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some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear argumerts/responses I discussion REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
fair fair fair qualitative agreement m some own input average average

O too few poor/aggressive concise and corrector no
good p good good ‘f~uantitative agreement + some interesting results some aspects some aspects some partly fine O questions asked

above average well done

~ detailed quite detailed, or~m~titu~ of or considerable interesting overall clear 1 many good some incorrect,
demonstrat ve correct ~parametres + limits discussed + d~a/theory jome aspects ‘1 inconclusive or too longexper mental olut on demonstrative 2 supported efficient -

deep and compr~ensibIe, detailed, complex, 0 ex~ed well fitting, deviations considerable greater extent + complex concepts proed deep deeply ircorrect or shows
shows physica ns ght completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding overall efficient -2 deep mi‘cnceptions

analysis
NOES:~$p~ ~f~_ ~tt~;QQ~J

OPPONENT Start ‘toni and add/subtract

L~D+~í~+[‘2S]+FJ1-[o ]=[~-*-] ~av~cL~ ~
QLESTIONS ASKED

too few, mostly i-relevant

relevant, aimed at resolving
unclear points in the report

OPPOS TION (SPEECH)

O almost nothing almost none
1

2
3
4

too few

NOTES:.

bW 1iw

time
management

poor
some main points too few/many some reasonable

(‘1 main points ~‚ partially relevant some correct ‘f~ fair
all relevant points ~‚ mostly relevant 3) many correct ~‚‘ efficient

practically all points

DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER
topics raised and their

prioritisatlon

RE‘ IEWER

own opinions presented

O

2
3
4

+

all time used

Start from 1 and add/subtract

opponenťs conduct in
the discussion

mostly relevant

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

partially relevant some correct ~« good

O

+ well prioritised

~n~ OGt O~t~ /
‚ZAlOž ( .

-(Ö_]=

many correct jLme aspects efficient

ANSWERS TO JURY and
REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

concise and correct or no
questions asked

some incorrect,
inconclusive or too long

deeply incorrect or shows
-2 deep misconceptions+ improvement sugge~ions cverall efficient

!‘~‘~k, ~ií~~dk~i

NOTES:

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

too few, mostly Wrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech ! pros & cons discussion I correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisatlon evaluation opLions concise and correct or no

relevant, meant to clarify Lnclear points irrelevant
poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant I) poor irre evant questions asked

+ suitably al otted to Rep & Opp, superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial I some none some inorrect,
most time used relevant parts I many inconc usive or too long

good mostly correct/prioritised good ~pnostly correct/prioritised
. short, apt and clear, well prioritised, accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
time managed efficiently apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate, 2 convinicing adequate constructive deep misconception

well priorit sed well prioritised

N

Please suitably adjust your gradec taking into regard the (1,1Oj range



Tov~ďš ~- R~- (3)4~~ůC

REPORTER Start romi and acd/sublract j•,,~ « /4“ i—, /‚~c V“

‘]-[o_1=Lď)
REP DRT phenomenon comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,theory/model relevant experiments theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communicationexplanation

reporter‘s OPPONENT, and
almcst ne 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
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average

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

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

demorstratwe correct parametres + limits discussed — .experimental solution demonstrative 2 + data/theory some aspects ~ inconclusive or too long
supported efficient

deep and conprenersible, detailed, complex, 8 ex~ed well fitting, deviations 0 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep -2 deeply incorrect or shows
overall efficient deep miscnceptionsshows physic s€ht tompletelytestable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretica than expected well communicated understanding

analysis
NOTES:

OPPONENT Start -ron 1 and add/subtract

W~~í ]-L ]-í ]=[~] t~e~
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly i‘reevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their . . opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
own opinions presentedpresentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion concise and correct or norelevant, ained at resotvirg

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

+ short, apt and dear, well some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,
prioritised, a I time osed 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 many correct some aspects efficient
~ 3 deeply incorrect or shows

NOTES: +4 practically all points + well prioritised improvement ‚ i well prioritised ‚ improvement suggestions overall efficient ‘2 deep misconceptions
suggestions all time used ‘~

REVIEWER Start fnm 1 and add, subtract

~J+~~+[ J-.[ ]+[ ]±( ]- =[ ] K&to( M~‘cq
QUESTIONS AS<ED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few mo tly i‘reevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion I correct own POINTED OUT QUEST ONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and corrector no

re evant meant to darify unclear points irrelevant
poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irre evant 0 poor irrelevant questions asked

‘ suitably allotted tc Rep & Opp, superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,
most time used I

good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too long
‚ short, apt and dear, weli ~rioritised, accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
time managed efliciently apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate, 2

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NOTES: ~‘PT November2022

Please, suitably adjLst yo.Jr grades taking into regard the (1,101 range.



L~b~ Lu~~«“s5/ ~ (z
-)

REPORTER Start I om land ad~ subtract I I S
(i]+~I÷[o]-[o_P3] Tad&~ ľa≤±o~-ck

REPDRT phenomenon comparison between sciencet,eory/modei relevant experiments own contribution task fulfilment DISCUSSION WITH OP~ONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,explanatlcn theory and experiment communication
almost ne almost ro almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant reporter‘s OPPONENT, andconduct in the

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

some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nosome partly finegood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results above average well done questions asked
many good

detciled c~jite deta led, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,
demonstrat ve correr parametres + limits discussed — experimental solution demonstrative + data/theory some aspects inconclusive or too long

supported efficient

deep and corpre,en ible, de~iled, conplex, 0 ex~~~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep
deeply incorrect or shows

shows phy‘ica nsight ton‘pletely testable and Errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well commun cated understanding overall efficient deep miscnceptionsanalysis

NOTES‘

OPPONENT Start tomi and add~subtract

J+~j+[ ~ ]~[i ]jp~~ J=[t‘J Ii«rq;~ Flarc(&i?jX
QUESTIONS AS<ED OPPOS TION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly i‘relevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their
presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation own opinions presented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSlne discussion concise and corrector norelevant, ained at resolvirg — 0

unclear points in the report 2 almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked

+ short, apt and clear well i some main points too few/many some reasonable 1 too few/many some so~fle aspects fine some incorrect,main points partially relevant some correct fair partially relevant some correct good 1 inconclusive or too long
prioritised, I time used 2

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct eff cient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient
3 . 3 deeply incorrect or shows

NOTES: + improvement + + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient 2 deep misconceptions4 practically all points + well prioritised suggestions all time used ‘~

REVIEWER Start fion 1 and add subtract

W~E~[ J~[ i~r 1±[ ]-[ ]={ Jr~j
QUESTIONS AS<ED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

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

relevant, meant :o clarify trclear points irrelevant
poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irrelevant questions asked

+ suitably al otted to Rep & OPO, superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial 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 nricritised, accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
time managed eficiently apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate,

well priorisised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceotions

NOTES: tYPT Novomb,, 2021

Please, suitably adjLst yourgrade‘ takiig into regard the 11,101 range.



