient
b <
NOTES: X b4
-

OPPONENT G || oPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

Start from 1 and add/subiract timeused | understandingof | relevanttopics |  correctown | prioritization leading |cooperation| relevanceof | own opinions | prioritisation § REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS

QUESTIONS ASKED presentation addressed | opinions expressed | | | topics presented e concise and correct or no

o almost no, irrelevant 9 almost no almost nothing | no or irvelevant almostno no 0 almostno | almostno | irrelevant very little no questions asked
. 1 very little some main points few some almostno | 4 Jr was trying | fe .
some relevant, aimed at resolving T Tl > 2 am_e__- :- ~ some incorrect,

1} some unclear points 2 — 1 - 2 2 T N inconclusive or too long

almostall | all relevant parts almostall | toalmostall topics | reasonable =

- short allowing short answers, 3 all & | + improvement 3 G deeply incorrect or show

2 Pl B P p 1

prioritized, all time used 4 efficiently < m@ | all suggestions very good |4 efficient | efficient all suggestions verygood | desp Misconosptions
NOTES: AS € 2 < Y € ¢b1e
REVIEWER

Start from 1 and add/subtract m

QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY

0 too few, mostly irrelevant report |understanding| own opinions = pros & cons |prioritisation speech | discussion | own opinions l pros & cons |prloritisation QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could " summary | ofreport | e ’ ___ summary analysis | _ il o~ concise and correct or

1 clear things out __poor _poor _too few irrelevant chaotic poor __! almostno | toofew | irrelevant chaotic no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially T some- partially relevant| present g 'too Shortllong| m ! partially relevant | some incorrect,

- resolved, aimed at both report and opp. informat@b sufficient ‘ m‘%w = = inconclusive or too long
+short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, | % : clear, b accurate, |+ imprcvvement| clear, * deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate | complex sugg;stlons adequate | intuitive 3 accurate conclusive suggestions adequate intuitive deep misconceptions

-

NOTES:

& b




stage: 1 fight (round no.): 3 room: 102 problemno.: 1] surorname: Milay S auel’ K
REPORTER - reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: 7./
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison between ! relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation  theory/model experiments | theory and experiment | own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
0 almost no almost no too few | no/ almost no | othersdata, incorrectly cited | misunderstood J almost no too few poor, slow reactions
. [ 7 PR I
1 - __sﬂg S P sorr!e some | % some : (reviewed sources, properly cited partly . could answer some conilseani aoirestir
2 x basic basic well performed _ done, but not well fitting - _some own #on average level § 1 was trying some r's questions no questions asked
good but not so detailed, quite a lot, + explained ‘ relevant convincing gave reasonable ==
3 demonstrative correct | errors analysed \’_ ) ) ! _solution 2 0 satisfying most * explanations 1 __some incorrect,
4 , detailed, good, +good testable | + results explained| well ﬁtting,}é\iztions considerable experimental  some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out inconclusive or too long
5 ~ demonstrative | predictions | and analysed | analysed or theoretical than average 3 ‘productive convincingly supported quickly 2 deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, | +totally reliable, | perfect correlatio considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation ) deep misconceptions
shows physical insight completely testable| reproducible very conclusive \ and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:
OPPONENT | 9 I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevant topics correctown | prioritization leading iwnperatium relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED presentation addressed | opinions expressed . _ topics _ presented | concise and correct or no
o almostno, irrelevant 0 _a_lrpols_t r;o | almost nothing | no Qr_ifrrelevant | almost no | | no 0 almostno | almost no_l irrelevant _ very little L no ] questions asked
very little some main points | ew | some almost no little was tryin| few some | almostn i "
some relevant, aimed at resolving . enough ) _n;m_pmr;ts ] some | to most topics some " artial ti _f_ryy' ne | 1 ly corre ; SE HE
1 @ some unclear points 2 — ¢ : 2 partial | satistying |  most most| )"C.O”E‘{t: some inconclusive or too long
ﬁ almost all all relevantparts | , almostall | toalmostall topics | reasonable efficient | good almostall | almost all correct | reasonable ==e, g -
Sh.on. a.llowmgslhort answers, 3 0 ‘A& = | +improvement 3 & very | very ‘ | +improvement | i -2 deeply |.ncDrrer:t ek e
prioritized, all time used 4 efficiently | almostall parts all suggestions | *verygood |41/ -efficient | efficent | - all | suggestions | - very good ERpIRcRceptions
NOTES:
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report  understanding| own opinions | pros & cons ‘priorltisatiun speech | discussion | own opinions |  pros & cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
— some relevant, sufficient number, could o summary ofreport | R I B summary | analysis | | — o —— concise and correct or
1 clear things out ___poor | poor too few irrelevant chaotic | © ~_poor | almost no _too few ! __irrelevant chaotic | no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially - _some partially relevant _ present 1 too short/long !too short/long - some | partially relevanti present 1 some incorrect,
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 0 informative, apt| sufficient many adequate | wvisible - 0 informative, apt|relevant parts many | adeguate visible 5 inconclusive or too long
_ 2 LUZALIETE) Ao 4 ny Ml |
3 0 +short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but , detailed, | +improvement " fully clear, brief but accurate, |+ imprcvement! fully clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 " accurate complex | suggestions adequate intuitive 3 accurate | conclusive | suggestions adequate intuitive =* deep misconceptions

