stage: 5 fight (round no.): | room: 02 problem no.: '?’ Juror name: j.E Eé(/}r -‘T.'Zf/fkﬂ
REPORTER reporter: yjdwa opponent: reviewer: signature: W
Start from 1 and add/subtract 2
REPORT | DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERSTOJURY, |
relevant comparison between | relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation| theory/model experiments  theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions ’
0 a.l.mi;st_no_ o ‘ almostno = | too few nof almostno = others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
| F | 0 almost no too few ¢ = poor, slow reactions
| m | m eviewed A ly cited
v 50“19 . SG“TE T some c& some — {[EVIEWEE SOLTLEs, PToperly cRee. partly _= 4 G answer some concise and correct or
2 basic . basic __ well performedipydone, but not wellfitting ~ some own s | onaveragelevel §1 was trying some questions L B no questions asked
good but not so detailed, quite a lot, + explained | relevant | convincing gave reasonable
3 demonstrative correct . errorsanalysed = ) 1 ) | solution  §2 satisfying most explanations _{ — Some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, +good testable | + results explained well fitting, deviations considerable experimental  some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out —  inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative | predictions and analysed analysed ortheoretical than average 3 productive convincingly supported quickly 2 deeply incorrect or sho
deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, + totallyreliable, = perfect correlation, considerable experimental | grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation E deep misconceptions
shows physical insight |completely testable|  reproducible | very conclusive | and theoretical | than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES: ‘ U /f/
I % (W“}( Wiias |
OPPONENT | !E} I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevanttopics |  correctown | prioritization leading | cooperation| relevanceof | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER'S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED presentation L addressed | opinions expressed | i | ___ topics presented | - 0 concise and correct or no
0 almost no, irrelevant 0 almostno |  almost nothing | no orirrelevant | almost no | no o almostno Jr almostno | irrelevant very little | no questions asked q“\"'
. 1 very little some main points | few _some almostno | 1 little ~was trying | few some almost no :
some relevant, aimed at resolving anouah Tgif Hoints _ Shirie ' tomosttopics+ | some - i - Aa 4 fsomemcc‘arrect,
1 some unclear points S R R S e s 2 e 1) inconclusive or too long
@ almostall | allfefevantparts | almostall” | toalmost all topics | reasonable® good almostall*_ | almost all correctd reasonabl e .
short allowing short answers, 3 al& + improvement 3 very | " very ~ | #imgrevement | —. deeply incorrect or show
T prioritized, all time used a efficiently almost all parts all suggestions ‘ verygood a4 efficient | efficient | all | suggestions very good B deep misconceptions
NOTES: /Z 2_ E 9
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 toofew, mostly irrelevant report  |understanding| own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation speech ' discussion ; own opinions | pros&cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could A summary of report == =SS RS nary | analysis i S 1 o —— concise and correct or
1 clear things out poor poor too few irrelevant |__t:h_ag§‘rc 0 __ poor _;:_ almostno | toofew _irrelevant chaotic no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially | some ™ partially relevant, presents | # too short/long |too short/long some | partially relevant|  present® . some incorrect,
2 : : -l—"
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 | infoTTiative, apt,__sufficient 4| de T Visible F—m‘@?vﬂnt E.a"'ESI_' —many -'—---I-—-ﬁadequate #——yisitte——f§—=-—--inconclusive or too lon
el +short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, J‘ +improvement fully ‘ clear, brief but accurate, | +improvement fully clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex | suggestions adequate intuitive 3 accurate conclusive suggestions adequate intuitive " deep misconceptions
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problem no.: 71
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REPORTER - reporter: ?F¢§SV opponent: (,:‘) H
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison between | relevant OPPONENT and
phenc explanation, theory/model experiments | theory and experiment| ~ own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses flexibility/reactions ’
5 " L ! - : : - REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
almost no almost no | too few ! . no/ almost no ~ others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood 0 almost no too few . poor, slow reactions
q w— some " some some some reviewed sources, properly cited = art! —_— .
: - 5 R e T =t propery crtec) party___ ; * could ANSWERSome; __concise and correct or
2 _ basic basic | well performed |done, but not well fitting some own | on average level |1 - was trying same questions no questions asked
good but not so detailed, quite a lot, + explained ' relevant convincing gave reasonable 4
3 __demaonstrative | correct | errorsanalysed - | o _ solution 2 satisfying most explanations 4 — Some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, +good testable  + results explained  well fitting, deviations |  considerable experimental  some parts better + data/theary +helped clear things out — inconclusive or too long
PRy . 3 . . . . .
: demonstrative | p_u.r_et_ilctlon_s_ . and _zgnaly?ed | analysed ; or theore_trca‘i than average productive convincingly supported quickly |2 deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, +totally reliable, | perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
& shows physical insight completely testable.  reproducible | very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:
OPPONENT | ?. I OPPQOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add)/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevanttopics |  correct own prioritization leading |cooperation| relevance of | own opinions ! prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED presentation addressed | opinions expressed | | topics |  presented | concise and correct or no
o almost no, irrelevant 0 almo:t r:o | almost r.mthlrng | noor ;rrel__e____ t,  almostno = no 0 almostno | almostno | irrelevant | verylittle t_ no questions asked
- . 1 very little | some main points ew | some | almostno J4 little | was trying few some | almost no :
some relevant, aimed at resolving I F . % s T T - == some incorrect,
v enough main points some to mosttopics |  some i ing | a - : 3
1 some unclear polnts 2 ugn | P! =il i AR oS - ] 2m_“__l:rir_tre\l_ L satisfying most mostly correct | * some 1 inconclusive or too long
= almost all allrelevantparts | . almostall | toalmostall topics |« reasonable § __, - efficient } _good | * almostall lalmostall correct I reasonable g
2 sh‘nrt' a.allawmg short answers, A= alle + improvement 3 very very g | +improvement TS eeply ‘_”W"E‘-'t or show
prioritized, all time used a4 sefficiently | - almostall parts | all suggestions | verygood |4 efficient | efficient all suggestions very good deep misconceptions
i ]
[t I
NOTES: Compreht js;ble g yplonction
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPQOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
. | | | | |
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report iunderstanding' own opinions | pros & cons |prioritisation speech discussion | own opinions | pros&cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could __summary | ofreport : L SN [Ue— __summary | analysis | | e ) o —— concise and correct or
1 clear things out ~_poor poor | toofew irrelevant chaotic 0 . poor | almostno | _too few l irrelevant | chaotic no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 -tooshort/long partially some partially relevant - present 1 too short/long [too short/lon, some partially relevam! * present 4 —  someincorrect,
- 2 T -3 .
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 ~informative, apt| * sufficient many * adequate | * visible 2 ~—informative, apt relevant parts| *  many | adequate visible —  inconclusive or too long
+short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, | +improvement| fully ‘ clear, brief but accurate, ‘ + improvement| fully clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex suggestions adequate intuitive | 2 accurate | conclusive | suggestions adequate intuitive e deep misconceptions