L~ Z(V~Ab~K$ ~ F‘~+ ti ~ IL
REPORTER Start íom 1 anc addtst.btract

fl+~+(iIv}-(o_]=[~
REPJRT phenomenon comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,theory/model relevant experiments theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communicationexplanation

reporteťs OPPONENT, anda most no almost rl« almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant
conduct In thesone some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

discussion
fa r fair fair qualitative agreement some own nput average average

Q too few poor/aggressive
some aspects some aspects concise and corrector no

some partly finegood good good quantitative agreement + some interest ng results above average well done questions asked
1 many good

deta ed quite detai ad, or multitude of or considerable interest ng overall clear, some incorrect,
demonstrati-. e correct parametres + limits discussed — + data/theory some aspects inconclus[ve or too longexperimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient

deep and comprefeisible, detailed, co~plet, 8 ex~~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerab e greater extent + complex concepts proved deep deeply incorrect or shows
overall efficient deep miscnceptionsshows phys Ca isight ‘ompletelyt~table and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

— analysis
NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add,subtract

Li1~LLJ~( ]+[ ]- [ ] =[ ] t~aE ‘‚tk1~~,IC«
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly inelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their presented opponenťs conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
relevant, aimed at esolving presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation own opinions the discussion concise and corrector no0
unclear points in t—e report almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked

. short, apt and c Ear, well some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,
main points partially relevant some correct fair partially relevant some correct good ‘1

prioritised, all time used I 2 inconclusive or too long
all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant I many correct some aspects efficient

‚ 3 deeply incorrect or shows
NOTES: í + improvement I + + well prioritised I + improvement suggestions overall efficient -2 deep misconceptionsp‘actically all points + well prioritised

suggestions J all time used

REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract

~ ]+[ ]+[ 1±r ]-r ]=[ ] ~ M‘zucL1
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 QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and corrector no

relevant, meant toclarify urclear points irrelevant
poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irrelevant questions asked

+ suitably allotteclo Rep & Dpp, superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial 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 :rioritised, accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
fully adequate,time managed efft ently fully adequate, apt & accurate well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptionsapt, accurate well prioritised

N O~ES :

Please, suitably adjust you grades ~king into regard the 11,101 range



~{~?J {qU&r
REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

W~~~R~-_ __ C~o2r~
REPDRT phenomenon theory/model rel comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,evant experiments own contribution task fullilmentexplanation theoryandexperiment communication reporter‘s OPPONENT, anti

almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the
some scme some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear argumentsj‘responses discussion REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
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 concise and corrector nosome partly fine ~ questions askedabove average well done

detailed quite detai ed, or multitude of 3 many goodor considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,
demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — + data/theory some aspects -l inconclusive or too long„ experimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient

J I ~~pa —~ ‘“p‘ deeply incorrect or shows
~ ~ ex~~ed we~deviations ~ considerable greater ettent + complet concepts proved deep overall efficient ‘2 deep miscncept onsand comprehen‘ible, detailed, complex,

shows physica irs ~st completely testable and erro analysed, conclusive and theoretica than expected well communicated Lnderstanding
analysts

NOTES:

OPPONENT start ‘rom 1 and add/subtract

w+~+ ~1 J-[ ]= fl
QUESTIONSASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERSTOJURYand

too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their . . opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSown opinions presentedpresentation prlorltlsatlon presented management prlorltisatlon the discussion
relevant, aimed a: resolving concise and corrector no
unclear points in ti~e report almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked

hort, apt and clear well 1 some main points too few/many some reasonable 1 too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,
prioritised, all time ‚ned 2 „_‚Jnain points partially relevant some correct fair partially relevant some corre:I good -1 inconclusive or too long

mostly relevant many corre:t some aspects efficientall relevant points moaabndevant mae~rrect deeply incorrect or shows
3 .

NOTES: +im4 practically alt points + well prioritised provement +suggestions all time used ~ • well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient .2 deep misconceptions

REViEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract

Lii~ c~ +íi+[v~~J+[r\‘()±[ ]j 1:rGJ
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few mostly ir‘d€vant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and correct or no

relevant, meant to clarify unclear pcints ‘ irrelevant
poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor irrelevant questions asked

suitably allotted Zo Rep & Opp, superficial partially relevant/correct superficial —paflially relevant/correct superficial I some none some incorrect,
most time used

good n,o‘s~~‘~orrect/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised rej~tPartsj,~ay inconclusive or too long
relevant,+ short, apt and clear, well prioritised, accurate, fully deeply incorrect or shows

time managed eff ciently apt, accurate fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate fully adequate, 2
well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NOTES: No

Please suitably adjust your wades :aking into regard the (1,10] range



REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

P1 ~Ĺ~!h[~r]—[ J = 1- Ö
REP ~RT phenomencn theory/model relevant experiment 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 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 discussion REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
fair fair fair ~litative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

some aspects some aspects concise and correct or nogood good good quantitative agreement + some nteresting results some partly fine ~ questions askedabove average well done
1 many good

detaied quite detailed, o~, multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, ~aspects some incorrect,
demonstrati‘,e co‘r parametres + limits discussed — . inconclusive or too longexperimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient

deep and compre~e,sible, detailed complex, 8 ~ well ftt ng, deviations 8 considerable deeply incorrect or showsgreater ettent + complex concepts proved deep overall efficient 2 deep miscnceptions
shows phys ca insight completelytestable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

— analysis

NOTS:

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract

W~W~ ~ ]-í ] Ú~R~Qc- ~1P‘Q~(ZJfCA
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly irrelevant understandingof topics raised andtheir own opinions time topics raised and their . . opponenťs conductin REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSown opinions presented
presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion concise and corrector norelevant, aimed at resolving a

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

short, apt and ctear, well 1 some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,
prioritised, a I time used 2 mainsoints partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially.re~vant some correct J good -1 inconclusive or too long

alFř~)~vant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct I some aspects efficient
~ 3 + deeply incorrect or shows

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

REVIEWER start from 1 and add/subtract

~ {~\]±P1i ]=[ ]
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 I correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding I prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and corrector no

relevant, meant t~ clarify unclear points irrelevant
poor/wrong I irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant poor i irrelevant questions asked

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

‘ good mostly correct/prioritised ood mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts I many inconclusive or too long
. short, apt and cfear, well prioritised, accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
time managed eff ciently apt, accurate fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate fully adequate, 2

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NOTES: iYPT No,,ombei 2012

Please suitably adjust yojr grades taking into regard the 11,10) range



+ short, apt and c ear, well
prioritised, a I tinw used

+ improvement
suggestions

DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER
topics raised and their

__________ prioritisation

poor/wrong irrelevant
superficial partially relevant/correct

good mostly correct/prioritised

fully adequate,
apt & accurate . .well prioritised

ANSWERS TO JURY and

REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

D concise and corrector no
questions asked

some incorrect,
-l inconclusive or too long

deeply incorrect or shows
-2 deep misconceptions

_ flĺr
W~~HJ-í ]=í~1 J ~ T~7 ~

REPORTER start (rom 1 and add/subtract

REF ~RT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
own contribution task fulfilment -explanation theory andexperiment communication reporters OPPONENT, and

almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the
some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses discussion REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

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 concise and corrector nosome partly fine O
above average well done questions asked

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

demonstrath~e correct parametres + limits discussed + data/theory I some aspects -1 inconclusive or too longexperimental solution demonstrative 2
supported efficient

deep and compre~nsible, detailed, complex, 8 ex~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep I
deeply incorrect or shows

overall efficient -2 deep miscncept ons
analysed, conclusive arid theoretica than expected we communicated understanding Ishows phys cal insight completely testable and errorsanalysis

NOTES.

