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REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

W~L~rní_]=
REPJRT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments comparison between own contribution task fulfilment science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ‘ ANSWERS TO JURY,

explanation theory and experiment communication
I reporter‘s OPPONENT, andO almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant I conduct in the

responses I . . REV1E.NEP‘S QUESTIONS
~ some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/

fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive
2

good good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some aspects some aspects concise and correct or nosome partly fine O
3 above average well done questions asked

1 many good
4 detailed quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,

~ demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussad — experimental solution demonstrative 2 + data/theory some aspects 1 inconclusive or toc ong
supported efficient

6 deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, — well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall e~icient : -2 deep miscnceptiondeeply incorrect orshows

7 shows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding
analysis ‚

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract

~ ]+[ ]-[‚ ]=P_] 45~ V
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY arid

too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their ‘ d opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUEST ONS
own opinions presentepresentation priorltlsatlon presented management prioritisation the discussionrelevant, aimed at resolving - concise and correc or no

unclear points in the report almost nothing almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked
1 some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine

+ short, apt and clear, well some incorrect,
prioritised, all time used 2 main points partially relevant some correct fair partially relevant some correct good inconclusive or too long

~ ~relevar.t points mostly relevant many correct efficient ~ mostly relevant many correct some aspects eficient deeply incorrect r shows
NOTES: +4 practically all points + well prioritised improvement +

suggestions all time used + weil prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient -z deep misconceptions

~
REVIEWE ‘ Start from 1 and add/suzlract

~+fl +P{1+(4 ~]+[i $]± [ ] - [ ]=( “] J ý~. Jo
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

~ tco few, mostly rrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and correr or no

relevant, meant to clarify unclear points a poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant () poor rrelevant i i-relevant questions asked

t + suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,
1 superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/corre superficial some none some incorrect,most time used

~ + short, apt and clear, well priontised, 2 good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or tooong
accurate, fully re evant,

time managed efficiently 3 fully adequate, fully adequate, ‚x ‚ ‚ . constructive deeply incorrect orshows2 apt&accurateapt, accurate well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate deep misconcepti~‘s

NOTES: “PT Novcr~oer 2nfl

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the 11,101 range
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REPORTER Start from land add/subtract
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REP DRT phenomenon comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY, Itheory/model relevant experiments theory and experiment own contribution task ‘ulfilment communication .explanation reporters OPPONENT, and
almost no almost no almost no a most no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct In the

some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . . RcVIE‘iVER‘S QUESTIOr‘5discussion
~ too few poor/aggressive Ifair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average

some aspects some aspects :orcise and correct onogood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some partly fine C questions asked II
above average well done

J many good II
detailed quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, . Some incorrect.

parametres + limits discussed — + data/theory some aspects ~ ‚nconclusive or too bi
experimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient -demonstrative ~ ycorrect O ex~~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep . ‚ deeply incorrect or sFows

‘Č .deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex,
overall efficient Jeep miscnceptionsshows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding ‚

analysis I

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from I and add/subtract

~
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY an~

too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics rásed and their own opinions time topics raised and their . d opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
own Opinions presente Irelevant, aimed at resolving presentation I prlm‘Itisation presented management prioritisation the discussion ~ co,,cise and correct a no

unclear points in the report almost nothing almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked

+ shcrt, apt and clear, well some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine scme ncorrect, I ‘

prior tised, all time used 2 main points partiMly relevant some correct fair 2 relevant some correct good ‘3 inconclusive or too long
all relevant points mosty relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient~ 3 d~ply incorrect or si ws

NOTES: +4 practically all points + well prioritised improvement + + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient ‘~ d~p misconception“
suggestions all time used ‘ I

REVIEWER start from 1 and add/subtract

W~W~[~ ]-í ]=Ĺ ]
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS AkWERS TO JURY I

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & I pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion I correct own POINTED OUT OJESTIOtJS I
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions co tise and correct o no

relevant, meant to clarify unclear points a poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant u poor I irrelevant .~ irre evant qu~tions asked II
+ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,

t superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none sone incorrect, flmost time used
1 1

. short, apt and clear, well prioritised, good nostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many aiconclusive or too long
accurate: fully relevant, - Iiitime managed efficiently 3 fully adequate, fully adequate, 2 constructive deeply incorrect or slows2 apt&accurateapt, accurate well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate deep misconceptionsli

NOTES:
III
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Please, suitably .dJuit your radci talcin into re ird the I1.lOi range
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REPJRT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT PNSWERS TO JURY,own contribution task fulfilmentexplanation theory and experiment communication reporter‘s c PPONE~1T, and

O almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the
responses . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIOľt1 some x some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments! discussion

fair fair fair opalitative agreement some own input average average a too few poor/aggressive
2 some aspects some aspects concise and corrector no

~‚ some x part y fine Ĺ questions askedgood good ~< good quantitative agreement + some interesting results above average well done .
3

many good
4 detailed quite detailed, ~ multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some in;orrect,

experimental solution demonstrative + data/theory some aspects L ncanclusive or too olg~ demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed supported efficient
6 deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 ex~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall efficie deeply icorrect or s~o~s‘e

nt deep miscnceptions7 shows physica insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding
analysis —

NOTES:

OPPONENT start from 1 and add/subtract

~~]- Li ] =[ ]
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY an:

too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their

relevant, aimed at resolving presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisatlon own opinions presented opponent‘s coiductin REVIEWER‘S QUESTIO%JSthe discussion
~ coicise and correct cx‘ 1°

unclear points in the report almost rothing almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked J
~ some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine. short, apt and clear, well some ncorrect, i ‘

prior tised, all time used 2 main points partially relevant some correct ~( fair 2 partially relevant some correct ‚ good -l ‚inconclusive or too lcng
ects efficient I3 all relevan: points mostly relevant many correct efficient y mostly relevant many correct so~1e asp deeply incorrect or sbws

NOTES: +4 practically all points + well prioritised improvement + ~ . well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient ‘‘ deep misconcePtionssuggestions all time used

~ ‘

REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract

W+fl+fl+Li~+í‘i~±[41- ]=Ĺ~] @4 ~‘k L
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mostly irrelevant evaljation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions cortise and corrector ro

relevant, meant to clarify unclear points ~ poor/wrong irrelevant Q poor/wrong irrelevant Q poor irrelevant .~ irre evant questions asked

‘ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp. I.
1 superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superfic al some none scme incorrect,most time used

. short, apt and clear, well prioritised, 2 good .vnostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prior tited relevant parts many inconclusive or too long
time managed efficiently 3 fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate fully adequate, accurate, fully relevant, -

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate I constructive deeply incorrect or stcwsapt, accurate deep misconceptions~~

NOTES: iYPT No,omb~~!~22

Please, suItably adjust your grad, kin into regard the I
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REPORT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiment comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWEJ~S TO JURY, II
explanation theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication 11reporter‘s OPPONENT, and II
almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant condut in the

some some some some review of sources, cited partly partlyclear arguments/responses . . PEVIE‘~ER‘S QUESTIONSdiscassion II
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

some aspects some aspects concise and correct ~‘ nogood good good q ntitative agreement + ome interesting results some party fine q~stio,s asked
above average well done

many good 1‘
detailed quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, so-le incorrect,

demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — . + data/theory some aspects irconclijsive or too longexperimental solution demonstrative supported effitient
deeply incorrect or shows

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 0 ex!~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall eflicient deep mscnceptions ‚
shows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding ii

analysis ‚

NOTES:

OPPONENT start from 1 and add/subtract

W[)tí‘bPí ] MIX ~ťr~ov~.
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANS“WRS‘‘O JURY anU

.‚too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their I
own opinions Iresented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEW ER‘S QUESTIONSl~rele‘,ant, aimed at resolving presentation prlcritisation presented management prioritisation the dlscus;lon czncise and corrector no

Ci
unclear points in the report O almost rothing alrrost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggr~sive ~‚sesticns asked

tshort, apt and clear, well 1 some main points too some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine incorrect, ii
prioritised, all time used 2 ‘~uJmain points partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially relevant some correct good -_ im:oncljsive or too long

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient ostly relevant many correct ‘~6me aspects efficient
~ . 3 ~eply incorrect or s~ws

NOTES: +4 practically all points + wel prioritised improvement + ‚ tI+ well prioritised I + improvement suggestions overall efficient “ ‚tep rrisconceptionslsuggestions all time used ‘~ lI,_

REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract

W~~( ]+[ ~+[ ~1±H]-[ 1
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY ii

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT C,UESTICNS II
Iiiunderstanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions :cncise and correct o -no

relevant, meant to clarify unclear points a poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor irrelevant irreevant zimestions asked

4- suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,
I superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some nor-e scme in:orrect,most time used

L 1 relevant parts many rtanclLsive or too long2 good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant,+ short, apt and clear, well prioritised, .4
accurate, fullytime managed efficiently 3 fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate fully adequate, 2 . - ‘

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate 1 constructive deeply ‘icorrect or s owsapt, accurate deep msconceptions31

NOTES: „‘
VPS No,ombn2022

Please, .uitaely adjust your grades takIng Into regard the
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W~LLJ~{ 4~J-(Ó5j=[ ~1
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‚?~‘ ~‘1)x w1~~) ~
comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWEP.51~O JURY,REPJRT phenomenon th~ry/modeI r~levantexpeiiments theoryandexperinient owncontribution taskfulfilment communication

explanation
reporter‘s CPPONENT, and

almost no almost no almost ro almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant condut In the
some some some some review of sources, cited partly partlyclear arguments/responses discussion REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
fair fair fair i3~litative agreement some own input av rage average too few poor/aggressive

ome aspects some aspects concise and correct ~ nogood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some party fine qtEsticns asked
above average well done

I
detailed quite detailed, or 4ulti:ude of or considerable interesting overall clear, •_‚~‚good ‚ sore incorrect,

arametres + limits discussed — + data/theory some aspects - in-onclusive or too l~igdemonstrative correct n examined experimental solution demonstrative 2 supported effi:ient

deeply incorrect or shows
deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 ~ well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall efficient deep ~iscnceptions

errorsshows physical insight completely testable and analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding
analys 5

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from I and add/subtract
‚ -~ I

W~ ~ 1í ] po~±o~ ~
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER 4NSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly irrelevant understaidingof t3pics raised and their own opinions time topics rásed and their . . opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
own opinions presented

relevant, aimed at resolving presen(ation prioritisation presented management priwitisation the discus;lon czncise and correct or no
unclear points in the report almost nothing almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggreesive questions asked

+ short, apt and clear, well i some man points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fire some ‘icorrect,
prioritised, all time used 2 main points ‚partially relevant ‚s~me correct fair 2 partiMly relevant some correct good ‘ in:onc usive or too long

3 all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mosty relevant many correct some aspects efficient deeply incorrect or slows

NOTES: +~ practically all points + well prioritised improvement +suggestions all time used 4 + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient ‘- deep misconceptions

REVIEWER stars from 1 and add subtract

W~fl~L( ]±[ bHJ=[ fl
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS A‘JSWE~ TO JURY

too few, mostly irre evant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT GUESTICNS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions „cmcise and correct o no

relevant, meant to clarify unclear points ~ poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant ti poor irrelevant -l irre evant qu—stions asked

+ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,
1 superfi:ial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some nore some ircorrect,most time used

+ short, apt and clear, well prioritised, 2 good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/p-ioritised relevant parts many nanclusive or too lo
accurate, fully relevant,time managed efficiently 3 fully adequate, fully adequate, 2

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate corEtructive deeply ncorrecl Or sl.ows2 apt & accurateapt, accurate deep misconceptions

NOTES: rip‘ Ney~,n~~ 2022

itabl ad ust yourgrades taLin into regard the
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REPORTER Start from land add/subtract 1 5 Č2
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REP DRT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiment comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWFR$ TO JURY,
explanation theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication reporter‘s OPPONENT, and
almost no almost no almost ro almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

some aspects some aspects concise and correct ~
good good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some partly fineabove average well done questions asked

many good
detailed quite detailed, ~. multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, sone incorrect,

demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — ‚experimental solution demonstrative +data/theoi‘y some aspects inconclusive or too iongsupported efficient

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, O ex!ed well fitting, deviations 0 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep deeply incorrect or sh~soverall efficient deep miscnceptions
shows physical insigh c~mpletely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

— analysis —

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract

W~ ~[ 1~1 )-H~]=
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER 4NSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their . . opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
own opinions presented the discussion

relevant, aimed at resolving presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation concise and correct omo
uiclear points in the report almost rothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive quastions asked

+ short, apt and clear, well some man points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,
p“ioritised, all time used 2 main points partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially relevant some correct good ‘ inconc usive or too ior€

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient
~ deeply incorrect or s~ws

NOTES: + improvement +4 practically all points + well prioritised + well prioritised + improvement suggestions I overall efficient ‘— deep misconceptionssuggestions all time used

REVIEWER start from 1 and add subtract

~J-fl=Pi
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech I pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding I prioritisation evaluation I prioritisation evaluation opinions toncise and corrector no

relevant, meant to clarify unclear points
poor/wrong irrelevant u poor/wrong irrelevant O poor ‚jrrelevant -t irrelevant questions asked

+ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,
superficia I partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,srost time used

good mostly correct/prioritised I good ostly correct/prioritised re evant parts many nconclusive or too long
+ short, apt and clear, well prioritised, accurate, fully relevant,

~ constructive deeply ncorrect or showstime managed efficiently fully adequate, fully adequate, 22 apt & accurateapt, accurate well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate deep misconceptions

NOTES: iVPT Nevembs)027

Please, suitably ediust your grades takin into re ard the jl,lOj range
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too few, mostly irrelevant

relevant, aimed at resolving
unclear points in the report

+ short, apt and clear, well
prioritised, all time used

+ improvement
suggestions

+

all time used

DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER
top cs raised and their

prioritisation
Q almost none

too few/many

2 partially relevant
mostly relevant ~

opponent‘s conduct in
the discussion

poor/aggressive
some aspects fine

‚—good
some aspects efficient

overall efficient

ANS WE RS TO JU RY and
REVIEWER‘S QUESTICNS

co.,cise and correct or no
I,‘ q..estions asked

sÓme incorrect,
irconclusive or too long

deeply incorrect or shows
deep misconcept~_,~

REPORTER start from land add/subtract

W~ED~í_]-{_] =Ĺľi (
REPORT phenomenon theory/model rel ‚ comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANS~E~S TO JURY,evant experiments own contribution task fulfilment .explanation theory and experiment communication reporter‘s OPPO‘JENT, and

almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic „ relevant conduct In the
some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses REVIE‘NR‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion
fair fair fair qualitative agreem~ some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

good good good quantitative agreement + some interesting resu;‘ some aspects some aspects some partly fine concise and corrector ‘so
above averag well done ct..estions asked

many goodmultitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, sane i,correct,detailed qutte detailed, or
demonstrative correct paraine:res + limits discutted — . + data/theory some aspects intonc usive or too longexperi mental solution demonstrative

supported efficient8 ex~~ľed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts p‘oved deep ceeply incorrect or shcwsdeep and comprehensible, detailed, complex
overall efficient deep miscnceptionserrorsshows physica insight completelytestable and analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

analysis —

NOTES: t~r ~

OPPONENT start from a and add/subtract

W+ +[~ J+~ -~J=~]~ r~~ (~rt{a

QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH)

O

1
2

understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time
presentation prioritisatlon presented management

almost nothing almost none too few poor
some main points too few/many some reasonable

main points partially relevant some correct fair
all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient

4 practically all points + well prioritisedNOTES:

REVIEWER Start from land a~/subIract

own opinions presented

too few
some

some correct
many correct o

+ well prioritised + improvement suggestions

QUESTIONS ASKED
too few, mostly irrelevant

K relevant, meant to clarify unclear points
+ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,
most time used

÷ short, apt and clear, well prioritised,
time managed efficiently

REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION
evaluation & pros & cons pros & cons discussion

understanding prioritisation prioritisation evaluation
poor/w‘ong irrelevant
superficia partially relevant/correct

good mostly correct/prioritised

speech
evaluation

j~tioL ~Č ~ctQ~ ~7‘~jr~
1w

‘Y

apt, accurate fully adequate,
well prioritised

poor/wrong irrelevant

superficial partially relevant/correct

good mostly correct/prioritised

NOTES: \‘~\~Mo& cÁ*~kJi t~&~‘~ Q,Q4‘3Z ~

ni
Please, su tably adust your~ra~s tilcing into regard the 11,101 rangY
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DISCUSSION ANALYSIS
correct own

______________ opinions

poor irrelevant
superficial some

relevant parts many

apt & accurate fully adequate,
well prioritised

MISSED POINTS
POINTED OUT

)(“~relevant

none

relevant,
constructive

accurate,
convinicing

(j\4 ~t«,vqJ—~ f~4-

fully
adequate

~NSWFP,S TO JURY
CUESTIONS

co,cise and correct or no
qt,estions asked

s&ne incorrect,
inc3nclusive or too long

deeply incorrect or shows
deep misconceptions
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REPORTER “2 Start from 1 and add/s

w+~÷ -ĺ_ ~ 4e~ ~ ~r—
own contribution task fulfilment0 science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ? NS~ ERS TO JURY,REP 3RT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments comparison between

explanation theory and experiment communication reporter‘s OPPO‘JENT, and
almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct In the

some some some some rev ew of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . . I~EVIEWER‘S QUESTIONdiscussion
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

some aspects some aspects caicise and corrector nosome partly fine : qLestions askedgood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results above average well done
1 many good

deta led quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, s~ne incorrect,
demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — ‚ + data/theory some aspects ‘1 inconclusive or too longexperimental solution demonstraxive,~ 2 supported eff‘cient deeply incorrect or shows

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, well fitting, deviations considerable greater ettent + complex concepts proved deep overall efficient ‘2 deep miscnceptions
shows phys cal insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretica than expected well communicated understanding

— analys 5 —

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract

W~Sí2-~~VP-[ ]=[&1
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER . ANSWERS TO JURY and

too ew, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their ‚ ‘ d opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
own opinions presente

KY relevant, aimed at resolving presentation prioritisation management prioritisation the discussion ccmcise and correct o‘ no
‘ unclear points in the report almost nothing almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive qLesxions asked

~ some mat, points too few/many some reasonable 1 too few/many some some aspects fine acme incorrect,. short, apt and clear, well
prioritised, all time used 2 main points partially relevant some correct fair „~„ partial y re evant some correct good ‘~ iixonclusive or too long

all relevart points mostly relevant many correct efficient ~ mostly re evant many correct some aspects efficient
NOTES_~‘tlÁ\‘~-~‘CS) + improvement + 3 deeply incorrect or rows

+ well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient deep misconceptions
~~ ~ q:«,~, 4 practically all points + well prioritised suggestions all time used 4

— ~k‘ Mv~aW~ ~ w~c€r‘~&k1 c~r~)~cQ ‘~‘ 4.zcH— ta&~
REVIEWER ~ St&tfrom1and~W~btra ĺ
W~ 1-L ]=

QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWEF.S TO JURY
too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros& cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS

understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and correct o ro
relevant, meant to clarify unclear points ~ poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant D poor irrelevant irrelevant q~stions asked

. suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,
1 superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none sone incorrect,2~ mos: time used

+ short, apt and clear, well priorixtsed, ~ good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too lo grelevant,accurate, fully deeply incorrect or showsme managed efficiently fully adequate, fully adequate,2 apt&accuraxeapt, accurate well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NOTES: ~ ~j 3‘\~JJ) OV~

® Ď~>O4‘2.~
Please, suitably adjust your grades takin tnto re ard the 11,101 range~,,‘&,~,‘,j,, L‘~Lk, ~ vt‘
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REPORTER ~)‘~ Star ~from 1 and add/subtract

__ ~í~T1-L_]=

own contribution task fulfilment DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ~NSWRS TO JURY, UREP JRT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments comparison between science
explanation theory and experiment communication reporters OPPONENT, and
almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood1t unclear: chaotic relevant conduct in the

some some some some review of sources: cited partly partlyclear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIOď‘tSdiscussion
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive :
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detailed quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, scme incorrect,
demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed —

. data/theory some aspects in:onclusive or too l~.ng
experimental solution demonstrative supported efficiet
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relevant, meant to clarify unclear points ~ po3r/wrorg irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor J irrelevant -1 irrelevant q~estions asked
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unclear points in the report almost nothing almost none too few poor almost none too few poor/aggressive q,~estions asked

+ short, apt and clear, well 1 some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fne scme incorrect, Ii
prioritised, all time used 2 main pont partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially relevant some correct good ‘1 irconclusive or too long

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient 1‘
~ 3 deeply incorrect or shows

NOTES: • improvement +4 practical v all points + we I prior tised . well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient -2 deep misconceptions
suggestions all time used ‘~ ii,

REVIEWER Start (rom 1 and add/subtract

~
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY II‘

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion I correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions „c‘icise and correct or~,o
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some some some some reviewof sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion II
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errors

shows physical insight completely testable and analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding Ii
analysis .