NOTES:
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Juror name: HA KT’ L 6"4 2 OT

stage: ﬁgg:(round no.): 1 room: /1'0 2. problem no.: /f%
REPORTER - reporter: GJ“ R (M nent: reviewer: signature:
Start from 1 and add/subtract 17
REPORT ! ‘ DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant | comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation theory/model |  experiments _ theo _____own contribution |_task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIE ,
0 almost no | @ | too fi | _others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood 0 almost no too few oor, slow reactions 3 WER'S QUESTIONS
1 T some reviewed soucces, properly cited | part| e cou e ,
e e | ema— : - x 2 ____ concise and correct or
5 basic basic well performed |done,ut not well fitting | on average | ievel ; § was t @ questions 0 i
2 RS I = Ll 2 Ja. : no questions asked
good but not so detailed, quitealot, | convincing gave reasonable -
3 demonstrative correct | errors analysed | - - __solution 2 satisfying most explanations .1 — someincorrect, W
4 detailed, good, +good testable | + results explained| well fitting, deMations considerable experimental Isome parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out __inconclusive or too lon
5 demonstrative | predictions |  and analysed analysed ortheoretical than average [ 2 productive convincingly supported quickly 2 deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, =+ totally reliable,  perfect correlation, considerable expenmentar grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation | =~ deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight completely testable  reproducible | very conclusive and theoretical | than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:
—
7-7
OPPONENT | 8 | OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract time used | understanding of | relevant topics ‘ correctown | prioritization leading |cooperation | relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED presentation | addressed | opinions expressed | o | __ | topics presented ] — concise and correct or no
o almostno, irrelevant 0 almo;st f;o | almost nothing r no or .'f"i'e‘@_l. ~almost no — no |0  almostno | almostno J[ irrelevant | verylittle _no Oquestions asked
very little some main points ew | some almostno | - little | was tryin, fi - ,
some relevant, aimed at resolving . "~ aneugh. | mainopainte | T . — T W'l g_‘ £ =t SOMe | almost no some incorrect,
g main points —mestiycamect -1 ;
some unclear points 2 [ I — 2 ——— - inconclusive or too long
) _all relevant parts )\ almosta 1 atmost all correct asonable —— :
short allowing short answers, 3 ) 3 — ——et = deeply incorrect or show
2 i 3 ‘ very very +improvement 2 d . 2
prioritized, all time used 2 efficiently (@s@ﬂm’m‘»\l all ' suggestmns | verygood )4 efficient | effient | all | suggestions | verygood CERMBANERLAN,
NOTES:
-
&5
9 - \V4
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
3 | |
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report  understanding| own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisatiol speech | discussion ‘ own opinions | pros & cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could o summary | of report - B — = ___ summary | _analysis___' - _ .y _J 3 —— conciseand correct or
1 clear things out __poor poor | toofew irrelevant {7 chaotic ..E poor I almost no ! __toofew _irrelevant _]_ chaotic no questions asked
: fie used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially | ‘.._EE.T.H_S—B |partially relevant 1 too sh ‘too ] 3 partially relevant | — <. someincorrect,
N = A— =
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp 2 | i . I % ible 5 ormative, api{relevant parts, many Visible 3 inconclusive or too long
3 +short, apt and clear, well prioritized briefbut | detailed, \ |+ improvement fully | clear, brief but accurate, | +improvement| fully clear, deeply incorrect or show
- time managed efficiently 3 accurate | \_complex ) suggestions ,' adequate intuitive 3 accurate conclusive suggestions | adequate intuitive ~ deep misconceptions
~
1"
NOTES: 2 )




SCORESHEET 5
. 7 LS ;
stage: Y fight (round no.): { room: 4| 0 2 problemno.: 71 } Juror name: CzSe l-f~
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: OL\_@
Start from 1 and add/subtract (4 ;
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation, theory/model experiments | theory and experiment | own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIO
0 almost no almost no too few no/ almost no others data, incorrectly cited ; misunderstood § almost no _too few poor, slow reactions s5Q IONS
1 some some <gome ‘“’ __some. reviewed sources, properly cited ! = could a R
7 < .@ well performed , but not well some ow, 1 _was trying some questions 0" ;
good but not so detailed, quitealot, 1 + explained relevant convincing - T o gave reasonable 10, Huestons asied
3 demonstrative . correct error. analysed | ~ solution 2 satisfying most explanations - some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, +good testable | + results explalned well fitting, deviations ‘ considerable experimental |some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative | predictions and analysed _analysed | ortheoretical than average |2 productive convincingly supported quickly 2 deeply incorrect or show
: deep and comprehensible,! detailed, complex, +totally reliable, perfect correlation, considerable experlmental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation T deep misconceptions
o shows physical insight |completely testable  reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES: 1111 5 O e g 1 -
\/S(CL‘?C‘%\_ O & m / > v N /”".D\//
Ay Z(‘7 +98 -1 AR T\V\o'fl §€uce v/
OPPONENT I y | OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevanttopics|  correctown | prioritization leading I1:1'.l|:||:verati|m‘ relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED | presentation | addressed | opinions expressed | topics |  presented | . conciseand correct or W
0 almost no, irrelevant 0 _almolst r:o | almostnothing | no or ifrrelevantj almost no 0 almost no ‘ almostno | irrelevant [ very little | no D questions asked
very little some main points ew some 1 lietl tryi -
some relevant, aimed at resolving 1 err:)ugh T .ma“in. ﬁdifp'tts. T 0—'— fo G tbpics < d el *I ey ff"f ng Yo I* Some: | almostno —  some incorrect,
1 some unclear points 2 e | 12 _partia T satistying: | et most] __g:p_rreﬂ__c_?t_v some K inconclusive or too long
) - almostall | allrelevantparts | almostall | toalmostall topics i efﬂcnen | good | almostall | almost all correc i
(? short allowing short answers, 3 € e . | +improvement 3 very ‘ ‘ L+ improverment | 1t deeply Incorrect or show
prioritized, all time used a efficieyJ | glmﬂ§ﬁlr§am> | all | suggestions verygood |4 efficient \{fflegg @ suggestion, | wvery good ' deep msconceptions