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract

W~ ~[ J+[ ]-[ ]= G
QUESTIONS ASKED

too few, mostly irrelevant

relevant, aimed at r~olving
ar points in the report

OPPOSITION (SPEECH)
understanding of

presentation
almost nothing

topics raised and their
prioritisation

O

2

\

own opinions
presented

almost none too few

time
management

poor
somr main points too few/many some reasonable

~majppoints partially relevant some correct fair
fl relevant points inďstly relevant many cřřecr— —‘ efficient

practically all points + well prioritised

own opinions presented

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

portially relevant ~ome correct good
mostly relevant mar~7~řřect some aspects efficient

NOTES:

REVIEWER Start from land add/subtract

W+~+rn+_]+(_]±[_J-r_]=
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT

too few, mostly relevant evaluation & pros & cons

relevant, meant to clarify u‘,clear points understanding prioritisation

‚~~1u4ta~ly allcttec co Rep & ~ poor/wrong irrelevant
most time used superficial partially relevant/correct

+ short, apt and cea ‚well ~rioritised, od mostly correct/prioritised
time managed eff‘ci€ntly fully adequate,apt, accurate well prioritised

NOTES:

+ well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient

REVIEW OF OPPOSITION

speech
evaluation

pros & cons
prioritisation

DISCUSSION ANALYSIS
discussion correct own
evaluation opinions

poor irrelevant
superficial some

~‘reIe15nt parts many

accurate, fully
convinicing adequate

ISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
. concise and correct or noirrelevant -

questions asked

none some incorrect,
inconclusive or too long

relevant, .
. deeply incorrect or showsconstructive . ‚

deep misconceptions

iYPt Noyc,nb&i 2022

Please suitably adjust yourgrades taking into regard the 1,10] range



Start from 1 and add/‘ubtracl

L1+~+[k1-[ ]=VT]
REP5RT phenomenon comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO URY,theory/model relevant experiments own contribution task fulfilment

!~ explanation theory and expe communication I
I reporter‘s OPPONENT, andO aImosj~o alm no alm~%no am st .2 a most no misun~~~~ood unclear, chaotic relevant I conduct in the

± e sÓn~y some review of sources2 cited partly clear arguments/responses I .. REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSI discussion
~ Tair fair fair qualitative agreement som own Input average ~w~~ge t ew I poor gg ssive

2
good good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some aspects some aspects concise and corrector noom art lne O questions asked3 . above average well done

4 detailed quite detailed, or multitude of 1 many good
~ demonstratise correct parametres + limits discussed or considerable nteresting overall clear, some incorrect,. data/theory tome aspects 1 inconclusive or too longexper mental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient

deeply incorrect or shows6 deep and cornprehensib e, detailed, complex, 8 ex!~ed well fitt ng, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep
overall efficient deep miscnceptions

7 shows physica irsiglt comp etely te_table and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected we communicated understanding
analysis —

NOTES:

OPPONENT start fr—rn 1 and add/~ubtract

W~{~~1~[ ~ ~J-E ]=
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly irre evant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their own opinions presented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSpresentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion concise and corrector norelevant, aimed at resolving —-

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

+ short, apt and clear, well some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,
main points partiall7re1~vant some-c~rrect fair 2 partially relevant some correct good -1 inconclusive or too long

prioritised, all time tsed 2
all relevant points rn~yr~~an~, m7ďycor)ect ~nt 3.0__~~~y@1~vant many cg?ect some aspects efficient

deeply incorrect or shows
NOTES: 40‘~~~loints + well prioritised ÷ intProvement

suggestions all time used + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overal$~f~cient ‘~ deep misconceptions

REVIEWER S:art from 1 and add/subtract

~~]-[ 1=[,~
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS M SSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mostly irre event evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions ~~_~«I irrelevant concise ard correct or no

relevant, meant to c arify unclear points
poor/wrong I irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant C) poor irre evant ‚ questions asked

. suitably allotted to Rep & ~ superficial partially relevant/correct superfic al parti ly r‘e ant/correct superfic al e o none some incorrect,
most time used

go d mostly c~t/prioritised l mostly correct/prioritised rele n arts ny inconclusive or too long
. short, apt ard clear, well vioritised, ac ate, I fully relevant,fully adequate, 2 . ‘trne managec effkieitly apt, accurate fully adequate, 2 apt & ac urate convinicing adequate constructive deeply incorrect or shows

well prioritised wel priorit sed deep misconceptions

NOTES: iYPJ Navembnr 1022

Please, suitably adjust yo~r grades taking into regard the 11,10) range



_ _ ~~CL4REPORTER Start Irem land add/subtract

r‘~~~~íái-í_1=
own contribution task fulfilment DISCUSSION MTH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,REP DRT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments comparison between science

explanation theory and experiment communication reporter‘s OPPONENT, and
almost no almcst ne almost no ale no almost no misunderstood unc ear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

some some some review of sources, cited partly part yclear arguments/responses discussIon REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average o toe few poor/aggressive

some aspects some aspects concise and corrector noscme partly fine a~ good good quantitative agreement + some interesting resu ts above average well done questions asked
1 i~ty good

detailed quite det led, ~ multitude of or con“~~le inf~~~ing over c ar, some incorrect,
demonstrati“e correct parametres + limits discussed exper ntal s~lwtl‘on demo ative 2 ~Jta/theory som~j~ects ‘~ inconclusive or too ong

suprorted efficient

oeep and comprehen ible detailed, complex, ~ ex~~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall efficient -2 deep miscnception
deeply incorrect or shows

shows physical irsight completely testable and a~ analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated Lslder‘tanding

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start frcm 1 and add/‘ubtract

~J~fl=[~]
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH‘Í DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly ir‘~ evant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their . . opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSown opinions pr~ented
presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion concise and correct or no

relevant, aimed at ‘esolving - a
‘~\ unclear points in the ‘eport almost nothing almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked
~ • short, apt and clear, well some ~a4npoints too few/many some reasonable 1 too few/many som~ some aspects fine some incorrect,

prioritised, all timeused k~5? ‚~iW 32s partial‘~I~‘ant sorT~‘~?l~ct 2 partiallť~i~rant somí_~r-?ect inconclusive or too long
all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient

3 dee
NOTES: practically all points + well prioritised + improvement + I ply incorrect or shows

suggestions all time used ~ + well prioritised + improvement suggest~ns overall efficient 2 deep misconceptions
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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 QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisatlon evaluation ophions concise and corrector no

relevant, meant tc tiarify unclear points irrelevant
poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irrelevant questions asked

‘~« • suitably al otted to Rep & Opp,„„.Jmost time used superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial sc‘~~ none some incorrect,