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract

~ ~ - -[ ~_=[ J .—

QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TOJURY a~‘d
1t

too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their ‚ d opponent‘s conduct in REV EWER‘S QUESTIONS
. . . own opinions presentepresentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion cancise and correct or no

relevant, aimed at resolving o
unclear points in the report almost nothng almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive ~‚aestions asked ji

‚ some main points too few/many some reasonable 1 ~>‘ too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect, II. short, apt and clear, well -
main points partially relevant some correct fair partially relevant some correct good I kconclusive or too ~ng

prioritised, all time used
all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient II

~ 3 steeply incorrect or st~ows
NOTES: + ‘.~4 practically all points + well prioritised improvement + + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient 2 ~ep misconceptions

suggestions all time used ‘~ Ii

REVIEWER Start from 1 and add subtract

W~~( ~+[ ]+[ )±[ 1-F t=
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWE,~S TO JURY ji

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT 2UEST ONS
understan~ng prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and correct or no

relevant, meant to clarify unclear points J t irrelevant S.
poor/wrong rrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor irrelevant questions asked ii

suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,
superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/corre superficial some none some incorrect,

most time used
good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many iiiconclusive or too lcng

— short, apt and clear, well prioritised, accurate, fully relevrt, J
time managed efficiently apt, accurate fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate fully adequate, 2 - - -

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate I constructive ďeeply incorrect or showsdeep misconceptions-
ti

NOTES: er 2011

Please, tultably adjust vourgrade. takIng Into regafd the 1,1Oj range
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REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

fl~~~[_J-ĺ_1=L_]
REPDRT phenomenon theory/model nelev~itexperin‘en comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY, II

explanation t5 theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication reporter‘s OPPONENT, and
almost no almost no almost ro a most no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the ‘

some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion
fair fair fa r qualitative agreement some own input average average O too few poor/aggressive J

some aspects some aspects concise and correct a no
some partly fine questions askedgood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results above average well done

I many good
detailed quite detailed, ~‚. multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, scise incorrect,

demonstrative correct ~arametres + limits discussed — + data/theory some aspects 1 inconclusive or too lon€experimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient I

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 ex~~~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep ‚ deeply incorrect or ~ows
overal efficient deep miscnceptionslshows physical insight completelytestable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

analysis ‚

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract

~ ]+[ Jj ]=í I
~-

QUESTICNS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Ir

too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their ‘ d opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
own opinions presente Is-relevant, aimed at resolving presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion ~ ‚Á ccncise and correct ~r no

unclear points in the report almost ‘tothing almost none too few o almost none too few poor/aggressive q~estions asked II
1 some m~n pomts too few/many ~ some reasonable 1 1 too few/many some ~some aspects fine

+ short, apt and clear, well —‚. some incorrect, II,
prioritised, all time used 2 main aoints partially relevant some correct —~ fair 2 partially relevant some correct good -1 Ir onclusive or too long

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct ľ some aspects efficient 1
NOTES: +

3 3 t deeply incorrect or s~1ows

4 practically all points + well prioritised improvement + i - ‚ ti
suggestions all time used ~ + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient deep misconceptio‘~I‘

1‘

REVIEWER start from 1 and add subtract

W~ +fl+[ ]÷( ]±[ ]~ ]( ] :
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWEPS TO JURY 1

too ‘ew mostly irrelevant ev~uation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUE~IC NS

understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation J opinions ‚concise and correct „norelevant, meant to clarify unclear points irrelevant
poor/wrong irrelevant Q poor/wrong irrelevant O poor J rrelevant questions asked II‘

. su tably allotted to Rep & Opp,
st~erficial partially relevant/correct superficial part ally relevant/correct ‚ superficial J some none some incorrect,

most time used
good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too long+ short, apt and clear, well prioritised, accurate, fully relevart, I‘

time managed efficiently fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate fully adequate, I deeply ncorrect or s cwsapt, accurate
well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive dep misconceptions

NOTES: Ipx NovemJ!~?e?ž

Please, suItably adjust yourgrades tHin Into re ard the 11,10 r ‘
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REPORTER Start from land add/subtra

REP JRT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
. own contribution task fulfilmentexplanation theory and experiment communication

reporter‘s OPPONENT, and
almost no almost no almast ‚o almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

responses REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSsome some some some ‚1review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/ discussion
fair fair fair qualitative agreement ‚P some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

good good good ‘t‘uanttative agreement + some interesting results some aspects some aspects concise and correct 2r nosome partly fine D „‚jest ons askedabove average well done
1 0‘ many ‚ good some incorrect,

detailed quite detailed, or multitude of
demonstrative correct parametres + lim ts discussed or considerable interesting overall clear, ‘~ + data/theory Usome aspects ‘1 itconclusive or too cngexperimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 ex~ed well fitting, deviations 8 ~eply incorrect or s~ws
overall efficient -2 ~ep miscnceptionsconsiderable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep

shows phys cal insight completely testable and errc‘s analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding
— anal~sis

NOTE5:~

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract

~rr~~ r-Ln i-[~ J ‚~6

QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY ard
too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their ‚ ‘ opponenťs conduct in REVJE5VER‘S QUESTIONS

own opinions presentepresentation prioritisation presented management prioritisatiox‘ the discussionrelevant, aimed at resolving almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive ~ concise and correct or no
cuestions askedunclear points in the report

~ some main points too few/many some reasonable I too few/many some 9 some aspects f ne acme incorrect,
+ short, apt and clear, well
prioritised, all time used 2 main points partially relevant some correct ~ far 2 partially relevant some correct good -1 inconclusive or too bug

~ ‘, all relevant points ‚—‘ mostly relevant ] many correct eff cient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient ceeply incorrect or tows
NOTES: i + improvement +

suggestions all time used + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient 2 ‚cep misconceptiors
4 practically all points ÷ well prioritised

~u~vL~LLV/~e~2abe~
REVIEWER Start from 1 and add subtract

W+~÷[z~1~[~]+[1 ]±Ĺo ]-[g J=~] A&~~
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED Po NTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT 2UEST ONS
understanding I prioritisation evaluation prioritisatlon evaluation opinions c:ncise and correct or norelevant, meant to clarify unclear points o poor/wroig I irrelevant o poor/wrong irrelevant O poor irrelevant -l irrelevant questions asked

. suitably allotted to Rep & Opp, 1 superficial I partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none s:me incorrect,

ľ‘ most time used good I ostly correct/prioritised good mosyy correct/prioritised 1 relevant parts many im:onclusive or too l“‘tg

relevant,+ sFort, apt and clear, well prioritised, 2 fully adequate, fully adequate, ~ accurate, fully constructive ~eply incorrect or ows
time managed efficiently apt, accurate

well prioritised 2 apt & accurate well prioritised convinicing adequate iteep misconceptions

NOTES: ‘7ťsce_Q,,Q,Qy«y~Ál Ĺ9“A! nPT Novem~r?O22

Please, suItably adjust your rides takin into re ard thi 11,101 range.
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too few, mostly irrelevant

relevant, aimed at resolving
p unclear points in the report

+ short, apt and clear, well
prioritised, all time used

REPORTER Start from land add/subtract 6“~~‘or (c911 7~2!

comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,REPORT phenomenon theory/model relevantexperiments theoryandexperiment owncontribution taskfulfilment communication reporter‘s OPPOMENT arid
explanation
almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . REVIEWER‘S QUESTlO~1Sdiscussion
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nogood good good uantitattve agreement + some nteresting results some partly fine o qJestions asked
bove average well done

I many good
detailed quite detailed, ~. multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,

demonstrative correct parametres + lim ts discussed — + data/theory some aspects 1 iconclusive or too longexperimental solution demonstrative 2 7~‘ supported ~~‚— efficient
deeply incorrect or snows

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 ~ well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts U proved deep overall e«icient 2 deep
3shows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

analysis
NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract

W~1 1~[ ~-H ]= ~ ~&rsovd
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION ISPEECH)

almost nothing

undersnnding of topics raised and their own opinions
~~ prioritisation presented

O

2
3
4

almost none

S

NOTE :

~

too few

time
management

poor
some main points too few/many some reasonable

main points partially relevant some correct fair
all relevant points mostly relevant 3~ many correct efficient

practical~,i all points

DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER
topics raised and their

prioritisation

+ well prioritised

O
1

~-“+ improvement
suggestions

own opinions presented

kF ) Z
koLbO ~- ~ AÝ~‘

m +all time used

O
3

4

REVIE R Start from land add subtrayt _______ ________ ________

EL~íLJ~~H4_1ig~±L ]-[OJ=(‘]

opponent‘s conduct in
the discussion

almost none too few j“ poor/aggressive
too few/many some some aspects f ne

partially relevant ~ some correct good
mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient

+ well prioritised + improvement suggestions

ANSWERS TO JURY ard

REVIEWER‘S QUESTICNS

o concise and correct .3 no
ajestions asked

same incorrect,
irconclusive or too long

~eply incorrect or shows
-2 ~ep misconceptions

~44~ Jť~t

overall efficient

‘~Q4 t~

NOTES: I CÁJ~j C1k&O1ÁAGI4A

QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED PO NTS ANSWERS TO JURY

pros & cons discussion I correct own POINTED OUT 2UEST ONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation

relevant, meant to clarify unclear points J

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech j_7ar prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and correct ~- no

O poor rrelevant 1 irrelevant qeestions askedO poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant
v • st,itably allotted to Rep & Opp, tially relevant/correct superficial some none some ncorrect,most time used 1 ~‘-j\ superficial jř rtially relevant/correct superficial

I 1 relevant parts many irxonclusive or too org
+ slort, apt and clear, well prioritised, 2 good I ostly correct/prioritised ~ good ‚~jnostly correct/prioritised re evant,

accurate, i fully &eply incorrect or slows
constructive eqtime managed efficiensly -~ apt, accurate fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate fully adequate, 2 convinicing adequate deep misconcePtionsd

well prioritised well prioritised

ii:
iVPT November 2022

Please, sultab adust your ‚lide, takIng Into regard the (1,101 range.
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ANSWERS TO JURY a~J
II:

REVIEWER‘S QUESTICr1S
oncIse and correct ar no
~jestons asked .

some incorrect,
inconclusive or too ong

~epIy incorrect or sJ~ws
.) . . ci— deep misconcept,or~

_________________ II

REPORTER Start (rom and add/subtract

fl+~J±[~_]-[1_]
comparison betwe&~ science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ~NSWERS TO JURY,

. own contribution task fulfilmentREPJRT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments theoryandex~riment communication reporter‘s JPPONENT, and
explanation
almost no almost no almost no ~1~‘ almost no V almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSsome g some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/ discussion
~ fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input ‚~ average average o too few poor/aggressive 11

some aspects some aspects concise and correct or nogood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some partly fine c q‘.estions asked
above average 0 well done

detailed quite detailed, or multitude of many good I,
demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed or considerable interesting overall clear, eDene incorrect,+ data/theory some aspects ~ inconclusive or too lang

experimental solution demonstrative

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, — well fitting, deviations 8 supported efficientconsiderable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall eff cient „ ckeply incorrect or snows~ep miscnceptions1~
shows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

analysis

NOTES:
~ ~twÁj ~~r~~4na/4co ~
/~*pj J~wzLLLL) U~«d2~ ~

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract

W~ĹL1~[3 J~[i]-(i ]=LPí~Z~ .‘.