NOTES: Ke), uw &
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REVIEWER 6

Start from 1 and add/subtract

QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY

0 too few, mostly irrelevant report  understanding own opinions | pros & cons ! prioritisation speech discussion | own opinions | pros & cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could summary of report —— summary analysis 1 L o —— concise and correct or

1 clear things out . poor |  poor too few irrelevant chaotic | ° _poor almost no _! toofew | _irrelevant | _chaotic ___ noquestions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially some \partially relevant| pregent y | 1 too short/long [too short/long some | partially relevant | p,{s}nt . - someincorrect,

2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. & infdm;apt sufficignt MEY- adetaate isi 2@ informatiye, apt!relevant parts| ﬁan}D aq( u%te | v{sibie ’ 6:: inconclusive or too long

T — (R T |

3 +short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, | +improvement| fully clear, briefbut | acrs;;:?te, +improvement fully | cléar, deeply incorrect or show

time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex | suggestions | adequate intuitive 3 accurate | conthisive suggestions | adequate intuitive deep misconceptions
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SCORESHEET

72—

Juror name: DMLEL MM

—

){ i stage: fight (round no.): 4 room: problem no.:
REPORTER - reporter: ) 4 £ opponent: G J[( reviewer: (5 G signature: /V %
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT . DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation _theory/model | experiments | theory and experiment own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses flexibility/reactions | o >
0 almost no almost no | _too few Y no/ almost no i others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood 0 .. almost tM , slow reactions EVIEWER'S QUESTIONS
1 some some ~ some | / some reviewed sources, properly cited | partly //ED ~ could answer some
S vfiell Ao B l. v \ - N .
2 @ basic _basic | >gell performed done, but not well flttmg >< some own Iﬁfg_@gg level §1 was trying some guestions 0— EOD(:lse a_nd cor;el;t or
good but not so  detailed, quite a lot, + explained relevant convincing gave reasonable 0 questions aske
3 demonstrative | correct | errors analysed | | - solution 2 satisfying most explanations 1 _. some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, | +good testable | + results explained | well fitting, deviations considerable experimental  'some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out — _ inconclusive or too long
5 . | 3 . . .
5 demonstrative predictions | and _ar]a_l_y_?ed analysed : i ; or theoretlca.l _______ | thanaverage productive convincingly supported quickly 2- deeply incorrect or show
+totallyreliable, = perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
& shows physical insight |completely testable reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES: 2 we s )
il wtida e 2 LA S I .y o0 /
OPPONENT | z OPPOSITION (S.PEECI-I} . DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused = understanding of | relevant topics correctown | prioritization leading |cooperation| relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED | presentation | addressed | opinions expressed ] = = _ topics presented _— concise and correct or no
o almostno, irrelevant 0 ] _@_Ir_r!olst r;o_ 1 almost nothi?g | no or ifrrelevant | almost no s no o almostno | almost no irrelevant very little I no v questions asked
very little somemainpoints | few | _  seme | almostno Iirt!e was tryin, )g — )
me relevant, aimed at resolving 1 enoush I main points s6ma [ aPost topics | e 13 : rying : some | “\almostno — some incorrect,
1 %Zme unclear points 2 —— I e b ’ Say sﬁ"ng + nostly CDIFM some i inconclusive or too long
) @ almostall | evant parts st all to almost all topics | sonable | |ent | N stall correct | reasonable e
shlort. éllowmg .f:hort answers, 3 %g ‘ [ g improvgment | 3 very o w +Imbrovement ] P deeply I_ncarrect ?r show
prioritized, all time used 4 Iy almost all parts all suggestions verygood §4 efficient | efficient | all | suggestions | verygood deep misconceptions
NOTES: | ) '_' 1’ ¥
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report understanding own opinions | pros & cons 'prioritisation speech | discussion ‘ own opinions pros & cons |prioritisation QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could o summary ! of report | amwsves I summary | analysis | | p— concise and correct or
1 clear things out poor | poor too few irrelevant chaotic __poor | almostno |  toofew _irrelevant | chaotic no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 tooshort/long | _partially \_some ||33f‘tl3"‘f relevant| present |1 tooshort/long |t00 short/long  some |partially relevant | present some incorrect,
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 5 . Infor ativé, apt, fficient any \, adequate |¢ visible _informative, apt|relevant parts| . many |\ adequate |, visible ; inconclusive or too long
3 0 +short, apt and clear, well prioritized byie agfai!ed, +improvement” \ fully | “Nelear, 0 / \brief but Accurate, +}1provement fully clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex suggestions adequate intuitive 3 accurate | conclusive suggestions | adequate | intuitive deep misconceptions
NOTES: '