-i- short, apt and clear, well prioritised, gi~~l most~~ct/prioritised ~ g mos~~e/~rioritised ~ many inconclusive or too longaccu~f~“ fully relevant, deeply incorrect or showsadequate, - - .time managed eff :‚ently apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate well prioritised convinicing adecuate constructive deep misconceptions
well prioritised
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almos: no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant reporter‘s OPPONENT, andconduct in the
sonE some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUEST ONSdiscussion
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

some aspects some aspects concise and correct or no
good good oo quantita~~,~eement + some interesting results above average well done questions askedso‘ne partly fine a

~ d ‚‘ quit‘~t9iled, ~ multitude of or considerable inter(s~sg overa~3br, many good some incorrect,
parametres + limits discussed —demo s ative c‘bn~t ‘fl examined experimental soiut‘iňí‘k demonstrative + data/theory some aspects -1 inconclusi‘ie or too long

0 supprted efficient
deeply incorrect or shows

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, U well fitting, deviations considerable greater extent + complex concepts pr,oved26~bp I ir~j?ent ‘2 deep miscnceptions
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analys S
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QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly irrerevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their own opinions presented I opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSpresentation prioritisation presented management prioritisatlon I the discussion concise and corrector no
relevant, aimed at esolving
unclear points in ti-e report almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked

. short, apt and clear, well 1 some main points too few/many sow~ reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,
mak“~j~s partially relevant somE,~orr)ct ~1iiř) 2 partially relevant son~a~prrect I gg~d inconclusi‘se or too longprioritised, all time ised 2c~~ all relevant points most~~gvant many correct efficient mo6i~vant m~,yc~rrect some a~ť~ effic,ent deeply incorrect or shows
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NOTES: + improvement +3 practically all points + we I prioritised + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient deep misconcep:ionssuggestions all time used
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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 QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinons concise and correct or no

2~jelevant. meant to c ar fy unclear points poor/wrong irrelevant f~~ywrong irr~fě~an~ poor irrelevant irrelevant questions asked

+ suitably allotted o Rep & Opp. su icial 5superficial parti~~~levant/correct superficial partially re‘řev-aKt/correct none some incorrect,
most time used

+ short, apt and clear, well ~ioritsec, Č) ‘~‘TostIy correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised elev arts ma‘y inconclusi‘,e or too long
fully adequate, fully adequate, accurate, futy relevant, deeply incorrect or shows2 apt & accurate well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptionstime managed efficiently apt, accurate well prioritised
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explanation theory and experiment communication reporter‘s OPPONENT, and

a most no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstoo unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the
~- some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses .. REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion

fair b fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive
some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nogooc good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some partly fine o questions askedabove average well done

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

demonstrative cor‘ect parametres + limits discussed — .experimental solution demonstrative 2 + data/theory some aspects ~ inconclusive or too long
supported efficient

caep and com~ehensible, cetailed, complex, 0 ex~ed well fitting, deviations O considerable greater extent + compex concepts proved deep -2 deeply incorrect or showsoverall efficient deep miscnceptions
shows physical insight complete y testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretica than expected well communicated understanding

ana lys
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QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly irrele,iant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their resented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation own opinions p the discussion concise and correct or norelevant, aimed at -esolving O

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

+ short, apt and clear, well “-,..~

prioritised, all time used 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 many correct some aspects efficient deeply incorrect or shows

3
+ well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient ‘2 deep misconceptionsNOTES: (F~v fia,‘ .) practically all points + well prioritised + improvement +

suggestions all time used ‘~
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QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

:00 few, mostly ‚rrele,,ant evaluation & pros & cons speech I pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation I prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and corrector no

‘elevant, meant tc clarify urdear Po nts I
poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong I irrelevant t.~ poor irrelevant ‘~ irrelevant U questions asked

‘ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp, superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial . scme none L 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 p‘ioritised, ‘ accurate, fully relevant,
ime managed effi:iently apt, accurate fully adequate, z apt & accurate fully adequate, Z I constructive ‘~ deeply incorrect or shows

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing ! adequate deep misconceptions
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RE~DRT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiment comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
explaiation theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication

reporter‘s OPPONENT, andalmost no almost no almost no almost no aimost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the
sane some some tome review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average o too few poor/aggressive

some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nogcod good good quantitative agreern,~t + some interesting resul~“ above averag well done questions askedsome partly fine Q
I many good

detailed quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,
demorstraÚ‘e correc parametres + limits discussed —

. data/theory some aspects -t inconclusive or too longexperimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient

deep and comprehersible detailed, complex, ~ ex!~ed well fitting, deviations considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep
deeply ircorrect or shows

overall efficient ‘2 deep miscnceptionsshows physical Irs€ht completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understand ng
analysis
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QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSTION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

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

relevant, aimed at resolvirg presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion o concise and correct or no
unclear points in die report almost nothing a most none too few almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked

1 some main_Pointss too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,
+ short, apt and clear, well ~ main point partially relevant some correct fair 2 j partially relevant some correct good ‘1 inconclusive or too long
prioritised, all time wsed

~ all relevant points mosty relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient deeply incorrect or shows
NOTES: +im4 rractical val points + wel prioritised provement + 4 + well prioritised + mprovement suggest ons overall efficient 2 deep misconceptionssuggestions all time used
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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 QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisatlon evaluation opinions concise and corrector norelevant, meant :o darify unclear points irrelevant

poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irre evant questions asked
+ suitably al oltedtc Rep & Opp, superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect
most time used

)K‘+ short, apt and clear, well 2rioritised, ‚‚ good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too longaccurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
time managed eFtiently apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate,

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep miswnceptions
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REPJRT phenomen«i comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,theory/model relevant experiments own contribution task fulfilmentexplanation theory and experiment communication

almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant reporters OPPONENT, and
conduct in the

some some some some review of sources, cite partly partly clear argumerts/responses discussion REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average o too few poor/aggressive

good good good •~‘ quantitative agreement + some interesting resul some aspects some aspects concise and con‘ect or noSone partly fine

tude above average well done many good questions askeddetailed quite detailed, or multi
demonstrat ve correct parametres + limits discussed or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,experimental solution demonstrative 2 + d~a/theory some aspects inconclusive or too long

supported efficient

deep and compre~ersible, detailed, complex, O ex~ed well fitting, deviations O considerable greater extent + complex concepts proed deep - deeply incorrect or shows
overall efficient deep miscnceptionsshows physica ins€ht completelytestable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

— analysis
NOES: ~ w“v? L‘,Q,Pä&≥, 42/& Ú~f — a b‘~c6 ‘~4

rc
OPPONENT Start ‘oni and add/subtract
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too few, mostly irreevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
own opinions presentedpresentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussionrelevant, aimed at resolvir€ concise and correct or no

y unclear points in ~e report almost nothing almost none too few poor almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked
+ short, apt and cI 1 some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,ea, well
prioritised, all tine used 2 ~ main po nts partially relevant \j some correct_„~ fair partially relevant some correct good inconclusive or too ong

