stage: 1 fight (round no.): Ll- room: ’f 02. problem no.: 6 Juror name: ”;' ian S ”"0&’ 4
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: ,;% w, f/
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT . DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant | comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation  theory/model experiments | theory and experiment | own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
o almost no | almost no too few no/ almost no | others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood | almost no too few poor, slow reactions
1 some | some some some reviewed sources, properlycited.  partly _ could answer some P Ty e
2 ‘basic | basic well performed gone, but not well fitting some own _on average level 1 was trying some questions 0— no-questions sked
good but not s0 | detalled quite a lot, + explained relevant convincing gave reasonable : _ﬁJ )
3 demonstrative correct | errorsanalysed | - | i solution 2 satisfying most explanations @ some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, | +good testable | + results explained well fit itting, de\natlons considerable experimental  some parts better 6 + data/theory +helped clear things out —_ inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative '_ predictions and analysed | analysed e ortheoretical | thanaverage 3 * productive sconvincingly supported * quickly .3 —__deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible,| detailed, complex, =+ totally reliable, | perfect correlation, | considerable Expenmental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight |completely testable  reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected f* efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:
OPPONENT | 5* ' OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevanttopics |  correctown | prioritization leading | cooperation relevanceof | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED presentation | addressed | opinions expressed | | topics | presented ___ concise and correct or no
alAigSE o FralewEit 0 almostno almost nothing | no orirrelevant "- almost no |~ no 0 almostno | almost no irrelevant ‘ very little no questions asked
0 ! ) . 1 - very little some main points few ____some | almostno | B little ' was trying few I some J-' almost no some incorrect
SO E R, MV S RSN encugh |- mainpoints |~ some to most topics some _, partial J satisfying | most | mostly correct some = el
1 some unclear points I 2 o= { s e inconclusive or too long
almost all all relevant parts almostall | toalmostall topics | reasonable ’cef’FCIent | good | almostall | almostall correct reasonable = Yeepki h
2 short allowing short answers, 3 all & +improvement very very |+ improvement 3 deeD y incorrect f"‘ show
prioritized, all time used a efficiently | almostall parts all suggestions verygood |4 efficient efficient all suggestions very good FERTHRGRCRITaR:
NOTES:
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report |understandir|g own opinions | pros & cons |prioritisation| speech discussion | own opinions | pros & cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could " __ summary { of report _ summary | analysis | * o —— concise and correct or
1 clear things out poor poor too few _irrelevant chaotic 0 poor | _almost no too. few |rrelevant chaotn: no questions asked
— | |
most time used, many unclear points 1 tooshort/flong | partially some |partially relevant| present f§1  tooshort/long |too shomﬂong some pamaliy relevant| « present ~  someincorrect,
2 0 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 .Dinforrnat'rve, apt| . sufficient | = many | adequate visible 2 informative, apt|relevant parts| « many | adequate J__\ris_il:l_lg_ B ~  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 intuitive | ° deep misconceptions

NOTES:




@W stage: A fight (round no.): (( room:  fn3 problem no.: (Q surorname: HARTIL (42D
REPORTER reporter: UToV & opponent: reviewer: signature:
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant | comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation _theory/model | experiments  theory and experiment _own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses _ flexibility/reactions | pev/ie\yER’S QUESTIONS
0 almost no | almost no too few no/ almost no | others data, incorrectly cited = misunderstood [ almost no too few poor, slow reactions
== Somg . | . 4¢ | some v - | reviewed sources, properly cited | pag:: o B — e could ans\:er some - SRR p—
| o 2 ng some own | Vi questions ;
2 — | T no questions asked
T @ convincing Teasona SR
3 G el | > . _ solution 2 lanations @ _some incorrect,
4 B +good testable | + resulm explamed wellfitting, deviations conSIderable expenmental scme parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out inconclusive or too long
5 demonstratbve | predictions | andanalysed | analysed | or theoretical thanaverage | ° convincingly supported quickly 2 deeply incorrect or show
deep and cnmprehensnble, 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 9 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES: *
OPPONENT | f E I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract time used | understandingof | relevanttopics |  correct own ! prioritization leading i cooperation| relevanceof | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED — I presentation | addressed | opinionsexpressed | ! i topics | presented | — g— concise and correct or no
o almost no, irrelevant 0 almostno |  almost nothi?g_ | no or irrelevant almost no | 0 almoslt no | almost 'nc_: | irrelevant | __@i% i _ i | ~ questionsasked
] = 1 . E oA e armost n 1 e I g | m | _some almostro— s
some relevant, aimed at resolving enoueh. | Thain points ‘to most topics “Some : : — ey cerreie | B 1 ome IIHCQFFF-'CL
some unclear points O | R | 2 = Sl L) | = inconclusive or too long
_ almost all | al relevant parts almost all | to almost all topics | reasonable | efficient good almostall | almostall correct | reasonable  desoli At G e
5~ shortallowing short answers, 3 all& + improvement 3 very very | + improvement ol deepv o) e :rs ow
prioritized, all time used a4 efficiently almost all parts all suggestions verygood |4 efficient | efficient | all suggestions | very good p misconceptions
NOTES:
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
| | |
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report understanding own oplnlom | pros&cons | prioritisation speech . discussion | ownopinions | pros&cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could __summary | of report | . __summary | analysis L X, conciseand correct or
E ) clear things out 0 poor | poor toofew | irrelevant | chaatic 0 _poor | almostno | toofew |rre|e\.ra|_1_t J[_!:_hqgt_ic_ ] no questions asked
/t .€ most time used, many unclear points 1 too shgﬂﬂgng partially ome7 partially relevant, present 1 ho ne | partiallyrelovant| present o some incorrect,
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 ﬁ mi!li!e?r ot/ gq_frgeh man dequat ﬁﬁj@ 2 m i inconclusive or too long
ILELAE AL = ekl -
+short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, | +improvement fully clear, brief but : 5 deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate | complex suggestions adequate intuitive | 3 accurate adequate la intuitive | °  deep misconceptions