9



- ]
stage: 3 fight (round no.): 9 room: ’ 0 2 problem no.: 12 Juror name: f70\+-5 SArc k
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature:
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TQ JURY,
relevant comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation theory/model experiments | theory and experiment | own contribution task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
o almost no almost no too few : no/ almost no others data, incorrectly cited : misunderstood § almost no too few *  poor, slow reactions =
some = | reviewed sources, properly cited artl 4 .
1 some sam.e . _some | ) ] ,» properly partly . ) could ansu\_rer some concise and correct or
2 basic ~ basic * well performed |done, but not well fitting| ~ _someown | onaveragelevel |1 was trying some questions no questions asked
good but not so detailed, quite a lot, + explained | relevant convincing * gave reasonable —
3 demonstrative correct | errors analysed | | solution i & satisfying most explanations _1 —=_ SOMe incorrect,
4 detailed, good, +good testable | + results explained well fitting, deviations considerable experimental [some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out inconclusive or too long
5 i demonstrative | predictions | andanalysed analysed or th_eoretica_l than average |-~ productive convincingly supported quickly 2 deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, =+ totally reliable, perfect correlatlon considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
shows physical insight completely testable reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES: i/ —
"o (o) 72
OPPONENT | 3 I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevant topics correct own prioritization leading |cooperation| relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED presentation | addressed opinions expressed 1 | topics presented | - concise and correct or no
aliitethe, fivelavait 0 almost no almost nothing | no orirrelevant almost no no 0 almostno | almost no irrelevant very little no ' questions asked
0 3 _ SImos! | pstROinS__tnoort ~Smosthe | amostno | ery | =
. 1 very little | some main points | few __some | almostno §4  little | wastrying few some almost no .
i Ivin - : = 1 e S L some incorrect,
some relevant, almed at resoiving enough __main points some __to most topics some partial satisfying | most mostly correct | some -1 :
1 some unclear points 2 - 2 e b felt ! — inconclusive or too long
. almostall | all relevant parts almostall | toalmostall topics | reasonable efficient o good "  almostall | almost all correct | reasonable SR
short allowing short answers, 3 all & +improvement 3 very | very | +improvement - dr-_-ep v r.nr.orrect (.)r Mo
s, prioritized, all time used a efficiently g almostall parts all suggestions verygood | a efficient | efficient all  « suggestions | verygood eep misconceptions
NOTES: ’Z (7 Js
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
: | |
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report understandlngl own opinions | pros&cons | prioritisation speech | discussion | own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could —__summary of report o e—— summary | analysis | — . () ——— concise and correct or
1 clear things out 0 ___poor | poor too few irrelevant | chaotic _| __poor almost no too f few | irrelevant chaotic , | no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially some |partially relevant|  present 1 too shortflong too shortﬂon; some | partially relevant. present 1 some incorrect,
E resolved, aimed at both report and opp. ,  informative, apt| _sufficient -l many | adequate | visible 2 informative, agt relevantparts)  many J adequate |__ visible inconclusive or too long
" e i " | I — - )
* +short, apt and clear, well prioritized briefbut ¥ detailed, |+improvement| fully clear, briefbut | accurate, |+ improvement| fully clear, o deeply incorrect or show
* time managed efficiently 3 accurate | complex suggestions adequate = | intuitive 3 accurate | conclusive suggestions | adequate s intuitive ““7 deep misconceptions

NOTES:

5

5
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SCORESHEET

stage: fight {(round no.): t ¥ room: 101 problem no.:? Juror name: Milon SMD_/_ ik
REPORTER - reporter: 15 (= opponent: M Fr&sglf reviewer: (7 J4 signature: J-z4
Start from 1 and add/subtract
r
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison betweef | relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation theory/model | experiments  theory and expe_{l__m_eqt_! _own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’
0 almost no almost no | too few no/ almost no others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood 0 almost no 60 fow bDor, Sovw fascHore S QUESTIONS
1 some some some some,/ reviewed sources, properly cited artl
| ! | L e L | p properlycited)  partly ] could answer some concise and correct or
2 basic basic well performed  done, but notAwell fitting some own on average level |1 was trying some questions 0 :
= Lt = b : r R i e L 3 no questions asked
" good but not so detailed, quite a lot, + explained relevant convincing gave reasonable .
3 demonstrative correct | errors analysed / i | solution 2 satisfying most explanations s some incorrect,
4 ® detailed, good, +good testable | + results explained| well fi;t{ng, deviations | _ considerable experimental |some parts better " « +data/theory +helped clear things out inconclusive or too long
= = demonstrative | predictions | andanalysed |  /analysed or theoretical _|® thanaverage |2 “ productive convincingly supported quickly . 2 deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehenslble,i detailed, complex, |+ totally reliable, perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation ¢ deep misconceptions
shows physical insight |completely testable * reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
o /
NOTES: W : ot {y-Lakcko
f ' f -
[vb,vg{i.!.m v dibnd)
OPPONENT | L{_ I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevant topics | correct own prioritization leading |cooperation| rel eof | ownopinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED ) presentation addressed | opinions expressed . topics | presented B concise and correct or no
s R — 0 almq_ls't_r;gﬁ_ __almost r:ot_hi?gt | noor ifrrelevant ] almost no | : m:nt 0 almost no | almost no | irrelevant | very little no questions asked
i ) 1 very little some main points ew |+ some | almostno §4 little was trying | few . some almost no s .
~* some relevant, aimed at resolving . ; — g ee—e— i - some incorrect,
4 enough main points some to most topics some F T . | . L —
4 come unclearpoinks __enoug p someé | tomosttopi 2 parFiaI satisfying most | mostly correct some | 1*== irconclusive or too long
_almostall | allrelevantparts | almostall | toalmostall topics | -reasonable § _ efficient | < good almostall | almostall correct | reasonable gacke -
short allow!ngs_hort answers, all & . - | + improvement 3 very | very | +improvement | e :eeply |‘noorrect (,” St
prioritized, all time used 4 efficiently |  almostall parts all suggestions | verygood |4 efficient | efficient all suggestions very good eep misconceptions
NOTES:
REVIEWER (4
Start from 1 and add/subtract | ©
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT _ REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report funﬁerstandingl own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation speech discussion | own opinions | pros & cons -Ipfioritisatiun QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could " __summary | of report summary | analysis | R | | o —— concise and correct or
1 clear things out poor |  poor | toofew | __irrelevant chaotic | ° poor I—a_lm_u_st no | toofew irrelevant chaotic no questions asked
Sl 1 T e | T e
most time used, many unclear points 1 Jtoo short/long partially | some \partially relevant|  present 1 stooshort/long 'Ioo short/long . some !partially. | | present 1 some incorrect,
resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2_____infcrmative, apt| sufficient many . adequate | visible 2 '_'informative,__apj relevant parts. m_ar]y_____'_: adequate _l * visible " inconclusive or too long
+short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, |+ improvement fully clear, brief but accurate, |+ improvement fully | clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate | complex suggestions | adequate intuitive 3 accurate conclusive | suggestions |  adequate intuitive e deep misconceptions