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient3 deeply incorrect or shows
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QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few mostly irreevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opi‘ic-ns concise and correct or norelevant, meant co clarify unclear points irrelevant

poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irre evant questions asked
+ suitably al otted to Rep & Opp, superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial same none some incorrect

ĺ most time used
1,K‘ + short, apt and clea, well prioritised, ~‚ good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too longrelevant,accurate, fully deeply incorrect or shows

time managed eťtiently apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate, convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceotions
well prioritised well prioritised
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REPORT phenomenon theory/n~del relevant experimen comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
explanation theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication

reporter‘s OPPONENT, andalmost n, alnost ‚o almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct In the
some some some some reviewof sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

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

some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nogod good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some partly fine a questions asked
above average well done

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

demorstrai‘,e correct — p rametres + limits discussed ‚ + data/theory some aspects ‘1 inconclusive or too longexperimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient

deep and compr~ensible, detailel, complex, 8 ex~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep -2 deeply incorrect or shows
overall efficient deep miscnceptionsshows physca rs ght completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

— analysis —
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QUESTIONS ASKEC OPPO~TION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly ‘rrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their d opponent‘s conduct In REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
own opinions presentepresentation prioritisatlon presented management prioritisation the discussion concise and corrector norelevant, aimed a: resolving

unclear points ir tne repo“t almost nothing almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive O questions asked

+ short, apt and :lear, wel some main points too /y some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,
prioritised, all time ‚jsed 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 many correct some aspects efficient
~ deeply incorrect or shows
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QLESTIONS ASKEC REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few mostly -‘~elevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prlorltisation evaluation priaritisation evaluation opinions concise and corrector no

relevant, meant :c clarify unclear pointt irrelevant
poor/wrong trre evant O poor/wrong I irre event poor irrelevant questions asked

+ suitably a otted to Rep & Opp, Isuperficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,
most time used

good mostly correct/prior tised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too long. short, apt and dear, wel prioritised, accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
time managed el :ientty apt, accurate fully adequate. 2 apt & accurate fully adequate,

well prior Used well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions
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REPORTER Start Iron land add/subtract

toh~ tu ~(vj~)~7 3.

W~~H]-ío_1=í~]

4ľ
NOES:

8

comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,RE~DRT phenomenon theo~V‘model relevant experiments theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication
~ explanation

reporter‘s OPPONENT, andO almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant
conduct in the

I some some some some reviewof sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion
fair fair 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 no
3 above average well done some partly f ne ~ questions asked

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

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

~ . deep and compreh~sible, detailed, complex, 8 — well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall efficient -2 deep miscnceptionsdeeply incorrect or shows

7 - shows phys ca insight completelytestable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding
— analysis —
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a. L too few, mostly rre levant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their own opinions presented opponent‘s conduct In REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

‚ relevant, aimed at resolvi,g prioritisation management prioritisation the discussion concise and corrector no
O

~ L unclear points in ti~ rep~‘t a almost nothing almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked

~ + short, apt and clear, wel some main points too /y some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine some ircorrect,
2 - prioritised, all time used 2 main points partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially relevant some correct good -1 inconclusive cr too long

i____________________________ all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient deeply ncorrect or shows
- 3

NO1?ES: + improvement +
~ ~ practically all points . well prioritised + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient -2 deep misconceptions

suggestions all time used
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QL‘ESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

a too few, mostly relevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion I correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
~ relevant, meant to tlarify unclea understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation I opinions concise and corrector nor points ° poor/wrong 1 irrelevant O poor/wrong irre evant O poor I irrelevant 1 irrelevant questions asked

1 - + suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,
. 1 superficial 1 partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial J some none some incorrec:,most time used od mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prior sited

relevant parts many inconclusive or too Jong
? + short, apt and :lear, wel prioritised, 2 go accurate, fully relevant,

ľ time managed ef c ently 1 apt, accurate fully adequate, Z apt & accurate fully adequate, 2
:. well prioritised well priorit sed convinicing adequate 1 constructive deeply incorrect or showsdeep misconceptions
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reporter‘s OPPONENT, andO almost na a most no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

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

2 0 too few poor/aggressive
good good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some aspects some aspects concise and corrector no~ I - above average well done some partly fine ~ questions asked

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

demorstratve correct parametres + limits discussed ‚ + data/theory some aspects 1 inconclusive or too longexperimental solution demonstrat ve 2 supported efficient

6 l deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 0 ex~~ed well fitting, deviations 0 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep ‘2 deeply incorrect or shows
overall efficient deep miscnceptions7 “ shows ph~sical ins ght completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

— ana ysis —

NOTES:

H
O~PONENT start f‘on 1 and add/subtract

~+~+í ]-[~i J=[ ] J~u~ W~Ee4
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O

1 ‘: unclear poitats in the repor almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked
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• + short, apt and :lear, wel i some main points too few/many some reasonable 1 too few/many some scme aspects fine some incorrect,
main points partially relevant some correct fair partially relevant some correct good ‘1

2 inconclusive or too long2 prioritised, all time ~sed 2 all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct Í some aspects efficient
3 3 deeply incorrect or shows
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understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and corrector no

re evant, meant Ic clarify Lnclear points ~ poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor 1 irrelevant ‘1 irrelevant questions asked

1 .. + suitably a otted to Rep & Opp, 1 superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial J some none some incorrect,
‘ most time used
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explanation
almost nc almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant reporter‘s OPPONENT, andconduct in the

some some tome ome review of sources, cited partly partly clear arg~merts/responses REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average a too rew poor/aggressive

good good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some aspects some aspects concise and correa or noSone partly fine Qabove average well done questions asked
1 many good

detailed quite deta led, ĺ~Q1ttude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,
experimental solution demonstrative 2 + data/theoni some aspects ‘1 inconclusive or toc longdemonstratve correct ~t~rnetres + limits discussed —

supported efficient

deep and comprenensible, detailed, complex, well fitting deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep deeply incorrect or shows
overall efficient “~ deep miscnceptiorsshows phys ca ns ght completelytestab e and errors analysed,conclusive theoretical than expected well communicated undastanding

analysis

NOES.

OPPONENT Star ‘oni and add/.ubtract

W~i ]~[ ]-[ 1=1 J
QUESTIONS ASKEC OP~OS TION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly i‘relevant understanding of topics raiseo and their own opinions time topics raised and their . opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
. . . own opinions presentepresentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussionrelevant, aimed at resolving almost nothing almost none too few poor a almost none too few J poor/aggressive ~ concise and corrector no

questions askedunclear points in the repor

+ short, apt and clear, wel I some main points too few~many —~ some reasonable I too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,
prioritised, all time ‚ised 2 man points partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially relevant some correct good ‘1 .inconclusive or too long

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct eff cient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient deeply incorrect rn shows3 .