NOTES:




SCORESHEET

stage:

fight (round no.): L}‘

room: /r 0 2_
reviewer: ‘B/‘LJKAL‘SM/ /z/%)

problem no.:

€

Juror name:

signature:

PETER MATAK
Ve w ik

~ 7
REPORTER _-3 reporter: P1STHVA opponent: F ¢ AQ&,&& VA
Start from 1 and add/subtract -
REPORT . . DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation  theory/mod experiments  theory and experiment | own contribution task fulfilment 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
1 _ some | some | ___some | - some_ e reviewed sources, properly cited | was trin . could answer some . cofiti st o b aE
2 basic | _ | well perf rmed done, but nat‘we itting some.c wn s trying some ues — no questions asked
good but not so detailed, quite a lot, + explained relevant ) gave reasonable :
3 demonstrative errors analysed | — — el @ xplanations _ @ some incorrect,
testable | + results exﬁl"ﬁed ell fitting, deviations considerable exg expenmental + data/theory +helped clear thmgs out ~  inconclusive or too long
“5" demonstrative | predictions |  and analysed | analy 5‘ ? _g__theore_tlczfl productive convincingly supported quickly 2. deeply incorrect or show
deep an co‘““‘"‘hpre ensible, detailed, complex, | +totally reliable, | perfect correlation, considerable experimental e e very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
shows physical insight completely testab!e! reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:
OPPONENT | "'t OPPOSITION (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 :priuritisatinn REVIEWER'S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED ___presentation addressed opinions expressed R | topics |  presented | - concise and correct or no
= almaost no, irrelevant 0 __aEmo?; ttr;o almost goth‘uj . no or';rrelevant almost no | nc}JE 0 alnlwslt_r_lo | almostno | irrelevant verylittle | no O = questions asked
4 1 very little 50me main points ! aw e L almostno g 1 rtt e | ~was tmmg few some _almost no SOEINCr e
13 :::z Ler:z\;f:t;;::::d REresoiing ) @ mampoies Dy | Some, most topics : Zsome> 2 partial | 5?_"_'2[@-:31__. most | _mostly correct some 17 inconclusive ur)too long
" almostall | all relevant parts | almostall | toalmostall topics | reasonable good almost a almost all correct(Teasonabley | —— T h
,  shortallowing short answers, 3 Al & | +improvement | 3/ very var | py o — - deepy |]ncorrect or show
prioritized, all time used 4 efficiently almost all parts all | suggestions verygood | a4 efficient | efficient | all | suggestions | very good eep misconceptions
NOTES:
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
p | | | | |
0 toofew, mostlyirrelevant report  understanding own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation speech discussion | own opinions |  pros & cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could 8 ___summary l. _of report | . summary analysis | ! R @‘ concise and correct or
1 clear things out __poor poor toofew | irrelevant _'_ chaotic poor almostno |  toofew _irrelevant | chaotic no questions asked
; 1oL _
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially some \partially relevant,  present 1 too short/long too short/long some partially rel t|  present 55 some incorrect,
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp infi i C ffici ‘) | d L D isibl fi ti t| | 1 ( >y | i & — inconclusive or too long
N - 3 _informative, apt| (sufficient ¢many) | (adequate visible informa we, apt|re evantﬂar s| ( malj_y;_ | dequate | visible |
(""‘\ +short, apt and clear, well pricritized brief but detailed, |+ improvernenti fully | clear, brief but accurate +improvement fully Clear, ‘-\ deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex suggestions |  adequate intuitive f} accurate concluswe ‘ suggestions adequate intuitive | e deep misconceptions