QUESTIONS ASKED
too few, mostly irrelevant

relevant, aimed at resolving
unc ear points in the report

+ short, apt and clear, well
prioritised, all time used

OPPOSITION (SPEECH)
understanding of

presertation

O
1
2
3

4

topics raised and their own opinions time
prioritisation presented management

almost nothing almost none too few poor

some main points too few/many some reasonable
main aoints partially relevant some correct fair

~‘ all relevait points ‘i-i mostly relevant many correct efficient

DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER
topics raised and their own opinions presented

prioritisation

NOTES: all points ~‘ + well prioritised + improvement

4r‘bžee practicall suggestions

ĺ8U>Lt •ÚWw~4~. -)

REVIEWER sari from land add/subtract

W~L~~W~[i ]±H 1-Fo ]=~u

O

2
3
4

+

all time used

‚

opponent‘s conduct in
the discussion

almost none too few poor/aggressive

too few/many some some aspects fine
partially relevant O some correct ti“ good

mostly relevant many correct Ljome aspects efficient

+ well prioritised ÷ improvement suggestions overall efficient

NOTES: CJ~3Ä ‘‘W

(~2fŽM~‘J

QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY
too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech I pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS

understanding I prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions cc‘icise and correct ci‘ no
relevant, meant to clarify unclear points

O poor/wrorg irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor irrelevant -~ irrelevant qjestions asked
+ suitably allotted to Rep & OPP:

I superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none sznle incorrect:most time used I
1 relevant parts many ir:onclusive or too Icing2 good mostly correct/prioritised good ostly correct/prioritised

+ short, apt and clear: well prioritised, . I relevant,
accurate, fully

time managed efficiently 3 apt, accurate fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate fully adequate, 2 convinicing adequate I constructive deeply incorrect or shows
well prioritised well prioritised d~p misconceptions

Plni.. suitabl ad‘uit your grad.‘ tikln Into r ard th~ 11.101 range.
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REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

W~LLJ~{ ]-( Pí_I

\i-f 3t~~~t“t~e4 ~ 3)

REPJRT phenomenon theory/model relevantexperiment comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
explanation $ theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication reporter‘s OPPONENT, and
almost no almost no almost ‚o almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIOIISdiscussion
fair fair far qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

some aspects some aspects c3ncise and correct or no
good good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some partly fine O qiest ons askedabove average well done

1 many good
detailed quite detailed, ~. multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, s‘,me incorrect,

demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed + data/theory tome aspects ~ inconclusive or too longexperimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 ex~~~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep -2 ~epIy incorrect or Wowsoverall efficient &ep miscnceptions
shows physical insight completely testable and errcrs analysed, conclusive ~ theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

— anal~sis

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract ‘•~~‘~ť~ ~

W+~+[ ]~[ I-Ĺ Pí ~1
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY ard

too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their own opinions presented opponent‘s conduct in REViEWER‘S QUESTICNSpresentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion oncise and correct ar norelevant, aimed at resolving —

unclear points in the report almost nothng almost none too few poor almost none too few poor/aggressive ~estions asked

+ short, apt and clear, well some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine same incorrect,
prioritised, all time used 2 main points partially relevant some correct fair partially relevant some correct good I inconclusive or too long

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient3 3 ~eply incorrect or shows
NOTES: ‘ ÷practically all points + well prioritised improvement + • well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient -2 aep misconceptions

suggestions all time used ‘

isY
REVIEWER Start iron, 1 and add subtra

W+~+i )+[ ]+[ ]±L i-r i=í ~
QUESTIONS ASKED REV EW OF REaORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions cLnc se and correct Cr no

relevant, meant to clarify unclear points O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor irrelevant irrelevant qaestions asked

. suitably allotted to Rep & Opp:
1 sjperficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,most time used

+ short, apt and clear, well prioritised, 2 good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many in:onclusive or too lcng
accurate, I fully retevant,

time managed efficiently 1 fully adequate, fully adequate, 2 1 constructive deeply incorrect or s2Saws
well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate deep misconceptionsapt, accurate ‚ 2 apt & accurate

NOTES: iYPT Nevamter 2022

PInce, wltibl ad‘uit your grades takIng into re ard the 11,101 ran‘.
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REPORTER start from land add/subtra I — _______________

fl+~÷[_]-l_]=[_]
REP JRT phenomenon comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSVJSS To JURY,theory/model relevant experiments theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communicationexplanation reporter‘s 3PPCMENT, and

almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the
som some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . . ~EVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion

air far qua itative agreement some own input average average O too few poor/aggressive
some aspects some aspects czncise and correct o nogood good good quantitative agreement + some nteresting results some partly fine ~ ojestions asked
above average ‚ well done

I many good
detailed quite detailed, ~ multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, szme incorrect,

demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — .
+ data/theory some aspécts -J. imconclusive or too l~‘g

experimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, ~ ex~~~ed well fitting, deviations 0 considerable greaterextent+complexconcep ~eply incorrectorsiowsts proved deep -2
shows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, concli.sive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding overall efficient deep miscnceptions

aralysis

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract I S €
W~~[ ]-L ]=E ]

QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY ard
too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their ‚ d J opponenťs conduct in REV E-NER‘S QUESTI ‘45

own opinions presente the discussion cancise and correct ar norelevant, aimed at resolving preseitation prioritisation presented management prioritisation
unclear points in the report almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive auestions asked

+ short, apt and clear, well 1 some main points too (ew/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine incorrect,
prioritised, all time used 2 main points partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially relevant some correct good -l nconclusive or too big

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient
‚~ 3 z~eply incorrect or s‘~ws

NOTES: 4 practically all points + well prioritised + improvement + + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient 2 ~ep misconceptioi~
suggestions all time used

REVIEWER Start from 1 and add subtract ‚ ‘3 ft
W~~LJ±( ]+[ ]±í ]-[ 1=1 ]

QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWE3S TO JURY
too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & I pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIDNS

understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions cIncise and correct c‘ no
relevant, meant to c arify unclear points ~ poor/wrong irrelevant I) poor/wrong irrelevant O poor rrelevant -1 irrelevant questions asked

+ sc.itably allotted to Rep & Opp,
i superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none scrne incorrect,most time used

+ sI‘ort, apt and clear, well prioritised, 2 good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too lcrg
accurate, fully re evant,~ constr,jctive deep y incorrect or rowstime managed efficiently 3 fully adequate fully adequate, 2Z apt&accurateapt, accurate

well prioritised weil prioritised convinicing adequate deep misconceptions

NOTES: SPT Novemba, 1e21

Please, suItably adjust your rad,, taking Into regard the (1.10) range.
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REP DRT phenomenon
explanation
almost no

some
fair

good

detailed
demonstrative

QUESTIONS ASKED
too few, mostly irrelevant

relevant, aimed at resolving
unclear points in the report

+ short, apt and clear, well
prioritised, all time used

comparison between
theory and experiment

almost no
some

qualita:ive agreement

+ limits discussed

well fitting, deviations
analysed, conclusive

task fulfilment

misunderstood
partly

average
some aspects
above average

science
communication
unclear, chaotic

partly clear
average

some aspects
well done

overall clear,
demonstrative

concise and corrector no
o ajestions asked

some incorrect,
-1 irconclusiveortoo ong

2 deeply incorrect or sI‘owsdeep miscnceptiont

REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

W~LL~í_J-Ĺ_]=[_J
theory/model relevant experiments

almost no
some
fair

~t ir—i r\~~t~cct‘crío1N

NV
almost no

some
fair

good

quite detailed, Qj
correct

and

own contribution

almost no
review of sources, cited

some own input

—

—

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex,
shows physical insight completely testable

good quantitative agreement + some interesting results

multitude of
parametres
exami,ed

errors
analysis

relevant
arguments/responses

or considerable
experimental

considerable
~!)4 theoretical

NOTES.

OPPONENT Start from land add/subtract

W~~~fl~_1-P1=í_I

interesting
solution

reporter‘s
conduct in the

discussion

DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT

O ________________________

2

ANSWERS TO JURY,
OPPONENT, and
REVIE‘A ER‘S QUESTIONS

too few poor/aggressive
some partly fine
many good

+ data/theory some aspects
supported efficient

greater extent + complex concepts
than expected well communicated

proved deep
understanding

overall efficient

OPPOSITION (SPEECH)
understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time

presentation prioritisatlon presented management

NOTES:

O
1
2

3
4

I

almos: nothing almost none too few poor
some n-ain points too few/many some reasonable

mair. points partially relevant some correct fair
all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient

practically all points

DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER
topics raised and their own opinions presented

prioritisation — --

—

+ improvement +
+ well prioritised suggestions all time used

O

1
2

3
4

REVIEWER Start Irom land add/subtract

W~~OH]~n±fl-r_1=[_]

opponent‘s conduct in
the discussion

almost none too few poor/aggressive
too few/many some some aspects fine

partially relevant some correct good
mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient

. well prioritised + improvement suggestions

ANSWERS TO JURY and
REVIEWER‘S QUESTIDNS

o concise and correct or no
cuestions asked

sorie incorrect,
íiconciusive or too lcng

deeply incorrect orshows
-2 deep misconceptionsoverall efficient

řO4SO

NOTES:

QUESTIONS ASKED REV EW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ~tNSWE~S TO JURY
too few, mostlyirrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech I pros &cons discussion I correct own POINTED OUT 2UESTIONS

understanding I prioritisation evaluation I prioritisation evaluation opinions can:ise and corrector norelevant, meant to clarify unclear points
O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong I irrelevant O poor irrelevant -1 irrelevant ~jestions asked

+ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,
1 superficial partially relevant/correct superficial I partially relevant/correct superficial some none wn‘e incorrect,most time used I re evant parts many irKonclusive or too ong

1,
+ short, apt and clear, well prioritised, 2 good mostly correct/prioritised good I mostly correct/prioritised .

accurate, I fully relevant,lime managed efficiently 3 fully adequate, fu ly adequate, 2 convinicing adequate 1 constructive teply incorrect or ~~wsapt, accurate 2 apt & accuratewell prioritised well prioritised c~ep misconceptions

iVPr Neg,,nat 2e22

Plni., suitably adju.t your grades tallIn Into re aid the (1,iOj range



REPORTER start from land addjsL,btra I

~=PFi

1-1

REP JRT phenomenon comparison between scienceown contribution task fulfilment DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSVJRS TO JURY,theory/model relevant exirrimentsexplanation theory and experiment communication reporteťs OPPCNENT, and
O almost no almost no almostno almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic re evant conduct in the

responses .. REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
~ some some som~ some review of sources, cited partly partly clear argumentsl discussion

fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average u too few poor/aggressive
some aspects some aspects cncise and correct r no: ‘t~ good good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results above average well done

some partly f ne 3 we,tions asked 1 ‘

I many good I
4 deta led quite detailed, ~ mult tide of or considerable interesting overall clear, s:me incorrect,

+ data/theory some aspects 1 inconclusive or tool ngdemonstrative correct pararn—tres + limits discussed — experimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient I I

~ deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 ex!ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall efficient 2 ~ep miscnceptionsl~eply incorrect or s.lows

7 shows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding I ‚
— analysis —

NOTES: 4&‘r~LP U ‘ck —

F‘;r‘~ %a‘;Jz (“OooO~4)&‚Jrt ‘
~

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract

~ ]~[ hE ]=í J ‘

I.
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY ard

J~i
too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their

own opinions presented opponent‘s conduct in REV EWER‘S QUESTIONSI-i
relevant, aimed at resolving presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion canc se and correct ar no
unclear points in the report almost nothing almost none too few o almost none too few poor/aggressive ~jestions asked II
+ short, apt and clear, well some main points too few/many some reasonable 1 too few/many some some aspects fne some incorrect, 11
prioritised, all time used 2 main points partially relevant some correct fair 2 $ partially relevant tome correct good I conclusive or too ong

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mos:ly relevant many correct some aspects efficient II
3 3 ~eply incorrect Or shows

NOTES: improvement ÷ ii4 practically all points + well prioritised
suggestions all time used ‘~ + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient ~ deep misconceptions

REVIEWER Start from 1 and ad subtract

~]+l J~fl±fl-[ ]=[ ]
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF RE‘ORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY I