NOTES:




SCORESHEET

Juror name: ﬂ"?”) 1 (z'tﬁ’{\/

stage: fight (round no.): room: problem no.:
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: st Cféd ;
Start from 1 and add/subtract &
REPORT ’ DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
) relevant comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation  theory/model experiments | thepry and experiment | own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
0 almost no Imost no too few \no/ almost no | othersdata, incorrectly cited = misunderstood 0 almost no too few poor, slow reactions
’ | Y some reviewed sources, properly cited | artl
1 __some some’ | _some | | SC ——fTElewed SOUrce: P u_J_ _partly ' could answer some T Do o
2 ‘basic ~ basic | well pe;fonned_i__idcne, but,not well fitting some own j | on average leveli | 1 was trying some questions 80— no questions asked
good but not so det‘a‘iled. quite a lot, + explained relevant convincing gave reasonable
3 demonstrative | _correct | errors ana!_ysed__!__ . ; | solution 2 satisfyrngt‘ most explanations 1 some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, l +good teé't_able : +results explained| well fitting, deviations considerable experimental  some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative predictions | and analysed / analysed | or theoretical ___than average 3 productive convincingly supported quickly 2 deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible, deta'?led, complex,  + totally reliable, perfect correlation, considerable experimental | grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation - deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight cori'1pleteh.r testable,  reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:
OPPONENT | g | OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevanttopics | correctown prioritization leading | cooperation| relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED presentation | add i | op expressed : . I | topics presented | concise and correct or no
o almostno, irrelevant 0 almos.t no | almc_ug_t_n?_r:'ilrlg___i no or irrelevant I' almost no | no almostno | almostno | irrelevant |  verylittle ___no questions asked
| P it 1 _verylittle | some main points few | some | almostno# ¢ little ; | wastrying | few some [ almost no somefficotrect
Somereievant, Amed ot resoMIng enough main points some to most topics some |I [ ieFaling ? R i ,
11 comeunclear points 2 gh | mnanp . p | 5 partia satisfying | most | mostlycorrect | some - inconclusive or too long
’ almostall j | all relevant parts { | almostall ’ | to almost all topics | reasonable . _ efficient | good f | almost all *__a_l@st all correct ’ reasonable — ;
2 ShFIFt. z.nllowmg slhort answers, 3 all & + improvement = very very ‘ | +improvement | 22 neepl |'m:orrect c.’r o
prioritized, all time used 4 efficiently almost all parts all suggestions | verygood |2 efficient efficient | all suggestions | very good £ deep misconceptions
NOTES:
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 toofew, mostly irrelevant report understanding| own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation| speech | discussion | ownopinions | pros&cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could " __summary | ofreport summary | analysis _ o — |}, conciseand correct or
1 clear things out poor | poor toofew f| irrelevant chaotic | °© poor almost no toofew | irrel chaotic no questions asked
Dor__ | y 2le L2 e | | relevant ;)
most time used, many unclear points 1 tooshort/long  partially some |partially relevant| _present J1  tooshort/long [tooshort/long  some partially relevant| _ present ~ someincorrect,
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 informative, apl sufficient many adequate ﬁ visible 4 informative, al?p_re_fe_v_a_r_lt parts, many adequate | , visible —  inconclusive or too long
| F o) E— = = 7 — TS
+short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, + improvement, fully clear, brief but accurate,  +improvement| fully clear, i deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex suggestions | adequate intuitive 3 accurate conclusive suggestions | adequate intuitive J| ~ deep misconceptions
7]
NOTES: /1