NOTES:




stage: 'L fight (round no.): 7] room: 7 (7] 2 problem no.: 9 Juror name: no\"' F)l's ‘\PE.I(IC
REPORTER - reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature:
Start from 1 and add/subtract L N
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation| theory/model ‘ experiments  theory and experiment | own contribution ~ task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUEST
almost no | almost no too few no/ almost no | others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood | almost no too few poor, slow reactions QUESTIONS
1 some some some some | reviewed sources, properly cited | P
=t e poedy cied) partly . could answersame concise and correct or
2 basic basic well performed _done, but not well fitting| some own on average level § 1 was trying some questions 0" .
; - _WED PETTOTMED JEanE, S 1o | . j On SVETIRS Ve —  no questions asked
= good but not so detailed, quite a lot, + explained relevant convincing gave reasonable
= demonstrative correct . errorsanalysed | | o solution 2 satisfying most explanations 1 some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, , = +goodtestable | +results explained| well fitting, deviations |  considerable experimental |some parts better i +data/theory +helped clear things out inconclusive or too long
5 _ demonstrative | predictions and analysed analysed or theoretical | than average 3 productive convincingly supported quickly 2 deeply incorrect or show
e deep and comprehensuble, detailed, complex, + totally reliable, perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent n very proved deep +technical cooperation - deep misconceptions
o shows physical insight | completely testable.  reproducible very conclusive | and theoretical than expected = efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES: 35 ¥ o
OPPONENT | ¢ ql OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevant topics correct own iprioritization leading |cooperation| relevanceof | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED peEntiton | _soidiestad JF pinions expressed | S | topics 4_Pr=sented (s concise and correct or no
o almost no, irrelevant . 0 almoft nlo | almostnothing | _n_(mrlfﬂl_g@t_._ _almostno | no 0 almcst no | almostno | irrelevant [ very little no & questions asked
. . very little | some main points ew some almost no little was tryin few _some al = .
some relevant, aimed at resolving L _e_nﬁ;.i_g_h d ain pci.nts e Tafivat oIt O o 1 - |_ ‘__fEY‘__.STIL | mostno P —  someincorrect,
1 some unclear points . 2 T e — 1 — 12 partia - sati—szﬂg—e— most mOStILC-O-r-rECt some inconclusive or too |l3|"lg
almostall | all relevant parts almostall | toalmostalltopics | reasonable efficient good almost all almost all correct | reasonable — deoilii h
. = o A= s 1T
g — Shortallowmestiotanswers, 3 all & + improvement 3 very very +improvement | S deep Y IERTER T g
prioritized, all time used a efficiently almost all parts all suggestions | verygood |4 efficient | efficient all suggestions | very good Cep:Mmiscorceptions
(4]
NOTES: a7 1 N 0
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY —‘
g | |
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report unde;standlng, own oplnlons pros & cons 1priorltlsatianL speech discussion | own opinions ‘ pros & cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could " summary | ofreport | T e e _summary | analysis ! . o -~ concise and correct or
E clear things out __poor | poor too few irrelevant chaotic | ¥ __poor almost no toofew | irrelevant | chaotic no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long | partially some partially relevant| present 1 too shonflong Ttoo short/long| some | partially relevant|  present some incorrect,
i I T = ,
2 . resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 informative, apt|  sufficient | many adequate s visible 2 informative, a tlrelevant parts|  many adequate visible inconclusive or too long
: ) | i : I =
3 +short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detalled, | +improvement fully clear, brief but accurate, | +improvement| fully clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate | complex suggestions adequate intuitive 3 accurate | conclusive | suggestions | adequate | intuitive " deep misconceptions
L 5 o

NOTES:




stage: 1 fight (round no.): W | room: fQ 2 problem no.: g Juror name: JE Rgoy .STD_',(:((A
REPORTER - reporter: IS L, opponent: reviewer: signature: j ‘ ! ”
Start from 1 and add/subtract 'L
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant | comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation theory/model experiments | theory and experime own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
0 almost no almost no too few no/ almost no. | others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood 0 almost no too few poor, slow reactions Q
| reviewed 5 rly cited | rtl
1 some A T | SOIME g JEVENes sOUrsey: DIOpeTy Cora, partly. ) could answer some concise and correct or
2 basic well performed done, but not wedl fitting some own on average level §1 was trying some questions no questions asked
B ! =atot; e convincing v gave reasonable iR
= 1strati | correct errorsanalysed =~/ | | solution 2 satisfyin explanations -1 some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, +good testable | + results explained well fitjihg, deviations considerable experimental ‘ some parts better . = + data/theory +helped clear things out inconclusive or too long
5 ] demonstrative predictions | and analysed analysed or theoretical | than average 3 productive convincingly supported quickly ¢ 2 deeply incorrect or show
i deep and comprehenslble,l detailed, complex, | + totally reliable, rfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
shows physical insight  |completely testable reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES: 3 2 oA
4
OPPONENT | L/ I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevanttopics | correctown | prioritization leading |cooperation| relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER'S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED | presentation | addressed opinions expressed | | il _ topics presented concise and correct or no
P almost no, irrelevant 0 __almolst r:o | almost nothing | noor _i‘r_r_elev_r_an_t almost no. — no J0O almost no ! almostno | irrelevant | very little no questions asked
1’ 1 very little | some main points | e __some almostno Ra . ittle was trying few some almost no .
. 1 T = et L - VeI S [ t
7 some relevant, aimed at resolving ST DOIHES i some to most topics = some - ey T 7 | 2 some incorrect,
1 some unclear points 2 pownts . ] 2 2 [..._F.'.—_a"t'ar |_satisfying MOt —FROSHY € = Sy inconclusive or too long
s almostall | allrelevantparts 2 | almostall | toalmostalltopics | reasonable , - _efficient | good » | almostall * almostall correct | reasonable :
S shlort' aflrowmg s.hort answers, 3 all & + improvement 3 wey | very T I P deeply |Ir1correr:t or show/|
prioritized, all time used a efficiently almost all parts | all suggestions verygood |4 efficient | efficient | al | suggestions very good deep misconceptions
NOTES:  \/ - .2 S
r Crgne  ppetlen ¢ ” 7 "/, T
REVIEWER —} %
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPQOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
= | | |
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report !understandingl own opinions | pros & cons iprioritisatiorlL speech | discussion | own opinions | pros & cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could _ summary | ofreport | | summary | analysie | | 00| @000 | n—— concise and correct or
I: 1 clear things out ___poor I poor too few irrelevant chaotic 0 poor | almostno |  toofew _ irrelevant chaotic no guestions asked a
| — — =]
most time used, many unclear points too short/long | partially some = |partially relevant| present«7 § 1 partially relevaht| — present « 4z some incorrect,
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. S —apr—Sufficient = | many adequate « | visible 2 _informative, apt| relevant parts| many | adequate | visible inconclusive or too long
3 +short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, +improvement fully clear, brief but accurate, |+ improvement fully | clear, deeply incorrect or show
* time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex suggestions adequate intuitive | 3 accurate | conclusive | suggestions |  adequate intuitve. 72— deep misconceptions
NOTES: T a ‘ o
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SCORESHEET
stage: M2

fight (round no.): ‘ .“{

room: ﬂo‘( problem no.: %

HARTIN G20
Juror name: Wm‘

o> g oy

REPORTER - reporter: opponent: reviewer: t‘l‘ ¢ &4 signature:
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
| relevant o ; _ relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation.  theory/model | experiments ____own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
0 almost no almost no too few | others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood | almost no too few poor, slow reactions
1 some - some : |reviewed sources, properly cited | partly _ could answer some eohtedndeariation
2 basic basic ¢ Well performed™ydone, buhnot wedl fitting _some own | onaverage level |1 was rying SOme s b AL 9 )" no questions asked
good but not 50 ! K’r;:‘;"?t\ gave reasonable el
,ﬁg d 2 T \ EE= explanatlons 1 some incorrect,
14 Jetailed, good, +good testable I+ results explalned well fi considerable experimental ings out —  inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative predictions | andanalysed or theoretical than average productive convincingly SGpporte ‘_2 ~_ deeply incorrect or show
o-and.compre J|E detailed, complex,  + totally reliable, considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep eechnical cooperation deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight ccmp!etel\r testable reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES: : 353
‘- L2
OPPONENT | E[ I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevanttopics |  correctown | prioritization leading | cooperation| relevanceof | own opinions |prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED - | presentation _addressed | opinions expressed ! S — - | topics _presented | = _ concise and correct or no
: 0 almostno |  almost nothing no or rrelevant almost no no 0 almostno | almostno | irrelevant ; ' ' i
almost no, irrelevant il ! 3 S AL | = L L ! ) questions asked
N | some main points @ ‘. e T — '
(63 some relevant, aimed at resolving * “' e I 1 1 e t -f?_—-g—L . I T f } some incorrect,
1 some unclear points 2 - - T g 2 pa 5 g + SERSIYING o TNOSL most y correct 1 some inconclusive or too Iong
) - almost all aII relevant ant parts reasonable efficient |  good _almostall | almost all correct | reasonable SoenivT
2 sh_ort‘ a}llowlng slhort answers, 3 all & 3 very very i . - e deep y |‘ncorr : ow
prioritized, all time used a efficiently almost all parts all suggestions verygood a4 efficient | efficient all suggestions very goo eep misconceptions
NOTES: (6(, ser - —&15
(eads = g,
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT I REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 toofew, mostly irrelevant report  |understanding| own opinions | pros &cons | prioritisation speech | discussion | own opinions | pros & cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could , __summary | ofreport Zme il o == _ summary | analysis = I I o —— conciseand correct or
1 clear things out ___poor | poor | too few L irrelevant chaotic 0 __almost no irrelevant [ chaotic no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points /lL;i ort/lon] partially | (_some ) CM@ @ 1 N j
{ 5 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. > t - 17 adequate v 5 informative, aptf relevant parts - adequate
3= +short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but m | + improvement fully | clear, brief but accurate, |+ improvement| fully clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex suggestions | adequate intuitive 3 accurate conclusive | suggestions adequate intuitive ~ deep misconceptions
NOTES:



SCORESHI{ET

fight (round no.): /)

room: /z OZ

problem no.: A?

Juror name:

f Cexy

stage:
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: A @\O
Start from 1 and add/subtract “7\
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant | comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation| theory/model experiments | theory and experiment | own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions ’
y/m L ex | r : : REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
almost no almost no too few no/ almost no others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood | almost no too few poor, slow reactions
5 ) v i :
1 SO_I_T!E —-5—':'-”1?__ i some |~ _some _— reviewed sources, properly cited | partly ) could answer some conicise and cormactor ¥
bas i well performed done, but not well fitting some own | on average level |1 was trying some questions 0 no questions asked
detailed, | quite a lot, + explained relevant convincing e gave reasonable
3 correct ___|___|_:rr_or5 analysed | Y T | solution 2 satisfying most ) nations @ some incorrect,
@ +good testable | + res) ined well fitting, deviations nsiderable experimental  some parts better é + data/theory +helped clear things inconclusive or too long
5 _(‘demonstrative™) = predictions | andanalysed | analysed . g_rtheore_t?cel | thanaverage |3 ﬁez{@e convincingly supported quickly .2 deeplyincorrect or show
deep prehensible, detailed, complex, + tota iable, perfe_ct correlation, considerable'experimental = @rater exten " very proved deep +techn peration deep misconceptions
shows physical insight completely testable.  reproducible very conclusive-__ and theoretical | than expected efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES: ;
Fa f 5 i
ikl 4 60) +3T-1 = ¢
3¢5
OPPONENT f I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract : timeused | understanding of ! relevant topics correctown | prioritization leading | cooperation | relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED i presentation addressed | opinions expressed | | topics presented | _ concise and correct or na|
0 almost no, irrelevant 0 almost no almost nothing | no or irrelevant almost no no 0 _almost no ‘ almost no irrelevant | questions asked
= bk anaiabesoiing I > | some main points few __some | amostno §4 | wastrying | f e
=" some relevant, aimed at resolving | T e tt . P | g ] '
1 E———— 2 (ﬁ_ﬂough_ [ main points | @ + ) most OP'CA | . .rne 5 _partial | satisfying | mos ~ most me {:}— inconclusive or too long
) almostall all relevant parfsy, | almostall | toalmostall topics | refs_m)_ahl_e_ efficient | (good/ | almostall |almostallcorrect| reasonaple — sl h
5h?rt‘afllow1ngslhon answers, 3 all & —y 7: [ | +improvement £ =% 3 very | Very [ Simprovement | 4 = eeply l_ncorrect or show
prioritized, all time used a efficiently élmost all EZ?EA | all | suggestions | wverygood |4 efficient | efficient all | suggestions | very goo deep misconceptions
?‘ ; 7 a N
NOTES: S # ! == 2 .7 3 % 1 .
L VO\IL\,\ - 8\34-4" () L&.EV\LQ l"{cé’cﬂ\/‘{' ~ ] 4_@&1 ?E-t-‘(;, /. ?
L ) L { s !
UQ i~ L:..6 N jm. m}
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT _ _ REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report !understandingi own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation speech discussion | own opinions | pros & cons ‘prioritisation QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could __summary | ofreport | summary | analysis | o g —— conciseand correct or
1 clear things out 0 poor poor | toofew | irrelevant | _ct'n_a;zic 3 0 poor almostno | toofew irrelevant | chaofic no questions asked
T T — | S 1
_ most time used, many unclear points 1 I@OI‘L’JO"S partiall some Ipart?ally relevant, p\e nt_ |1 = tooShos¥long 'IQOEQITJ long some |partfally relevant|  present _ some incorrect,
% resolved, aimed at both report and opp. E.C informative?apt| (sufficiept’ = many | adequate, vikible informative, apt relevant parts|  many | adequate _ visible, 5 inconclusive or too long
3 ==ashort, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, | +improvement fully cie\ct{. brief but accurate, |+ improvement| fully clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex suggestions adequate intuitive 3 accurate conclusive | suggestions adequate intuitive “©7 deep misconceptions
NOTES: .
‘Po" A ? (avev \‘\ A C
; - \ A
da 41541 A [




SCORESHEET

AL 61

stage: i‘ fight (round no.): v I room: 2, problem no.: 8 Juror name:
REPORTER reporter: | $ G opponent: AP reviewer: G/[f signature: 4/%
Start from 1 and add/subtract A&
REPORT . DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant | comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation  theory/model | experiments  theory and experiment ‘ own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTION
0 almost no almost no too few no/ almgst no others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood 0 almost no too few poor, slow reactions Q ONS
1 me | some some reviewed sources, properly cited artl .
~__some e 50 : | | m/m ; L , properly partly ) could answer some concise and correct or
2 basic [ basic well performed done, but not well fitting some own | on average level {1 was trying some guestions ~ no questions asked
good but notso "\ detailed, quite a lot, + 7tvplained relevant convincing gave reasonable Pt
3 demonstrative | correct | errors analysed - - | solution 2 satisfying M most explanations 1 @ some incorrect,
4 ’ *_~detailed, good, +good testable | + results explained| well ﬁ{ting, deviations | - onsiderable experimental  some parts better + data/theory & Iped clear things out inconclusive or too long
5 /. demonstrative predictions  \ -and analysed [ analysed /C or theoretical Athanaverage |3 0 productive convincingly supported /A quickly 5 deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, .+ totally reliable, perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent ery proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight completely testable  reproducible / very conclusive and theoretical | than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
T
NOTES: 1 ) p
| I .14 2 < d
\bllar”
OPPONENT 1 Lf. I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused = understanding of | relevant topics correct own ‘prioritization leading |coaperatlon| relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED o | presentation | addressed opinions expressed | | | topics presented | I .. conciseand correct or no
o almost o, irrelevant 0 almost I']ID | almost nothing | no or ifrrelevant | Imost no ! no 0 almostno | almostno | irrelevant |  wverylittle no questions asked
epylittle | some main points BwW | X  some almost no little was tryin, fi .
some relevant, aimed at resolving 1 %Jgh T S poik i |7 ety | ot | B O T : n{' 4 | LA 5 same _almost no some incorrect,
1 @ some unclear points 2 T ;(@' S N J S j< oAl 2 selal | satisfying | Jmost | fnostly correct ome inconclusive or too long
almostall | .,;__ nt parts almost all to almost all topics |“ reasonable efficient | | almostall | almostall correct | “reasonable — ;
shf:n a'IIowmg short answers, 3 all & + improvement very very i’ +improvement | P deeply I.ncorrect 9r show
prioritized, all time used 4 efficiently almost all parts all suggestions | verygood |4 efficient | efficient all suggestions | very good Heet BOheptions
NOTES: l (-5 I5 41§
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report  understanding| own opinions | pros & cons |prioritisation speech discussion ‘ own opinions | pros & cons ‘prioritlsatinn QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could 5 summary | of report e summary analysis . ‘ seene ~ J o conciseand correct or
1 clear things out ___poor |  poor __+ _toofew | irrelevant | chaotic | poor | almostno | toofew | irrelevant | chaotic no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points i § too short/long partially | some l'partially relevant| present 1 too long too short/lon some ' p}@lly relevant I)Gresent some incorrect,
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 e_ink;{mative, apt .\/sufficient |\ many b\\adequate | \_visible 2 o informative, apt| relévant parts many _adequate | ; visible inconclusive or too long
Kﬁhort. apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, |+ ir}prnvement fully | “\clear, brief but accurate, |+ improvement| fully clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate | complex suggestions adequate | intuitive 3 accurate conclusive | suggestions adequate intuitive ~ deep misconceptions