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & J pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT 2UESTIJNS I
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and correct a no

‘„ relevant, meant to c arify unclear po ntt O poor/wrcng irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor irrelevant 1 irrelevant qLestiont asked J
+ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,
most t me used superficial f partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficiat some none some ncorrect,

~‘ + s~ort, apt and clear, well prioritised, 2 good ĺ mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/pnoritised re evant parts many inconclusive or too izng
accurate, fully relevant, ‚

time managed efficiently 3 I fully adequate, fully adequate, 2 ~ constructive deeply incorrect or saows‚.apt, accurate 2 apt & accurate
~ well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate deep misconceptionslii

NOTES: “PT Novcmber,20?1

Please suitably adiust your grades tak ng he 1,10] range



k Ii
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REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

LJ+~J±{4«s]-[°~~]=F‘.‘_J
scienceREPJRT phenomenon theory/model relevantexperiments comparisonbetween owncontribution taskfulfllment DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,

explanation theory and experiment communication reporter‘s JPPONENT, and
almost no almost no almost ‚o almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

some some ‘ some some reviewof sources, cited partly partlyclear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTlO“~Sdiscussion
fair fair fair ‚ qualitative agreement some own input : average average o too few poor/aggressive

good good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some aspects some aspects some . partly fine ~ concise and correct or noabove average well done ‚~„ q.Jestions asked
- - 1 many s good - -

sZme incorrect,detailed quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear,
experimental solution demonstrative 2 + data/theory some aspects • ‘~ ‘ it-conclusive or too bngdemonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed —

supported efficient

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 ex~~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep -2 ~eply incorrect or thowsoverall efficient ~ep miscnceptions
shows physical insight completely testable and errcrs analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

analysis

NOTES: ‘ ~ t-~J~f (-t‘~. i-LX - ~ I ~ „ o~ ~ ~‚b~? Z~Js.‘~ ~‘-Y~

OPPONENT start from 1 and add/subtract

~]-[t~J=í‘ I
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY aid

o too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their
presentation proritisation presented management prioritisation own opinions presented opponent‘s conduct in REVIESVER‘S QUESTIONSthe discussion concise and corrector norelevant, aimed at resolving

Q unclear points in the report almost ‘othi-‘g almost none too few poor o ainost none too few poor/aggressive
some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine cJestions asked

tome incorrect,+ short, apt and clear, well -
main points ~‘partially relevant some correct • fair 2 partially relevant some correct good irconclusive or too tong

-÷prioritised, all time used
all relevant pcints bmo;tiy relevant ~ many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient L

3 deeply incorrect or shows
NOTES: • improvementpractically all points + well prioritised

suggestions all time used + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient deep misconceptiors

REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract O

W+~+Ĺu1~1+[~ ]+íQ~±H~-[~I=L~]
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & I pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT 2UESTIJNS
unders~nding I prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions ccncise and correct Zr norelevant, meant to clarify unclear points O pcor/wrot,g irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor irrelevant -1 ~ irrelevant ) c~jestions asked

+ suitably allosted to Rep & Opp,
1 superficial partially relevant/correct a superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none scme incorrect,most time used

• short, apt and clear, well prioritised, 2 good mostly correct/prioritised ‘P good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too tng
accurate, fully relevant,

time managed efficiently fully adequate, fully adequate, z . - -

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive ~eply incorrect or shows
apt, accurate . ‚ 2 apt & accurate ~ep misconceptions

NOTES: ~ iYPi-Novem,e,2021

Please, suItably adjust your grades takhm~ into re ard the 11.101 nags
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REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

W~÷í 1-í_1=í_]
‘?j~‘run~,L 2-2.

REP DRT phenomenon comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,theory/model relevant experimen ~ and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communicationexplanation reporter‘s JPPONEN1 and
almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

some aspects some aspects canose and correct a‘ nogood good good quantitative agreement + some interestng results some partly fine 3 ~jest ons asked
above average well done

many good
detailed quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable nteresting overall clear, some incorrect,

demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — exper mental solution demonstrative + data/theory some aspects 1 i‘,conclusive or too la,g
supported efficient

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, O ex~~ed well fitting, deviations O considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep deeply incorrect or showsoverall efficient deep miscnceptionsshows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoret ca than expected well communicated understanding
analysis —

NOTES: 1Ĺ~ ~‘\.. ~ Z ‚~L1, t«t‘t‘~‘ ~ ~

~‚

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract Q

~ ]~~P{ ]=H]
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly irrelevant unders~nding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their
presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisatlon own opinions presented opponenťs conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSthe discussion cancise and corrector norelevant, aimed at resolving 3

unclear points in the report almost nothing almost none too ťew poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive wjestions asked

+ short, apt and clear, well i some main points too few/many some reasonable 1 too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,
prioritised, all time used 2 main points partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially relevant some correct good 1 ~concIusive or too bng

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient
~ 3 ~eply incorrect or srows

NOTES: + improvement ÷4 practically all points + well prioritised suggestions all time used ~ .. well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient 2 aep misconceptior;

ýL‘j- r-«‘

REVIEWER Start Iron, 1 and ad subtract

~ j+fl±[ ]-[ ]=H]
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWSS TO JURY

too few, mostlyirrelevant evaluation & J pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correctown POINTED OUT QUEST ONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and correct or no

relevant, meant to clarify unclear points o poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant D poor irrelevant •i irrelevant q jestions asked

+ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp, I
I superficial I partially relevant/correctmost time used superficiai partially relevant/correct superficial some

‚ 1 none same incorrect,
‚ short, apt and clear, well prioritised, 2 good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many irconclusive or too long

accurate, fully relevant,time managed efficiently 3 fully adequate, fully adeqLate, 2 constructive deeply incorrect or s,ows2 apt & accurateapt, accurate well prioritised weil prioritised convinicing adequate deep misconceptions

NOTES:
~itVQ, o3tsPt2ď.c0~,‘ ~CL.

‚L~0Q ?- IYPT Nonnm~r?O22

Please, sultabl adjust your grades taking into regard the (1,10] range.
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REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

LE÷Li~~[‘1]-[41=í__~
REPORT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JUR%own contribution task fulfilmentexplanation theory and experiment communication reporter‘s OPPONENT, and

almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the
responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIOľJSsome some some some /review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/ dtscus~on

fair >‘ fair fair qualitative agreement some own input ‚‘ average ~ average too few poor/aggressive
some aspects some aspects roncise and corrector nogood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some partly fine juestions asked
above average well done

many good
detailed quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, ~3me incorrect,

demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — experimental solulion demonstrative + data/theory tome aspects nconclusive or too long
supported efficient

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall eflicie Jeeply incorrect or ~ows
nt Jeep miscnceptionsshows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

— analysis —

NOTES: ~ Ť
~ —OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subttact

W~W~~í I ]-( )=Lt]
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their

relevant, aimed at resolving presentation prloritisation presented management prioritisation own opinions presented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSthe discussion concise and correct ~r no
almost nothing almost none too few poor almost none too few poor/aggressive ‚~uestions askednclear points in the report )( some main points ‚~ too few/many some ~( reasonable too few/many some some aspects ne

+ short, apt and clear, well . tome incorrect,main points partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially relevant some correct good nconclusive or too long
prioritised, all time used

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient
3 Jeeply incorrect or s‘sows

NOTES: +impractically all points + well prioritised provement + + well prioritised + suggestions Jeep misconceptior5suggestions all time used

~Q ( 4 ľ~o~entralleffi~Ĺ~

REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract

W~L~~nní ]+( ) ]±{ - =‚ i
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED PO NTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT 2UESTONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and corrector norelevant, meant to clarify unclear pomIs irrelevant

poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irrelevant auestions asked
+ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,

superf cial partially relevanl/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,x most time used
~ + short, apt and clear, well prioritised, good mostly correct/prioritised P good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many iconclusive or too long

relevant,accurate, fully aeeply incorrect or s“owsfully adequate, . . .time managed efficiently fully adequate, apt & accurateapt, accurate
well prioritised well prioritised convincing adequate constructive ~ep misconceptions

NOTES: iYPT November2022

Please, eultabi ad‘u.t yourgrades takIng Into regard the 1,lDj range.
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REPJRT phenomenon comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY, Itheory/model relevant experiments . own contribution task fulfilmentexplanation theory and experiment communication reporters CPPONE~JT, and ]
conduct in the ‚ 1

almost no ~lmost no a most nJ almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant
some some some some review of sources, cited : partly partly clear arguments/responses discussion REVIEWER S QUESTIONS

. ~air fair fair qualitative agreement some own input ‚ y~‘ average average. a too few poor/aggressive . II
some aspects (some aspects some partly fine co‘Klse and correct orro

$ good good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results above average well done —

some incorrect, JI 4detailed quite detailed, multitude of ‚~‘ . 1 many good questions asked
demo,strative correct parametes + limits discussed or considerable interesting overall clear, + data/theory some aspects ! ‘ inconclusive or too orgexperimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 well fitting, deviations 8 .—-. deeplj incorrect or s~wsconsiderable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall efficient 2 deep miscnceptions
shows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding ii.

analysis

N OT ES :
~t

OPPONENT Start from I and add/subtract

W+~+~+i~- ~‚J k -\ -

QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER AN~SWE.RS TO JURY an~
too few, mstly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their ‚ . opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

own opinions presented the discussion
~ relevant, aimed at resolving presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation co~cise and correct m no

unclear points in the report almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive qi~stions asked

+ short, apt and clear, well i some main poirts $ too few/many ~ some reasonable I too few/many some ‚~ some aspects fine so,e incorrect, Ii
Y main ~ints “ partially relevant ‚‘5Q~~ correcprioritised, all time used 2 t fair 2 < partially relevant ?t‘some correct good I inconclusive or tool

all relevant poirts mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient
3 deep y incorrect or sHows

NOTES: +practically all poľts + well prioritised improvement + + well orioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient deep misconceptio
suggestions all time used ‘~ ni

~ir,,C40Ít4d1& ~‘J‘~‘ ‚4‘4.‘t44 ‚~ 9“~t

REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract ‚ ;pae‘~ ~

5D~JLJ~3≤1~( ]+( ‘i±~-~Qf_[ ]={j]
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QJESTIONS II
understanding ‚ prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions .

irrelevant 0 corcise and correct or~ore‘evant, ireant to clarify unclear points o p00-/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor irrelevant 1 questions asked

K + suitably allotted to Rep & Opp, superficial ~partially relevant/correct superficial gartiall~ relevant/correct superficial somemost time used
good mostly correct/prioritised ~elevant parts many 0 none sore incorrect,inccnclusive or too long

+ short, apt and clear, well prioritised, 2 good mostly correct/prioritised accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or sh~ws
tine managed efficiently fully adequate, fully adequate,apt, accurate

well prioritised 2 apt & accurate welt prioritised convincing adequate constructive 2 deep misconceptions~~

NOTES: +(;~Á~J

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the [1,10] range.
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REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

LLJ~Li~÷H 1-í ( ]=í33 4aAa‘4

/ ‚f (\‘re~OV tJaw, A4

REP JRT phenomenon comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY, 1theory/model re!evant experiments own contribution task fulfilment• explanation theory and experiment communication reporter‘s OPPONENT, and
O alrncst no almost no almost nc almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

responses . . REVIEWE3~S QUESTIONS1 some ‘A some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear argument~/ discussion
X. fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

2
good good good quantitative agreement ?~ome interesting results some aspects some aspects oncise and corrector osome partly fine ~ q~tions asked I3 above average well done „4‘

many i( good some incorrect,
4 detailed quite detailed, or multitude of ‘ or considerable interesting overall clear,

~ demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — . . + data/theory some aspects 1 ~X irconclusive or too longexperimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient .

G deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, well fitting, deviations considerabie greater extent + complet concep deesly incorrect or shc-2ts proved deep overall efficient dees miscnceptions
7 shows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than etpected well communicated understanding iIi_

analysis
NOTES:

OPPONENT startfromlandadd/subtract ‘~~t ~ ĺ (o‘
k.L‘~Q/

5D+LE+ÍZJ+ 7-J-L17]=Lf] v‘~nk ~ L‘~-J~ «.~“ ~
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWEIČSTOJURYand~I

too few, mostly irrelevant understandingof topics raísedandtheir own opinions time topics raised andtheir opponenťsconduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIOI“S
iiirelevant, aimed at resolving present~ion prioritisation presented management prioritisation own opinions presented the discussion corcise and correct or no

~unciear points in the report almost nothing almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive 0 ~uestions asked 3
i some main point too few/many some reasonable too few/many some Ý some aspects fine II

‚ short, apt and clear, well . „me incorrect,main pc nts partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially relevant ~“ some correct good ‚ ~‘ .‚conclusive or too lot‘prioritised, all~e used I‘ all relevant point mostly relevant ~ many correct eflicient ?‘ mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient . 11

~eoly incorrect or shQwsNOTES: practically aM points ‚ well prioritised >~‘ improvement + ‚ well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient ~ea misconceptions

~ y3~%~“ suggestions all time used

i: ~ I
REVIEWER Start Irom 1 and add/subtract ‘._ (<„. ~ ~e~l;p

~ ]÷[j ]±[~]_[ ]=[ ~.]
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPCRT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWRS TO JURY I

F too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONSisiderstanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions ccncse and corrector tiDrelevant, meant to clarify unclear points i .~ .‚ irrelevant
poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor irrelevant qeesdons asked I I

: + suitably allotted to Rep & Opp, ‚superficial partially relevant/correct superficial ~ partially relevant/correct superficial some ~ none scn~ incorrect,
‘‘ most time used ood ~mostly correct/prioritised good ‚ mostly correct/prioritised /relevant parts I many irtorciusive or too long
~ + short, apt and clear, well prioritised, g

time managed efficiently fully adequate, accurate, fully relevant, deepiy incorrect or shotisfully adequate,apt, accurate well prioritised 2 apt & accurate
well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

L

NOTES:

ů~ť ~
II
Z22

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the 11.10
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REPORTER Start irom land add/subtract

W+L~D+L~‘1-[OJ=[‘] id-4 ~

OPPONENT start iron land add/subtract

W+~+(~ri+_?]-[O]=í~]
QUESTIONS ASKED

too few, mostly irrelevant

‚relevant, aimed at resolving
tunclear points in the report

+ short, apt and clear, well
prioritised, all time used

G?)
rt‘ tMY

s‘4Jor

NOTES:

—

own contribution task fulfilment DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY, IIREPORT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments comparison between science
explanation theoryand experiment „~„~omniunicatior1_ reporter‘s OPPO‘JENT, and II
almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant condt.ct in the II

some some some some review of sources, cited partly ‚ partly clear arguments/responses diswssion REVIEWER‘S QUESTlOl~1S
fair ‚)‚ lair fair )~iualitative agreement some own input average average O too few poor/aggressive ]!

some aspects some aspects cancise and correct omosome partly fine ; 1X good good good quantitative agreement + some in~e0~~iJg results ~above average ‚~ well done questions asked I~

detailed quite detailed, multitude of Q • I many g3od some incorrect,or considerable interesting overall clear,
demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — + data/theory ~$some aspects ‘ inconclusive or too lo~experimental solution demonstrative 2 supported ~ deeply incorrect or sI‘cws

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 ex~ed welt fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complet concepts proved deep
shows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding overalL efficient ‘2 deep miscnceptions

analys 5 “—,-.. 1

OPPOSITION (SPEECH)
ttnderst~iding of topics raised and their own opinions time

presentation prioritisation presented management

(-

almost ‚othing almost none too few poor
some main points too few/many some reasonable

.Ď main points partially relevant some correct fair
~‘ all releva“t points mostly relevant many correct efficient

practicalls, all points + well prioritised

DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER
topics raised and their own opinions presented

prioritisation ___________________________________

2~

NOTES:

REVIEWER start from land add/sublract

~ ]~L~1~( I ]±[ o]-[ o]=[S1

4‘L4Ů)«-~

+ improvement
suggestions

O

1

2

4
+

all time used

opponent‘s conduct in
the discussion

almost none too few poor/aggressive
too few/many .~ some some aspects fine

‘ partially relevant /“ some correct good
mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient

+ well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall effkient

ANSWERS TO JURY ar~
REVIEWER‘S QUESTIO~‘S

. cuicise and correct no
L

q~estions asked

scane incorrect,
irconclusive or too lcrg

deeply incorrect or shows
‚ deep misconceptions

~‘ w‘~J ‚t~ow~s/O—

NOTES:

0“

1-.

QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY
too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT C,UESTICNS

understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions ccalcise and correct omo
relevant, meant to clarify unclear points

poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant O poor irrelevant ‘1 irrelevant qt.estio,s asked
„+ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,

7‘ mos: time used superficial partially relevant/correct y superficial ypartially relevant/correct superficial ( some none some incorrect,
good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised ~elevant parts many inconclusive or too bag

+ short, apt and clear, well prioritised, relevant,
time managed efficiently fully adequate, fully adequate, accurate, fully deeply incorrect or showsapt, accurate apt & accurate convinicing adequate constrLctive deep m sconceptions

well prioritised well prioritised

;
of/te

r‘PT — Noveebci 1Q22

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the 11,101 range.
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REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

REP JRT phenomenon comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWSS TO JURY,theory/model relevant experiments own contribution task fulfilmentexplanation t eoryandexperiment communication reporter‘s OPPONENT, and
almost no almost no almost ‚o almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

some some some some review of sources: cited partly partlyclear arguments/responses discussion REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive concise and correct or no

some aspects some aspectsgood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some partly fine
above average well done ciiestions asked

many good
stme incorrect,detailed quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, data/theory some aspects inconclusive or too long

demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — .experimental solution demonstrative ‘4.. supported efficient

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 ex~~~ed well fitting, deviations 0 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep r . d~PlY incorrect or ~ows
overall efficient deep miscnceptionsshows physical insight completelytestable and erro‘s analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding I

analysis —

N OT ES :

OPPONENT start from 1 and add/subtract

5J~rnis J+p~t[
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their . opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

rreievant, aimed at resolving presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation own opinions presented the discussion cancise and correct ar no

Ĺunclear points in the report almost ‚othing almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive qaestions askedsome matn points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine
. short, apt and clear, weil scme incorrect,
prioritised, all time used .—c main points partially relevant some correct [‚_ fair ~ “~artiaIIy relevant some correct ~‘ good ‘ intonclusive or too long

all relevant points ‚rostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient
3 deeply incorrect or s ows

NOTES: Cimpracticail~ all points + well prioritised provement + + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient ‘2 deep misconceptions[ suggestions all time used ~

REVIEWER start ‚romi and add/subtract

W+W+[o,~+~i+Lorr]±[o ]~( 01=1‘ 1
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS PNSWEPS TO JURY

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech I pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESIC‘NS
understanding prioritisation evaluation I prioritisation evaluation ~.opinions

relevant, meant to clarify unclear points I irre
poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong I irrelevant poor irrelevant levant ~ cancise and correct ar noquestions asked“ + suitably allotted to Rep & 0~~‘ ‚~‚ superficial partially relevant/correct X superficial ýpartially relevan:/correct Ť superficial I some none some incorrect,
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2 partially relevant )( some correct good inconclusive or too lc‘iprioritised, all time used 2 <all relevant points mostly relevant many correct eff cient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient
3

( ÷ improvement +NOTES: 3 f deeply incorrect or s-lows4 practically all points + well prioritised
suggestions all time used ‘~

+ well prioritised + improvement suggestions overal efficient ‘2 deep misconceptionsj,

REVIEWER Start from I and add/su

~ ]+[ 3+ ± -[ 3=[ .] ~ ~ÍJ~ ]‘
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros& cons speech pros& cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT LUESTICNS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions cca‘cise and correct o no

relevant, meant to clarify unclear points O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant ii poor irrelevant ‘1 irrelevant q~estions asked

+ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,
1 superficial ~partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial \‘ some none sa-ne incorrecs, Iimost time used

J II
+ short, apt and clear, well prioritised, 2 good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised 1 „4itpart any irconclusive or too big

accurate, fully relevan., 41time managed efficiently 3 fully adequate, fully adequate, ‚ constructive deeply incorrect or *ows~.2 apt & accurateapt, accurate
well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate deep misconcepsions I,

1S

NOTES:

Please, suitably adjust your grades takin into regard the Illo) range
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REPJRT phenomenon theory/model relevantexperimen comp~sonb~~ science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWRSTOJURY, II
explanation ts theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication

reporter‘s CPPONE~JT, and
almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

some some some some review of sources, cited partly partlyclear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion II,
fair fair fair qual tative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

some aspects some aspects cor cise and correct or,nogood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting resu t5 ~bove average well done some partly fine Ĺ qt‘estions asked II
1. many good II

detailed quite detailed, ~ multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,
demonstrative correct parametes + limits discussed — experimental solution demonstrative + data/theory some aspects ‘ ncanclusive or too lorg

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 ex~ed well fitting, deviations supported efficient Ii
deeply incorrect or shows

considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall efficient deep miscnceptions II
shows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding II.

— analysis .