NOTES; + improvement +
~ + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient ‘~ deep misconceptions4 practically all point + well prioritised suggestons all time used

RE‘ IEWER Start lom 1 and add/subtract

W~LD~[ 1+{ ]~( t J±r~]-r~1=l‘]
QUESTIONS ASKEC REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSS ON ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

toofew, mostlyi‘relevant evaluation& pros&cons speech pros&cons discussion correctown POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opiiions ‚ concise and correa or no

relevant, meant :c clarify Lnclear points irrelevant
poor/wrong rte evant poor/wrong irre evant poor irre evant questions asked

. suitably allotted to Rep & Opp, superficial part ally relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,
most time used

good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised re evant parts many inconclusive or toc long
+ short, apt and clear, wel prioritised, accurate, ~ relevant, deeply incorrect 0ľ shows
time managed etfitiently apt, accurate ftut y adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate,

we1 prioritised well prior t sed convin cing adequate constructive deep misconcepticns

NOTES; lept Novenber 2022

Please, suitably adjust ycur grades taking into regard the 11,10] range.



REPORTER Start ‘rom 1 and ado/subtract

-[_i=~a
comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,RE9DRT phenomeiwn theory/model relevant experiments theoi‘y and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication

explanation
reporter‘s OPPONENT, andalmost nc 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/response . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion
fair fair fair Qualitative agreement some own input average average

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

) ‘nany —~ good
detailed quite detailed, ~ multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,

demonstratve correc parametres + limits discussed — -experimental solution demonstrative 2 ÷ data/theory some aspects -1 inconclusive or too long
supported efficient

deep and compre~nsibIe, detailed, complex, 8 ~ well fitting, deviations Lconsiderable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall efficient ‘2 deep miscnceptions
deeply incorrect or shows

shows physica ns‘gh completelytestable and errors analysed, conclusive (aSi theoretical than expected well commun cated inderstanding
analysis

NOTES:

OPPONENT start ‘rom 1 and ado/subtract

~ ]+[ J-ĺ ]=í ]
QLESTIONS ASKEID OPPOS TION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

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

relevant, aimed at resolvirg presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion concise and correct or noO
unclear points in the repor: almost nothing almost none too few poor almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked

+ short, apt and clear, well 1 some main points too few/many some reasonable 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 inconclusive or too long

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

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

REVIEWER start from 1 and add‘sublract

W+~+F‘L]÷[l ]+( J±[ ]-[ ]=[ ]
QUESTIONS ASKEC REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mostly ‘rre evant evaluation & pros & cons speech I pros & cons discussion I correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation I prioritisation evaluation I opinions concise and correct or no

e evant meant -o clarify Lnclear points +
poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong I irrelevant O poor I irrelevant ‘ 1 irrelevant questions asked

+ suitably al otted to Rep & Opp, superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,
most time ‚.sed

1 —‘good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts I many inconclusive or too long
+ short, apt and r ear, well prioritised, t accurate, f fully relevant,
time managed elf ciently apt, accurate fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate fully adequate, I constructive deeply incorrect or shows

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate deep misconceptions

NOES: ‘(PT tiavomb,‘, 2022

Please suitably adjust your grade‘ taking into regard the (1,101 range.
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REPORT phenome.cn theo~/model rel comparison between science DISCUSSION W TH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,evant experiments . own contribution task fulfilmentexplanati,n tneory and experiment communication

reporter‘s OPPONENT, and
almost to a most 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

O too few poor/aggressive
some aspects some aspects concise and correct or nogood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results above average well done some partly fine O questiors asked

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

demonstra:,ve correct parametres + limits discussed — .experimental solution demonstrative 2 + data/theorj some aspects - L inconclusive or too long
supported efficient

deep and comprehensible detailed, complex, 8 ex~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall efficient -2 deep m scnceptions
deeply incorrect or shows

shows physica insight completely testab e and errors analysed, conclusive and theoret‘cal than expected well communicated understanding
— analysis

NOTES: Ä

~c‘~V
OPPONENT Start ‘rem I and add/subtract

W~~‘ ]+{i~ )- [ ~ ]=( ~]
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly~rrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their . . opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSown opinions presented
relevant, aimed a: esolvi g presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the dIscussion oncise and correct or no
unclear points in 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
+ short, apt and clear, we - some incorrect,

main points partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially relevant some correct good nconcl.jsive or too long
prioritised, all time used 2

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct effcient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient3 - - 3 deeply incorrect or shows
NOTES: +im4 practically all points + well prioritised provement +suggestions all time used ~ + well prioritised + mprovement suggestions overall efficient -2 deep misconceptions

a9~‘ť‘
O)J~

REVIEWER Start borni ard add/subtract

W~ELJ1 J+( ]+( J±[ ]-( J[ ]
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

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

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

+ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp, superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superfic al some none some in:orrect,
most time used

good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too long
+ short, apt andclear, we prioritised, accurate, fu ~ relevant, deeply i‘,correct or shows
time managed Sficiently apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate,

well prioritised well prioritised convin cing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NOTE~,,~“<,,,C iypr Novem be, 2021

Plea~, suitably adjust yourgrades taking into regard the 1,10! range,
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REPORT phenomeno, theory/model ‘relevant experiments comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JUR%~own contribution task fulfilmentexplanati~‘ theory and experiment communication

reporter‘s OPPONENT, anda mcst nc almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

discussion
some D some e review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

~p f ir fair cjuaIitat~eement sor~~input average too few poor/aggressivesorn~e.aspects some ects concise and corrector no
above average we4Z~ some partly fine~ good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results

Qo~ an good
questions asked

detailed quite detailed, or mult or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect
demonstrat‘~e correct parametres + limits discussed — .experimental solution demonstrative + da eory some1‘9ects inconclusive or too long

supported effkWnt
deep and comprehesible, detailed, complex, ~ ex!~~ed well fitting, deviations considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep deeply incorrect or shows

overall efficient deep miccncep-ionsshows phys ca r~ght tompletely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understand ng
analysis

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start Ť omi and add/subtract

W~~~HJ÷~-[ ]=í ~
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mcstly i~rdevant understanding of topics raIsed and their own opinions time topics raised and their resented opponenťs conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
relevant, aimed at i~solving presentation prioritisatiorí presented management prioritisation owp opinions p the discussion concise and co-rector no

O
unclear points in tie report O almost nothing almost none too few poor almost none too few poor/aggressive questiors asked

some main points too few/many some reasonable some sýi~~~~cts fire some incorrect,
+ short, apt and dear, well m~~g~.ts partíSi~1~1evant som&~rrect fair partially relevant soi(e c~?!ct “‘ good ‘ t inconclusive or too long
prioritised, all time ‚jsed

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct mostly relevant ma~7č‘rect some aspect efficient deeply incorrect or shows

NOTES: +practically all points + well priorit sed improvement + + well prioritised ÷ improvement suggestions overal efficien -2 deep misconceptionssuggestions all time used ~

REVIEWER Start f‘~m 1 anc add/subtract

W~D~[~]÷ )+(~±flj J[~
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

toofew, mostlyirrelevant evaluation& pros&cons speech pros&cons discussion correctown POINTED OLT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisatlon evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise aid corrector no

relevant, meant to c arify Liclear points ~ poor/wrong irrelevant o poor/wrong irrelevant o poor irrelevant irrelevant questions asked

+ suitably al otted to Rep & Opp,
I superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,most time used