7‘- 4 P g comen IL




stage: 2 fight (round no.): ; room: ’Z Q 2 problemno.: f Juror name: PLL? SCL"%
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: M
Start from 1 and add/subtract -
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant | comparison between | relevant OPPONENT and
h explanation  theory/model experiments | theory and experiment|  own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses flexibility/reactions ’
0 —— St ; T : = - : REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
almost no almost no no/ almost no others data, incorrectly cited misunderstood 0 almost no too few poor, slow reactions
(reviewed sources, rly cite |
1 = some some iewed sources, properly cited | gartly ) could answer some concise and correct or
o basic basic™ leawn | on average level § 1 was trying some questions 0° .
- o~ i no questions asked
E - relevant | convincing i gave reasonable "
3 correct + PRSI S . | solution 2 __satisfying mos expl g} some incorrect,
4 +good testable | + results explalned well fitting, g, déviations considerable expenmental some parts better theory +helped Iear thifgs out inconclusive or too long
5 @ i | predictions ' and analysed | analysed or theoretical than average 3 @ convincingly supported 2~ deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehen31ble detailed, complex, + totally reliable, perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent 4 very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
shows physical insight | completely testable.  reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected d efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:
RS =1 = &
OPPONENT | E" ' OPPQOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevant topics  correctown | prioritization leading |cooperation| relevanceof | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED | presentation addressed | opinions expressed | __topics presented | 0 concise and correct or no
0— almost no, irrelevant 0 _almost r;o | almostnothing | no or ifrrelevant | almost no ‘ | no 0 _almostno | almostno | irrelgg\a\_n_t_ | very qu\le no questions asked
v e some main points | ew some | almostno |4 Iittle was trying | - .
O some relevant, aimed at resolving " % I en Dol il (some> to most topics| | (-s ome | i 9| fv| 2 | fE ¥ me 1 2 §G'I ms\gno 1 some incorrect,
- some unclear points 2 ! : e . | satisfying m mostiy correct il inconclusive or too long
almost all all réﬁvant_ parts almostall | toalmostall topics | rea le e |c1ent | gooé‘ ) almostall | almost all correct | reasonable — i
2 sh_art_ a_llowmg s'hart answers, 3 all & + improvement very T very +improvement > el [.nw"en o i
prioritized, all time used a efficiently almostall parts all suggestions | verygood |4 efficient | efficient | all suggestions very good i inieconogiions
NOTES: NE p——
AL 425 S-S
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report understanding own oplnions | pros & cons | prioritisation speech discussion | own opinions | pros & cons |'prioritisation QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could a summary of report : — — | summary _'__ analysis | | _§ 5 conciseand correct or
1 clear things out __poor poor | toofew _Lirre_le!a_n_t | chaotic 0 poor | almostno | toofew irrelevant chaoth: no questions asked
: ~ most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/!ong partially some artially relevant  present 1 too short/long too short/long some |partially relevant| _ present 1 some incorrect,
(j resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 |nfﬁ£\? apt sufficient qnany, adequate visible , infor apt|rele arts m'ény adeguate visible - inconclusive or too long
o . y o s A Jatequan siie § — ‘
3 +short, apt and clear, well prioritized bnef but ail |+ rmprcrvement ful clear, brjefbut / | tcUfate, + improvementl Tully \1 clear, - deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate compléx suggestions dequa 3 ac chaclusive | suggestions equ_ay ntuitive I 27" deep misconceptions

NOTES:

[Z,Q iQ%’wLQ"
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SCORESHEET .
y N . !
stage: 2, fight (round no.): 5 room: 101, problem no.: L Juror name: r‘h i3k § moli ¥
REPORTER - reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: 7
£ re r
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT . DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
. relevant comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation _theory/mod | experiments | theory and experiment | own contribution task fulfilment peration arguments/resp flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’
0 almost no almost no | too few no/ almost no | others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood 0 almost no too few poor, slow reactions S QUESTIONS
1 some e some reviewed sources, properly cited | rtl
1 som.e some | properly partly o ) could answer some _ concise and correct or
2 0 basic = basic __well performed done, but not well fi ttins someown L on average level 1 swas trying some questions 0 ARt oRe Sk ad
good but not so detailed, quite a lot, + explained | & relevant convincing gave reasonable 9
3 _demonstrative | correct ~_errors analysed | | - solution 2 satisfying . most = explanations 1 @ some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, | +goodtestable | + results explained well fitting, deviations considerable experimental  some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out é inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative I _predictions | and analysed analysed _or theoretical | than average 3 productive convincingly supported quickly > deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehens‘lble, detailed, complex, =+ totally reliable,  perfect correlation, considerable experimental | grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation ) deep misconceptions
shows physical insight |comp|etely testable.  reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES: Opo TR/ y weerigtelt
penent nit J& tyoy hepratel
OPPONENT ‘? I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevant topics  correct own prioritization leading ncooperatinn relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED presentation ! addressed | opinions expressed | topics |  presented | o concise and correct or no
0 almost no, irrelevant 0 a}mofr rlno | almost nothing | noor ;rrelevant ~_almestno | | no 0 almost no t almost no irrelevant ~ very little |, no questions asked
. very little s0me main points ew some almost no Ilttle _was tryin few some |
some relevant, aimed at resolving | - enough . main points J some to most topics some | rti [ ti fy S | : S ‘ gkt 1 e Incor Fe,
1 5 somexndearnolits 2 e - AN PO = R it —SO8 - ?0 partial |, satisfying | maost 1_n'lc_lstl'yI correct ~_some inconclusive or too long
] almostall | allrelevantparts | almostall | toalmostall topics | reasonable | efﬁcnent | good almostall | almost all correct | reasonable — fharivi
short a'IIcwmg s_hort answers, 3 O all & 5 imprm?ment : — very PR sm— 4 deep y |[ncorrect c.nr show
prioritized, all time used alJ) .efficiently | # almostall parts * all *  suggestions ‘verygood 4 efficient | efficient all suggestions | very good eep misconceptions
NOTES:
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 toofew, mostly irrelevant report understanding own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation speech ‘ discussion ‘ own opinions |  pros & cons iprioritisatinn QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could " __ summary | ofreport | BN [E— | summary _analysis | |} ,—— conciseand correct or
1 clear things out ~_poor ~poor | toofew wrelevant _l_ _ chaotic | 0 poor almostno |  toofew | irrelevant chaotic no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 .too short/long | partially |, some partially relevant| present 1 too short/long [too short{'longi .+ some _' partially relevant| - present ~ someincorrect,
2 resolved, aimed at bath report and opp. 5 U informative, apt sufficient ! many . adequate visible informative, apt|relevant parts many | - adequate visible —  Inconclusive or too long
. | ! | dequ L[
+short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, | +improvement fully | clear, briefbut |, accurate, |+ improvement! fully clear, deeply incorrect or show
‘3 time managed efficiently 3 accurate | complex suggestions adequate intuitive 3 ¢ accurate conclusive | suggestions adequate | intuitive deep misconceptions