NOTES:

‚‚
OPPONENT Start from I and add/uubtratt
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QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY anu
fltoo few, mostly irrelevant underatwiding of topics raised and their own opinions I time topics raised and their

own opinions presented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSflrelevant, aimed at resolving presentation prioritisation presented J management prioritisation the discussion concise and correct „no
unclear points in the report almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive q~stions asked

+ short, apt and clear, well 1 some‘ma n points too few/many some reasonable I too few/many some some aspects fine so,le incorrect, Ji‘
prioritised, all time used 2 main points partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially relevant some correct good inconclusive or too l~g

„~ mostly relevant y many correct some aspects efficenl II~ ‚all relevant points mostly relevant many correct ~ efficient deeply incorrect or slows
NOTES; +4 practically all points + well prioritised improvement +

suggestions all time used ~ ÷ well prioritised + improvement suggestions overal‘ efficient ‘- deep miscorce~tion~
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QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS N%ISWERS TO JURY 1

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech I pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT CUES IONS

understanding prioritisation evaluation J prlorltisation evaluation opinions co-‘ se and correct o~ no
relevant, meant to clarify unclear points ~ poor/wrong ! irrelevant Ü poor/wrong J irrelevant O poor irrelevant 1 irrelevant questions asked

+ suitably allolted to Rep & Opp,
1 superficial I partially ralevant/correct superficial f partially relevant/correct superfcial some none so—le incorrect,most time ‚jsed

~ good ~ostly correci/prioritised relevant parts ~<‚ many nonclusive ar too lo€
+ short, apt and clear, well prioritised, 2 good ostly correct/prioritised ~accurate, fully relevant, 1
time managed efficiently 3 fully adequate, fully adequate, 2 convinicing adequate constructive deeply incorrect or sttws2 apt&accurateapt, accurate

well prioritised well prioritised deep misconceptions I

NOTES: ItT No,,,nh~‘ 2021
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REPJRT phenomenon comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,theory/model relevant experimen 5 theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication

explanation reporter‘s OPPONENT, and
almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaottc relevant conduct in the

some some some some rev ewof sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTlON~discussion
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

good good good quantitative agreement ‘~‚n,e interesting results me aspects some aspects some partly fire C ~‘cise and correct orim
above average well done questions asked

I ~< many good
‚ detailed quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, Some incorrect,

demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — -
‚ data/theory ‘some aspects nconclusive or too long

experimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 exed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concep deeply incorrect or showsts proved deep
shows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding overall efficient deep miscnceptions

— analyss —

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract
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QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their
presentation prlorltlsatlon presented management prioritisatlon ownopinlons presented opponenťsconductin REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSthe discussion concise and ;orrect omorelevant, aimed at resolving

unclear points in the report almost nothing almost none too few poor O almost none too few poor/aggressive ~ q,,estions asked
i some main points too few/many some reasonable 1 too few/many some )(some aspects fine scme incorrect,

+ short, apt and clear, well
prioritised, all time used 2 main points partially relevant some correct fair partially relevant some correct good irronclusive or too long

‚
~ all relevant points mostly relevant many correct eff cient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient deeply incorrect or sřows

NOTES: ‘4 practically all po nts + well prioritised improvement + . well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient ~- deep miscorceptionssuggestions all time used 4

REVIEWER Slams from 1 and add subtract

~][ ]=HJ 2~1~ ~________

QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT CJESIONS
understanding priorltisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions co‘cise and correct orio

relevant, meant to clarify unclear points
O pooi‘/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant poor irrelevant 1 irrelevant qLestions asked

‘ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,
1 superficial priially relevant/correct superficial ~artially relevant/correct ~‚ superficial I some none Sone incorrect,most time used —

. short, apt and clear, well prioritised, good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised 1 re evant parts I many inconclusive or too long
accurate, I fully relevan .time managed efficiently fully adequate, fully adequate, 2 - - - 1 constructive deeply inco~rect or showsZ apt & accuateapt, accurate well prioritised well prioritised convinicing I adequate deep misconceptions

NOTES: SPT Nov,mber.021

Please, suitably cdiii. $ taking into re ard the j1,1O~ range.
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comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,RE?bRT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication

~ F explanaticen
reporter‘s OPPONENT, andalmost ne almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS1 [ some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/ discussion
fair ‘air fair qualitative agreement some own input average average

2 a too few poor/aggressive
good good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nosome partly fine a3 above average well done questions asked

1 many good
4 detailed quite detailed, ~. multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,

s demorstralnve correct parametres + limits discussed . + data/theory me aspects 1 inconclusive or too longexperimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient

6 and compr~ensible, detailed, complex, — well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep ‘2 deeply incorrect or shows
overall efficient deep miscnceptions7 ‘ shows physical ‚ns ght completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretica than expected well communicated understanding

. I — analysis —

NcFES.
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ORPONENT stan lom 1 and add/subtract
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QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
a too few, mostly rrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their ‘ d opponent‘s conduct In REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSown opinions presente

•j~ relevant, aimed at resolvir~ presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion concise and corrector noO
1 unclear points in the report almost nothing almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked

1 . some main points too few/many some reasonable 1 too few/many K sonic some aspects fine91 + short, apt and ‘lea‘, wet A . ‘ ‚ some incorrect,main points partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially relevant some correct good .1 inconclusive or too long2‘]‘ prioritised, all time used 2 all relevant points mostly relevant many correct ‘~ efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient
3 3 deeply incorrect or shows

NO~S: + improvement + ÷ well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient ‘2 deep misconceptions~ 4 practically all points + well prioritised

i suggestions all time used

REVIEWER Start ‘rom 1 and add/subtract
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QU ‘STIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

~ too few mostly rrelevant evaluation & I pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
.‘ understanding I prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and corrector no

.~ relevant, meant to clarify ‚nclear points ~ poor/wrong 1 irre evant ti poor/wrong irrelevant O poor irrelevant irrelevant questions asked

1 . suitably allotted to Rep & Opp, ‘1 superficial I partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,: V‘eost time used

2 + short, apt and ‘lea‘, wel prioritised, . good mostly correct/priorit sed good ‘mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too longrelevant,accurate, fully deeply incorrect or shows

~ time managed ef‘iciently apt, accurate fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate fully adequate, 2well prior tised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

SPT No~e,n~e, 7e22
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~EPJRT phenomenon theory/model relevantexperiments comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,own contribution task fulfilmentexpla~ti~n theory and experiment communication
almost no almost no almostno almostno almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant reporteťs OPPONENT anti

conduct in theJ Sone some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion

~ . ‚ above average well done ~ questions asked

~ fa fair$ . fair qualitative agreement some own input average average Q too few poor/aggressive

good good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nosome partly fine
. - 1 many good

deta cc quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,
demonscra- ve correct parametres + limits discussed — experimental olution demonstrative 2 + data/theory some aspects ‘1 inconclusive or too long~j deep and co~rehensi~e, detailed, complet, 8 ex!ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall ewiciens -2 deep miscnceptions

supported efficient
deeply incorrect or shows

errors7‘~ shows phystal insight completely testable and ‚ analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding
— analysis —

NOTES:

OPPONENT S-art from I and add/subtract

~t[ ]=[ ~]
ČiUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mosily rrelevsnt understandingof topics ralsedand their own opinions time topics raised and their d opponenťs conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
own opinions presentepresentation prlorltlsation presented management prioritisatlon the discussionrelevant, ainwd at reso wing - - concise and corrector no

unclear points jr the report almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked
‚ some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine

+ *ort, apt and clear, Nell . some incorrect,
pricritised, al :ime use‘J 2 main points partially relevant some correct fair 2 ‚ partially relevant some correct good -1 .inconclusive or too long

~ all relevant points ~ mostly relevant )‚ many correct efficient mostly relevant Xmany correct ~‘some aspects efficient deeply incorrect or shows
NÓTES: + improvement +

~ suggestions all time used
4 practically all points + well prioritised 4 + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient 2 deep misconceptions

REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract

DL~í i~r 1 1‘
ďUESTIONS ASIED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY
i~

~ too few mos‘iy ‘rrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions

irrelevant ~ concise and corrector no
~ relevant, meant to clart‘y unclear points ~ poor/wrong rrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor irrelevant -I ‘ questions asked

1 + suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,
t superficial partially relevant/correct superficial „partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,

D -lmost time used good mostly correct/prioritised . relevant parts many inconclusive or too long

2 + short, apt and dear, well prioritised, 2 good mostly correct/prioritised accurate, fully relevant,
deeply incorrect or showstime managed eficiensiy ‚~ apt, accurate fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate fully adequate, 2

we I pr orit sed wel pr oritised convinicing adequate 1 constructive 2 deep mi conceptions

Iá
NITES:

Please, suitably adjus your grades taking nto regard the 11.101 range
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RS‘ JRT phenomercr theory/model relevant experi comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,ments h own contribution task fulfilmentexplanation t eory and experiment communication
reporter‘s OPPONENT, andalmost no almost no a most no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant

conduct in the
some some some some reviewof sources, cited partly partlyclear arguments/responses discussion REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average O too few poor/aggressive

some aspects some aspects concise and correct or nogood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some partly fine ~ questions asked
above average well done

I many good
detailec quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,

demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — -
+ data/theory some aspects ‘1 inconclusive or too longexperimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient

deep and compreFensible detailed, complex, 0 ex~~~ed well fitting, deviations O considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep . 2 deeply incorrect or shows
overall efficient deep miscnceptionsshows phys ca nlight compietelytestable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

analysis
N STES.

OPPONENT startlrom 1 and add/subtract ~ Z
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QUESTIONS ASKEC OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
too few, mostly erelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their opponenťs conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

own opinions presented
relevant, aimed-at resolving presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion concise and corrector noO

nclecr points ir tte repo‘t almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked
~ some main points too few/many some „ reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,. short, apt and :lear, we

prior t sed all tine used 2 main points řpartially relevant some correct fair partially relevant ~ some correct ‘,~ good -t nconclusive or too long‚ all relevant points mostly relevant ‘~many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct son‘e aspects efficient
~ - 3 deeply incorrect or shows

NOES: +im4 practically all points + well prioritised provement +suggestions all time used ~ + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overal efficient ‘2 deep misconceptions

~±So.
REVIEWER Start rom 1 and add/subtractw+~+~ ]+[ 1+[ ]±( J-ĺ ]=~
QUESTIONS ASKEC REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mostly vrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and corrector no

relevant, meant~o clarify inclear points irrelevant
poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor irrelevant ‘1 questions asked

+ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp —‚~ i M
superficial ‚partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial I some none some incorrect,

most time used 1 relevant parts many ‘ inconclusive or too long
good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised

. short, apt and ~Iear, we prioritised, accurate, fully I relevant,
deeply incorrect or showstime managed er‘iciently fully adequate, fully adequate, 2 - - -2 apt&accurate convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptionsapt, accurate well prioritised well prioritised

NCTES: YPT Plo,,rmho, 2021

Please, suitably adjust ~t.u grades taking into regard the tlo! range
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comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,REP JRT pheno~non theory/model relevant experinlen theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication

explanation
almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant reporter‘s OPPONENT, and

conduct In the
discussion

some some 5Q, some re,,iew of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses - - REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
fair fair ai qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

some~a~e~ts some aspects concise and corrector no~‚me partly fine questions askedgooc good good quantitativ~eement + some inte~~g results abov4a‘5~ge well done 1 (‚~~~3t‘ good

&
some incorrect?deSI~4 quite‘~nyiled, or multitude of or considerable interesting o4~ftle~r, ~ + data/theory som~~~ts ~ inconclusive or too long

deméns3~%ive c~rje‘ct parametres + limits discussed — experimental solution derňons~rative
supported effici~V

deep and com~ehensib~, detailed? complex, 8 ex~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall efficient deep miscnceptionsdeeply incorrect or shows

shows physical irsight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated urderstanding
— analysis

f‘JOTES:

OPPONENT start from 1 ard add/subract
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QJESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, most irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opiniDns time topics raised and their
presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation own opinions presented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSthe discussionrelevant, aimed at resolving concise and torrect or no