. short, apt and c ear, well 2rioritised, ~ good mostly correck/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too long
time managed ef‘icently apt accurate fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate fully adequate, 2 accurate, fully relevant, deep y in:orrect or 5 ows

well prioritised well priorttised convinicing adequate constructive deep mis:onceptions

NOTES: N

Please suitably adjLst yosgrades taking into regard the 11,101 range



REPORTER Start f‘om 1 and add/subtract

[a] [~1
REPORT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY.

explanation theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication

conduct in thealmost no almost no aIC almost no almost no misunderstood uncle r otic relevant reporter‘s OPPONENT, and
some review of sources, cited partly pa c ar arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS‚ some some Dme discussionfair ‘air r qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

sorn Spt ts some aspects concise and correct or nos par ne questions asked~ ood good good quantitajI~~reement + some inte esti results abo a ge well done man9 good

detailed quite~~eta\iled, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,
demonstrative parametres + limits discussed — experimental solution demonstrative + data/theory some aspects inconclusive or too long

supported efficien:
— deeply incorrect or shows

deep and compre~nsible, detaiIe~mpIex, 8 ex!ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep enicient( deep mirnceptions
shows physica insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretica than expected well communicated understanding Dyera

analysis —

N OT ES :

OPPONENT start Porn I and add,subiract

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

too few, mostly relevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their resented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisatlon own opinions p the discussionrelevant, aimed a esolvin~

unclear points in ‘he repor: almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive ~ concise and corrector noquestions asked

+ short, apt and cer, well 1 some main points too few/many some too fe‘.4a~any sojna, some aspects fine some incorrect,
main~i~s partially~ei~yant somq~~rct fair ~ part~iiy?e9vant soriksoaect ‚~Bd ) -1 .inconclusive or too longprioritised, all time t-sed

all reIeva~“r$oints mostly ?el‘ant many correct efficient
3 3 n,ostl~VeIevant many correct some as~ěetš‘~fricient deeply ircorrect or shows

NOTES: +4 practically all points + well prioritised improvement +suggestions all time used ~ + well prioritised ÷ improvement suggestions overall efficient 2 deep mi‘conceptions

REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract

~ ( ]+[ ~+[ (*[ ] - [ ]=[ ~
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few mostly irelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion I correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation I opinions

relevant, meant to c arify unclear points —~c~-.« i concise aid corect or no
poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong I irrelevant C. irrelevant irrelevant questions askec

. suitably allottec to Rep & Op2,
most time used sv$~5~ai partiaIl~~ ant/correct -‘ sup~&I~l partially re vant orrect ‘~DM~icial I m none some ncorrecl,

good mostly correct/prioritised gi‘~‘ mostly corre pr orit,sed re evant parts many inconclu~ve or too long
+ short, apt and c~a‘. well prioritised, accurate, fjlly relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
time managed ef‘ cient v apt, accurate fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate I fully adequate, 2

well prioritised well priorit sed convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NOTES: N

Please suitably adjust your gades :aking into regard the 1,101 range



DISCUSSION ANALYSIS
discussion correct own
evaluation opinions

0 or irrelevant

uíperf jal O

relev t parts many
accurate, fully

?. onvinicing adequate

REPORTER

w~LL:J~
Start from 1 and add/subtract

-L]=t3)
Wi

REPORT phenomen.r theory/model relevant experiments comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
explanat mx theory apď~~p‘ own contribution task fulfilmentriment communication

reporter‘s OPPONENT, andaI~~t‘nc aln‘ost no almost no allnos3,pó almost no misunderstood unclear chaotic relevant conduct in the

Č‘~ ‚~3~ m some some review of sources, cited partlyclear arguments/responses discussion REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSair qualitative agreement som~,~1nput a ge verag tco ew poor/aggressive

goad good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some aspects some aspects concise and corrector no
above average wet done ~‘ ~om pa y re questions asked

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

demonstrati,,c correct parametres + limits discussed — experimental solution demonstrative + data/theory some aspects inconclusive or too long
supported efficien

deep and compreh~sible, detailec, complet, 0 ex~ec well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep deeply incorrect or shows
overall efficient deep mis‘-nceptionsshows phys ca insight completelytestable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated undestanding

analysis

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start f‘om 1 and add~subt~act

W+ -( ]=~]
OPPOSITION (SPEECH)QUESTIONS ASKED

too few, mostly irre4evant

relevant, aimed ~ ‘esolving
unclear points in the report

+ short, apt and cear, well
prioritised, all time ..sed

almost nothing

understanding of topics raised and their own opinions
presentation prioritisation presented

O

2

3

almost none too few

time
management

poor

4 p‘actically all points

some ~‘)points too few/many s~e reasonable
main points ~artia~~levant some correct fair

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient

NOTES:

REVIEWER

DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER
topics raised and their

prioritisation

+ well prioritised
+ improvement

suggestions

own opinions presented

Start from 1 and add/subtract

+

all time used

opponent‘s conduct in
the discussion

almost none too few poor/aggressive

too fe~Jxs~any so~x‘e some aspects fine

~artia1ír~l,~vant som&J~ect
mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient

+ well prioritised

±(_]-í_1=LV]

+ improvement suggestions

ANSWERS TO JURY and
REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

concise and corrector no
questions asked

some incorrect,
-l inconclusive or too long

deeply incorrect or shows
‘2 deep misconceptions

QUESTIONS ASKED

too few mo~ ly ne evant

relevant, meant to ‘larify unclear points

+ suitably al cttec to Rep & Opp,
most time used

+ short, apt and cear, well 2rioritised,
time managed effcently

NOTES:

overall efficient

REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION

evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation
~r/wrong irrelevant

superficial partia~levant/correct

‚~‘ mostly correct/prioritised

O

fully adequate,
apt, accurate well prioritised

poor/wrong irre evant
superficial partially relevant/correct

mo t Orr t/prioritised

fully adequate,
2 apt & accurate well prior tised

MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

POINTED OUT QUEST ONS

-1 irrelevant

D

concise and corrector no
questions asked

relevant,
1 cOnstructive

none some incorrect,
inconclusive or too long

deeply incorrect or shows
deep misconceptions

No

Please suitably adjust yo,~rgrades taking into regard the 11,10) range
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comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,REPORT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communi~tion

explanatimi
reporters OPPONENT, andalmost ne 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 arg.ments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average

Q too few poor/aggressive
some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nogood ~ good good quantitative agreement + some interesting resu ~„ above average well done questions askedsome partly fine Q

J many good
detailed

demonstratve \~‚ quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable nteresting overall clear, some incorrect,ccrrect parametres + limits discussed — + da:a/theory me aspects ~ inconclusive or too longexper mental so ution demonstrative supported I efficient

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, O ex!ed well fitting, deviations O considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep I deeply i~orrect or shows
I overall efficient -2 deep miscnceptionsshows phys cal might completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding I

analyss —

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start korni and add/subtract

fl+ 4 3]-[~flj_]=~
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly i‘relevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their ‚ . oppcnent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
. . . own opinions presen:edpresentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussionrelevant, aimed at reso i concise and corect or no