NOTES:




stage: fight (round no.): room: problem no.: Juror name: W)’l [£] (}[ 4
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: Z l/‘//(f’
Start from 1 and add/subtract j
REPORT . DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison between | relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon e_:_planalinni theory/model | experiments  theory and experiment | own contribution ! task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
0 almost no i almost no | too few no/ almost no ' | othersdata, incorrectly cited | misunderstood 0 almost no too few poor, slow reactions g Q
1 | iewed i ly cited rtl :
1 some f! 50"‘_9 1 some i some |reviewed sources, properly cited partly I could answer some conclieand correctiar
2 basic | basic | well rmed” done, but not well fitting some own . on average level 1 was trying some questions 0 no questions asked
good but not so | detailed, qu + explalned relevant convincing g{ gave reasonable
3 demonstrative correct errors analysed | | solution 2 satisfyin most explanations -1 some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, +good testable  + results explained  well fitting, deviations considerable experimental |snme parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative . predictions | and analysjed analysed —— gtheoretica.l than average §~ productive convincingly supported quickly 2 —__deeply incorrect or show
- deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, + totally reliable, perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent . very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight completely testable reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected = efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:
¢t 4 7
OPPONENT | Cih I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused = understandingof | relevant topics | correct own II prioritization leading | cooperation| relevanceof | own opinions |prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED | presentatil?n | adl:!tessed opinions expressed | | | topics | presented concise and correct or no
5 almost no, irrelevant 0 almostno |  almostnothing | noorirrelevant | i almost no no ] 0 almostno | almostno | irrelevant very little no ’f questions asked
; S i 1 very little some main points few % some talmostno | 4 little was trying few some 4| almost no S
some relevant, aimed at resolving LA : : | . 9 ST | = s
enough main points some to most topics some 4 4
1 { some unclear points 2 : P I E 2 partial ” | satisfying |  most mostly correct | some inconclusive or too long
) . almost all all relevant parts almostall | toalmostall topics | reasonable _ efficient | good almost all l almost all correct Jr reasonable —— .
sh ort allowing sthort answers, 3 all & + improvement 3 very | vey | |+ Improvement i :EEDW incRveeice i show
prioritized, all time used a efficiently almost all parts all | suggestions verygood 4 efficient | efficient all | suggestions very good SS R IROOR0N s
NOTES: 7 T
+ [ !
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report \understanding| own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation| speech discussion | own opinions l pros & cons !prioritisatinn QUESTIONS
- | | |
some relevant, sufficient number, could __summary | of report ___summary | lysis | I 1, concise and correct or
1 clear things out poor | poor too few ﬁ irrelevant | chaotic 0 poor ‘ ‘almost no | toofew | irrelevant | chaotic no questions asked
I —t tc
! most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially 1 some |partially relevant,  present 1 too short/long too shortflonﬂ some T |partially relevant |y present 1 some incorrect,
3 | | ¥ . = . "
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 informative, apt|  sufficient many adequate visible 2 informative, ap_ttglevant parts many adequate : | visible inconclusive or too long
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