Q unclear points in the re~rt almost nothing almost none too fev o almost none too few poor/aggressive O questions askedsome main points too few/many so~Q reaso‘Ií~ble 1 too f.w/~ny some some aspects fine
+ short, apt and c aar, well ~ mai~nts partially~ant some correct fair partia6J,i~vant some~~)~c: some incorrect,

oodprioritised, all ire usec
all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct ~ -l ‚ inconclusive or too long

3 deeply incorrect or shows
NOTES: practically all points + well prioritised + improvenent + ~ + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient -z deep miscorceptionssuggesti~s all time used

REVIEWER Sta‘t from 1 and add/subtract
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QJESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, most~v irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and corrector no

releva-it, meant to clarilv unclear points irrelevant
poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irrelevart questions asked

+ suitably allotiec to Re; & Opp,
superficial partially relevant/correct s rficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,

C most time used relevant parts ‘~~3 inconclusive or too long
. shcr, apt ano c ear, well prioritised, good mostly correct/prioritised ~ mostlEe/prioritised 0acc~, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows

fully adequate,time managedefficientl O ~~~cuate f‘Wf~~~te, apt & accurate
well priore well prioritised con‘Iinjelng adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NOTES: PT Novcmbr, 2072

Please, suitably adjust your graoes taking into regard the 11,101 range,
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comparison between scienceREPORT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments own contribution task fulfilment DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
explanation theory and experiment communication

reporter‘s OPPONENT, andalmost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant
conduct in thesome some some some review of sources, cited partly O partly clear arguments‘respcnses . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

discussion
~ far ‚. fair fair 0qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive
~ Lř‘ good L. good some aspects some aspects concise and correct or no
‚ good ‘~uantitative agreement + some interesting results above average well done partly fine questions asked

some

multitude of many gooddetai ed quite detailed, oF
demonsrative correct parametres + limits discussed or considerable interesting overall clear, ~‚ some incorrect,experimental solution demonstrative + data/theo“ tome aspects „] inconclusive or too longexamined

deep and co~re,ensi:le, detailed, complet, 8 well fitting, deviations 8 supported efficient deeply incorrect or showsconsiderable greater extent + complet concepts proved deep overall efficient deep miscnceptionsshows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated inderstanding
— analysis —

NOTES: h1~ AJ‘ ‚1&≠‘;aj 4 r~ ‚Oc~MO ‘vl. čCC4~ ~ M4k e ‚ &•~ 41č‘cüLJ
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~ ~ ~
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPO n opinions presente ‘ ANSWERS TO JURY and

d opponents conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
too few, mo~ly i‘rele~nt understanding of topics raised and their own opInions time topics raised~n~~~ few I poor/aggressive concise and corrector no

„~pfi~řiIIsatlon ow the discussionrelevant, aimed at resdving presentation prioritisation presented management .

almost nothing almost none too few poor “ almost none
questions askedunclear points in the report

some main points I too few/many some ‚ jeaeots~5í~ too few/many some tome aspects fine9 + short, apt and clear, a,ell tome incorrect,main points partially relevant some
inconclusive or too longprioritised, al time us&i I ~~ny correct

~ + improvement fair partially relevant some correct . good -efficient j“ mostly relevant many correct asome aspects efficient deeply incorrect or shows
.NOTES: ‚_-.“ practically all points + well prioritised suggestions I all time used . well prioritised + improvement st~gestions overall efficient deep misconceptions

V~ ~QfJ
REVIEWER start from 1 and add/subtract

~ o]=[~]
QUESTIONS ASKED ‘ REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mosdy rrelevsnt evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correctown POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritlsatlon evaluation opinions concise and corrector no

relevant, meant to clarify unclear points irrelevant
poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irrelevant questions asked

b + sLitably allotted to Rep & Opp, superficial partially relevant/correct superficial ‚partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,
most time used relevant parts many inconclusive or too long

V good mostly correct/prioritised . good mostly correct/prioritised • relevant,
. short, apt ard clear, welt prioritised, accurate, fully deeply incorrect or shows
time managec e‘ficienzy apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate,

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NOTES: iYP Nevemijo, 22
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deep and comp“elensible, detailed, complex,
shows physica insight completely testable

reporter‘s
conduct in the

discussion
poor/aggressive

partly fine
good

some incorrect,
inconclusive or too long

deeply incorrect or shows
deep miscnceptions

RrPDRT theory/model relevant experiments

almost no

phenomenon
explanal on
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some
fair

good

de ile~
d‘~~~r~tive

O

2

3
3

almost no
some
fair

comparisc een
theory and experiment

almost no
some

own contribution

‘JW~Y‘~ řnLcĺ~rú

some
fair

good

quite detailed, Qj

8
and

task fulf1lment

almost no
review of sources, cited

qualitative agreement some own input

good quantitative agreement + some interesting results

science
communication

misunderstood unclear, chaotic
partly partly clear

multituce of
pa ra metres
examined

errors
analysis

DISCUSSION WITH CPPONENT

+~

well fitting, deviations
analysed, conclusive

average
some aspects
above average

interesting
solution

or considerable
experimenta

considerable
~nd theoretical

average
some aspects

well done

overall clear,
demonstrative

relevant
arguments/responses

too few
some
many

ANSWERS TO JURY,
OPPONENT, and
REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

concise and corrector no
questions asked

greater extent + complex concepts
than expected well communicated

÷ data/th~jaL...._.._,&ett‘t~pects
supported efficient

proved deep
understanding overall efficient
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QJESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
o ~ too few, mostk irrelevant understanding of Itopics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

• reievant, aimer at resolsing presentation I prioritisation presented management prioritisation own opinions presented the discussion concise and :orrect or noO
1 - unclear points n the report almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked

[F . shcrt, apt a,~ c ear, v‘~ some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,
2 prioritised, all eme usec 2 ~ partially relevant some correct fair 2 .~e‘tia1ly relevant some correct “~~8‘ -1 inconclusive or too long

all relevant points mostly ř~‘i~yant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient~ 3 deeply incorrect or shows
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understanding J prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and corrector no
retetant, meant to clarť~, unclear points irrelevant

O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irre evani O poor ‘relevant questions asked
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~ many ~ good
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superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superfic at some none some incorrect,

most time used
good mostly correct/prioritised good ostly correct/prioritised elevant parts many incon‘lusive or too long
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~ ‘?nány good ~~some incorrect,deta ec quite detailed, ~. multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear,
demonso-a:ive correct parametres + limits discussed — .experimental solution demonstrative + data/theory some aspects inconclusive or too long

supported efficient
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PEPJRT phenonenon
e~pIanation
Mmost no

some
fair

good

deta icc
denonstra:ive

aiWost no
some
fair

good

multitude of
parametres
exam ned

errors
analysis

OPPONENT start from land add/subtract

~ [_]= ĺ

CLJESTIONS ASKED
too few, mostly irrelevant

relevant aimed at reso ving
unclear points ir the report

V5‘bort, apt and clear, well
prioritised, all :ime used

‚ sciencetask fulfilment .
communication

misunderstood unclear, chaotic
partly partly clear

average average
some aspects some aspects
above average well done

concise anc corect or no
o questions asked

some incorrect
-1 inconclusive or too long

deeply incorrect or shows
deep miscnce~(ions

REVIEWER start from land add/subtract

W~LL~H )+[~

REPORTER Sart from 1 and add/subtract

W~~J~R~1i__]=
X

comparison betweentheory/model relevant experiments own contributiontheory and experiment
almost no

some
~fair

~ood

almost no
ome

qual tative greement

almost no
review of sources, cited

some own inpu~~‘

DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT

deep and comprehensi~e, detailed, complex,
shows phys ca nsigh completely testable

quite detailed, ~f
correct 8

and

NOTES.

interesting
solution

quantitative agreement + some interesting results

. . . or considerable
+ limits discussed — ‚

experimental

well fitting, deviations Ji‘ considerable
analysed, conc usive and theoretica

k ~

overall clear,
demonstrative

ANSWERS TO JUR‘
OPPONENT, and
REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

I)

I

2

3

re po rte r‘ 5relevant
conduct in thearguments/responses

discussion
too few poor/aggressive
some partly fine
many c good

+ data/theory some aspects
supported efficient

greater extent + complex concepts
than expected well communicated

OPPOSITION (SPEECH)
understanding of

presentation

proved deep
understanding overall efficient

-2

topics raised and their
prioritisation

NOTES:

O
1

2
3

almost nothing almost none

own opinions
presented
too few

some main points too few/many some reasonable
.~~~pints partially relevant some correct fair
II relevant points ~

DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER
time

management
poor

topics raised and their
prioritisation

practically all points + well prioritised + improvement
suggestions

many correct

own opinions presented

O
I

2

3
4

~ciet

all time used

opponenťs conduct in
the discussion

almost none too few poor/aggressive
too few/many some some aspects fine

partially relevant some correct good

~.~2~4~_relevant ‚-s‘“enyzorrect ‘ “š~WWIspects efficient
+ well prioritised

±LIH-[ ]=R]

+ improvement suggest on

ANSWERS TO JURY and
REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

o concise and c~‘rect or no
questions asked

some incorrec,
inconclusive or too long

deeply inccrre:t or shows
-2 deep misccnceptionsoverall efficient

~UESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JLRV
too few mostly rrelevant evaluation & I pros & cons speech pros &cons discussion correctown POINTED OUT QUESTIONS

understanding I pri
relevant, meant to clarify unclear points O poor irrelevant ‘1 irrelevant questions askedrelevant O poor/wrong irre evantO poor/w~~~_ iroritlsation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and correct or no
. suitabl, allotted to Rep & 0PP~ super ici artially relevant/correct superficial rtial y relevant/correct superficial some D none some incorrect
most tin~e used

1 releyant pfl.,, many inconclusive or too long~ good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/priorit sed
+ short, &pt aid :lear, well prioritised, i relevant,

accurate, i fully
time macaged e~ficientiy apt, accurate fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate fully adequate, 2 convinicing adequate constructive deeply incorrect or shows

well prioritised well prioritised deep misconceptions

Please, suitably tdjur your grades taking into regard the 11,101 range.



REPORTER Start fran land add/subtract

W+L~÷[‘it(_]=L‘]
. comparison between scienceREPJRT phenoienon theory/model relevant experiments own contribution task fulfilment DISCUSSIC N WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,

explanation theory and experiment communication
almos no almostno almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic elevant reporter‘s OPPONENT and

conduct in thesome some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
discussionfar fair fair qualitatiyt~5eement some own input average average too rew poor/aggressive

gocd gŮ~J quantitative agreement + some interesting results above average we e questions askedsome aspects soni~‘3tp~cts partly fine concise and corrector no

t; Z.
dei~~~tive qute detailed, or multitude of or cons‘~~bIe inte,ang overall clear, n~31 o d some incorrect,correct parametres + limits discussed — experimental so on demonstrative + ata/theory some aspects inconclusive or too long

~pport d efficient
deep and comurehensit,e, detailed, complex, 8 ex!~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater ettent + complex concepts proved deep deeply incorrect or shows

overall efficient deep miscnceptionsshows physital insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated uncerstancling
analysis

NOTES:

OPPONENT start from 1 and add/subtract

~ ]+[ 2]-[ ]=[‘1
Q.JESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mossy irrelev,t understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their resented opponenťs conduct In REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
relevant, aimed at res~ving presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation own opinions p the discussion concise and corrector no
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