NOTES:

o2




SCORESHEET F
stage: 17 fight (round no.): '7 room: ¢ o 2 problem no.: 1 l Juror name: ”ﬂ ',' ' ID.'s afct L
REPORTER - reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature:
Start from 1 and add/subtract S~
REPORT /’ DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
| relevant comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation| theory/model | experiments  theoryand experiment  owncontribution | taskfulfilment cooperation arguments/responses flexibility/reactions | oe\/EWER’S QUESTIONS
0 almost no almost no | too few no/ almost no others data, incorrectly cited d" misunderstood 0 almost no too few il poor, slow reactions
| iewed sources, properly cite artl e ;
1 pore ! LIl | >OME . __some ___ jEEviE LIrces, property cited partly ) could answer some concise and correct or
2 basic | basic | wellperformed done, but not well fitting some own 1...‘.’."_3_'!9..@.3_2 level 1 was trying =0me questions - no questions asked
good but not so | detailed, ) quite a lot, + explained relevant convincing i gave reasonable ———
3 demonstrative | correct |_errorsanalysed | { . . solution 2 satisfying most explanations 4, someincorrect,
4 detailed, good, ‘ +good testable | +results explained| well fitting, deviations considerable experimental  some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out + inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative | predictions . and analysed | analysed : or thearetica‘I than average 3 productive convincingly supported quickly 2 _deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex,  + totally reliable, perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent " very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight |completely testable reproducible very conclusive | and theoretical | than expected . efficient understanding with team, very efficient
4 4
NOTES: A3 1 ~1
OPPONENT | (7 OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevant topics correctown | prioritization leading |cooperation| relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER'S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED | presentation | addressed | opinionsexpressed | | topics |  presented = ‘ 0 concise and correct or no
o almostno, irrelevant 0 almof_t Iilq__ __almost r_:othlf'ngt | noor ;rrei_evant | almostno 1 _r_|_o% 0 alnll_oslt no | almostno | irrelevant | verylittle I no questions asked
. very little some mainpoints | few | some aimostno j§ 4 ittle was tryin, few some almost se” ;
some relevant, aimed at resolving | * enough main points some to most topics some rtial T tis 45 : . b e Sl 1 S0ME MEOITREL
1 some unclear points 2 —=Toel e R BT 1> partia sa 's.fY'ﬂS_l __most mostly correct some o inconclusive or too long
) * | almost all all relevant parts « almostall | toalmostalltopics | reasonable | efficient good * almostall | almost all correct | reasonable —-= .
2 5hF:rt‘ éllowmg s‘hort answers, 3 all& + improvement E very very | | +improvement | o, R deeply l.noorrect (.)r thew
prioritized, all time used a efficiently almost all parts all suggestions verygood fa efficient | efficient | all | suggestions | verygood eep misconceptions
NOTES: 4 ' 9 0
REVIEWER 9
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
Z | I |
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report understanding| own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation speech ‘ discussion | own opinions | pros&cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could ___summary of report e ST i summary analysis ! b — _\» L g —=- concise and correct or
1 * Clear things out 9 poor poor | toofew _‘___ irrelevant chaotic | 0 __poor almost no toofew | irrelevant ' _chaotic o ~ no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 tooshort/long | partially | some partially relevant| present §1 too short/long 4too short/long some [par‘tially relevant| present 1 some incorrect,
I I 2 M ; z
2— resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 informative, apt,  sufficient | many | adequate visible * informative, apt|relevant parts'! many | adeguate ’! _visible inconclusive or too long
+short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, '! +improvement fully clear, briefbut | accurate, |+improvement fully clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate | complex | suggestions adequate intuitive 3 accurate | conclusive suggestions adequate intuitive -2 deep misconceptions

NOTES:
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SCORESHEET

Juror name: Dﬁﬁ/ 'EL WM}

th;‘g A 05437 02 stage: -1 fight (round no.): 4 room: 'z. problem no.:
REPORTER reporter: 6 JH opponent: 4 S reviewer: J A. R signature: /V P 4 : i
Start from 1 and add/subtract VARV
REPORT ; DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
| relevant comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenpmenon ex Ianatimjli theory/model experiments | theory and experiment, ~ own contribution |_Eas_k fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions 5
0 P >pmgf5‘% | —almostno too few | .Mfs:e no | othersdata, incorrectly cited | mis/ul_d_egd 0 imostho Toofew R REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
1 some /s?ﬁde:: - | SO ! some | reuIewedWerly cited partly could answer some "
i ! iU ; —t f i ¥ concise and correct or
2 basic basic | wellperformed done, but not well ﬁtt.'“.Si _someown _L onaverage level § 1 was trying some questions G4 i ked
3 good but not so detailed, quite a lot, + explained relevant | convincing % . gave reasonable ® 0 questions aske
demonstrative correct | errors analysed | AR - | solution 2 satisfying B ost explanations .1 some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, +good testable | + results explained  well fitting, deviations considerable experimental  some parts better “ + data/theory +helped clear things out inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative | predictions | and analysed _analysed or theoretical than average | 2 roductive convincingly supported quickly o deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, + totally reliable, | perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep echnical cooperation - deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight | completely testable,  reproducible | very conclusive | and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES: = ., . e
' eE =3 j
r"! < st Cfen i
1 [ -ll ’r ‘-.-J .-"-’ b
9 ?sw.ff
OPPONENT | 6 ’ OPPOSITION (SPEECH) . DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevanttopics | correctown | prioritization leading |cooperation| relevanceof | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED presentation addressed | opinions expressed | __topics presented _ | ,____ concise and correct or no
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