Q almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressiveunclear points in the re questions asked
~ some main points too few/many some reasonable 1 too few/many some some aspects fine

+ short, apt and dear, wel some incorrect,
prioritised, all tin-e used 2 main points partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially relevant some correct good inconclusive or too long

~ all relevant poin mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efíicie deeply incorrect or shows
NOTES: + improvement +4 practically all points + well prioritised ~ + well prioritised + improvement siggestions overall efficent deep misconceptionssuggestions all time used

REVIEWER Stan f-orn 1 anc add/subtract

W~~1~F~—]÷ A h[4 ]±[ ]-[ ]=[ J
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANA_iSIS 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 concise and corrector norelevant, meant to clarify Lnclear points irrelevant

poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irre evans questions asked
÷ suitably allotted tc Rep & Opp, superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,
most time used

good mostly correct/prioritis good mostly correct/prioriti relevant pp~(“ ma,~ inconclusive or too long
+ short, apt and dear, well 3rior~~“ apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate, accurate, Ijily relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
time managed efliciently

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NOTES: iYPt NOVernbo, 2021

Please suitably adjust yajr grades taking into regard the 11,101 range.
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comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TOJURY,REPJRT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication
expI~iation
almost no almost no almostno almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant reporter‘s OPPONENT, and

conduct in thesane some some some review of sources, cited partly partlyclear arguments/responses . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
discussionfair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average

O too few poor/aggressive
some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nogood good good )li(“ quantitative agree3~i( some interesting results above average well done some partly fine ~ questions asked

J many good
detailed qu te detailed, ~. multitude of or considerabl* interesting‘/ overall clear, some incorrect

experiment solution/“\ demonstrativ 2 + data/theory some asp 1 inconclusive or‘t~~~“demorstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — -

supported efficien
deep and comprehensible deta led, complex — well fitting, deviations considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep deeply incorrect or shows

than expected well communicated understandi,,l~( overall efficient -2 deep miscnceptionsshows ph~ ca insight completely testa e and errors analysed, conclusive and theoreti
analysis cal

NO‘ES:

OPPONENT Start f-om I and add/subtract

LE+ ~ 2, -Ĺ ]=E~H
QUESTIONS A~(ED OPPOS TION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly irre evan: understanding of topics raised and their1 own opinions I time topics raised and their resented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
presentation prioritisatlon presented I management prioritisation own opinions p the discussion concise and correct or norelevant, aimed at resol •r

unclear points in the re~ ~ almost nothing almost none too few or o almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked
~ some main points too few/many some reasonable 1 too few/many some some aspects fine

+ short, apt and clear, well some incorrect,
prioritised, all time used 2 main points partially relevan ‘ some correct I (a r partially relevant some correct ‚~~‚( good inconclusive or too long—2 —

all relevant poin s mostly releva many correct (I efficien mostly releva many correct some aspects effident

NOTES: I + improvement I + .

~ I - i 3 deeply incorrect or shows
4 practically all points + well prioritised . well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficien- “2 deep misconceptionsI suggestions I a I t me ed ~

REVIEWER Start f-on 1 and add,subt‘aci

W11i~(°—1÷ ‘i]~ ±{ }-[ ]=[ J
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mostly i-relevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisatlon evaluation opinions concise and correct or no

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

÷ suitably al otted to Rep & Opp,
superficial partially rel ant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficiai‘_ý some none some incorrect,

most time used

+ short, apt and clear, we I prior~se, ~ mostly corr oriti ed good mostly correct/prioj2~~J‘ m!!!antEyC“ ma inconclusive or too longaccurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
time managed efficient y apt, accurate fu ly adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate,

well pr or tised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconception

NOTES:

please, suitably adjist ycu‘ grades taking into regard the 11,101 range,
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REPJRT phenomercn theory/model relevantexperinient comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TC JURY,

explanation theo ment own contribution task fulfilment communication
reporter‘s OPPONENT, andalmost no airiost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

some some some some review of sources, citpi( partly partly clear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S 2UESTIONSdiscussion
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average )(‘ average too few poor/aggressive

concise and corrector nosome aspects some aspects~ ~ quantitative agreement + some interesting results above average well done some ‚?il( partly finek questions asked
many good

detailed quite detailed, or h‘ltt1~“of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,
demonstratiwe correct parametres . limits discussed — ‚experimental solution demonstrative ‚ data/theory some aspects inconclusive or too long

supported efficient

deep and comprtensible, detailed, complex, — well fitting, deviations considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep
deeply incorrect or shows

overall efficient deep miscnceptionsshows phy‘ica insight comple‘ely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding
analysis —

NOES;

OPPONENT Start Worn I ard adc/sublract

W~L~~{7J-{21-[ ]={ď]
QUESTIONS ASKEL OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly relevant understanding of Itopics raised and their1 own opinions time topics raised and their I opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
presentation J prioritisation I presented management prioritisation own opinions presented the discussion concise and correct or norelevant, aimed a: resolvirg J I i O

unclear points in the repoit almost nothing ! almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked
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some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear argumentslresponses . ‘ REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
discussionfair fair fair qualitative agreeme t some own input average average
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some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nogood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some partly fine D questions asked
above average well done

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

demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — . ‚ data/theory some aspects -1 inconclusive or too longexperimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient
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— analysis
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shows physuca nsight

good

or~de
~\ parametref
fl “examin‘I

detailed, complex,
completelytestable and

review of sources, cited
some own input

NOTES

+ some interesting results

+ limits discussed
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OPPONENT, and
REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

greater extent
than expected

concise and correct or no
questions asked

some incorrect,
inconclusive or too long

deeply incorrect or shows
deep miscnceptions

OPPONENT Stan from land add/subtract

W~Et~_]+Dt[_]=[_] 6-~H
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH)

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

relevant aimed a: reso ving presentation prioritisation present
almost nothing almost none too fewunclear points in the reoort

some main points t W
short, apt and clear, well .

main po s rtially relevan some correct
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3 above average well done
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~ deep and comprehensible, detailed complex, 8 ex~~ed wel fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall efficient ‘2 deep miscrceptions

experimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient
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— analysis
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Discussionfair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average
a too few poor/aggressive

some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nogood good good quantitative agreement + some interest ng resulss some partly fine aabove average well done questions asked
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too few, most y irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their
own opinions pr~ented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSpresentation priorltisation presented management prioritisation the discussionrelevan; ain-edat resolving almost nothing almost none too few poor o a most none too few poor/aggressive ~ concise and correct or no
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prioritised, at time used 2 main points partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially relevant some correct good -1 .inconclusive or too long
3 all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient deeply incorrect or shows

NOTES: + improvement +4 practically all points + well prioritised + well priorit sed + improvement suggessions overall efficient 2 deep misconceptionssuggestions all time used

~4-ke
REVIEWER start from 1 and add/subtract

W~-{ J~[ tL ]±( J-ĺ )=H]
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+ short, apt a‘~l :lear, well prioltised, accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
time managed rficienly apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate,

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

iVrT Novcmb,r 2022

Pease, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the [1101 range