NOTES:



SCORESHEET

£17 il i ( S s /-,
stage: fight (round no.): L" room: 1YL problem no.: é Juror name: nal ’LIQ& l“—*- H’J#
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: e i L
Start from 1 and add/subtract .
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
| relevant comparison between | relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation  theory/model ! experiments | theory and experiment | own contribution ~ task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
v almost no almost no | too few no/ almost no others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood 0 almost no too few poor, slow reactions
i i |
1 some some_ [ | some | some | reviewed sources, properly cited | partly ) could ansufrer some concise and correct or
2 - basic basic ' well performed done, but not well fitting someown | onaveragelevel |1 was trying some guestions 0= no questions asked
good but not so detailed, quite a lot, + explained relevant | convincing [gavereasonable | — .
3 demonstrative correct _errors analysed - | | solution |2 satisfyin% most explanations 1 some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, { +good testable  + results explained| well fitting, deviations;  considerable experimental " some parts better +data/theory | +helped clear things out ;  inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative = | predictions  andanalysed | analysed or theoretical than average |3 productive convincingly supported quickly 2 l deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible,| detailed, complex, + totally reliable, | perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation 4 daep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight |completely testable  reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
~7
NOTES: /- = 3 —
/
OPPONENT | ? I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract time used understanding of | relevant topics ' correct own prioritization leading 'cooperation| relevanceof | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
| .. | .
QUESTIONS ASKED o presentation | addressed | opinions expressed o ! | topics _presented ! 0 concise and correct or no
slmestnerralavint 0 almostno | almostnothing | no orirrelevant almost no no 0" almostno | almostno | irrelevant | very little no f questions asked
0 ! . . 1 very little f_ _some main points few some | almostno 4 little was trying | few i some _J:_ almost no some incorrect
somevelevany; afmed Ca ~_enough ¥ | main points some to most tOPiC51 | some partial satisfying most i mostlycorrect | some ; ; ;
1/ some unclear points 2 I 2 SRR 2F L . y correct | inconclusive or too long
_almostall | all relevant parts almostall #| toalmostall topics | reasonable efficient f good ’ | almostall | almost all correct | reasonable ™ desnli
shfjrt allowing 's:hort answers, 3 all & + improvement ‘ 3 very | very + improvement 5 d::P :n |Incorreat?r show
prioritized, all time used a efficiently almost all parts all suggestions verygood fa efficient | efficient all suggestions very good P misconceptions
NOTES:
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 iunderstanding, own opinions | pros & cons |prioritisation speech | discussion | own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could __summary | ofreport - summary analysis | _l_ o g —— concise and correct or
1 clear things out 0 poor | poor too few irrelevant chaotic 0 poor almost no too few irrelevant | chaotic no questions asked
Ok | - ! e —_braUs: | o _UICValL | Cllhollc: |
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long | partially some [ |partially relevant| present 1 too short/long [too shortﬂong‘-_ some partially rel t,  present 1 some incorrect,
2 resolved, aimed at both reportand opp. 5 Informative, app  sufficient §| many adequate | visible 3 informative, apgyrelevant parts many | adeguate ¥ visible inconclusive or too long
| I L 5 1B I i
3" +short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but I' detailed, + improvement fully clear, brief but ‘! accurate, |+improvement fully ‘T' clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate | complex suggestions adequate intuitive 3 accurate conclusive suggestions adequate ‘ intuitive “© deep misconceptions

NOTES:




SCORESHEET

stage:

fight (round no.): é

room: 4 &L

Juror name: R/f} SC.Q-I

problem no.: /4%

/[,K/Z + 7

0

K.S

REPORTER reporter: (v ()6 o g opponent: reviewer: signature:
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
| relevant comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation| theory/model experiments  theory and experiment own contribution . task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
0 almost no almost no too few others data, incorrectly cited misunderstood 0 almost no too few poor, slow reactions
1 some some | ~__some - ‘rewewed sources, properly cited  partly ] . could ansv\:rer some S o
2 _ basic well performed _done, but not well fitting some own _onaverage level §1 was trying some questions 0 no questions asked
<  goodbutnotso quit t, + explained ant Ccmlg s s gave reasonable H ‘
3 demonstrative . errors @nalysed | H n 2 sﬁﬁvi)g ost ex -@. @,_ ‘some incorrect,
a4 detdiled, g;a& + results lained well fittin, considerable experimental !some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out /- inconclusive or too long
5 der;lmst_ra_tyg}___ . andanblysed | ailysed - _gr,__the_oreticqll thanaverage |2 productive convincingly supported guid(ly .2 deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, |+ totally reliable, perfect cofrelation, considerabl jinental grater extent 2 very proved deep +teghnidal cooperation deep misconceptions
shows physical insight |completely testable reproducible very conclusive and th cal than expected efficient understanding wit m, very efficient
NOTES: T E
- @-\e Wwr A - — - . -S.’
M L b At
o -]'e-...
OPPONENT g I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevanttopics |  correctown | prioritization leading | cooperation| relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED ___presentation addressed | opinions expressed e — topics ‘ presented } - 0- concise and correct or no
; . : 0 == . :
0 almost no, irrelevant 0 almostno | almost T;Dthlf‘gts  hoor !fgﬂ%!’?.!".t.. = ..".‘":'g': no | almno = ﬁ'!!:?slt_"_o E!l_"l"f-i'f._".c‘ 1 J['.'.‘."ff?:_faﬂt_ = very 'ige no_ ~ Questions asked
. : 1 q | somemain points | w Q ﬁl;)- i _little | wastrying | 2 SOMmE “'"‘.‘.’g;L some incorrect,
O some relevant, afmed at resolving < enough | mainpoints | same> tomosttopics | softE | fartial satisfying mbst mostly correct 50 1 cGodas -
some unclear points 2 T I - 2 e B e T o Clusive or too long
almostall | all relev@nt pasts almostall | toalmostalltopics | reasonable efficient | 300! almost all l_almst all correct ‘ reasonable — goasi h
2 short allowing short answers, 3 all& | + improvement 3 very very + improvement . - dz:p 4 |Incorrect c.:r i’
prioritized, all time used a efficiently almost all parts all | suggestions verygood |4 efficient | efficient all suggestions very good p misconceptions
: . 9 = s L/ : - ILV N~ ce
NOTES: VP] P i & Do pes xinehred 2dinle o] el ok
e
Ar A FaS £~ 8
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPQSITION 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 _ S“F‘E‘?.’I__lm | | summary analysis = el { o —— concise and correct or
1 clear things out 0 oor poor ~ toofew | irrelevant chaotic 0 poor | almostno |  toofew irrelevant chaotic no questions asked
P | por ] | lrrel L]
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long | partially (some partially relevant| present 1 too short/long |too shortflongl some | partiallyg\levant | present : some incorrect,
; ) T : T -1 3 i
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. ,  informative, apt _suffisient }'h’ny adequate visible informative, apt|relevant parts| many)  adefudte | vis,i‘blg inconclusive or too long
T = T = =
i 2, +short, apt and clear, well prioritized rief But | ded, + imp‘fgvement Iy clear, brigf b acc ¢, |+improvement| fully | clé'ﬁ, 5 deeply incorrect or show
% time managed efficiently 3 akcupate | complex suggestions adeduate intuitive J 3 accledte conglusive | suggestions adequate | intuitive |~ deep misconceptions
NOTES: i




SCORESHEET

fight (round no.): lf

room: 1‘9,2.

problem no.: 5

Juror name: H)‘{Q# gpm,{; (4

stage:
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: "f o VA
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation _g!;_gowfmo_dgl | experiments __F_theory and experiment | own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
0 almost no | almost no too few : no/ almost no | others data, incorrectly cited @misunderstood | -almost no too few poor, slow reactions
- | |= | some reviewed sources, properly cited rtl
4 some —— some i SOME. ! : progerly 1 party . el dieiet saag concise and correct or
2 - basic | % basic | well performed h:lone, but not well fitting "r someown | onaveragelevel §1 0 was trying * some questions 0— no questions asked
good but not so detailed, quite a lot, | +explained relevant convincing gave reasonable
3 demonstrative |- correct _| errors analysed | ) Al ~_ 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 demonstrative | predictions | andan analysed _analysed ‘ _or theoretical than average 3 productive convincingly supported quickly @ ~  deeply incorrect or show
) deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, I totally reliable, perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent a very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight | completely testable| reproducible very conclusive | and theoretical than expected ' efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:
OPPONENT 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 I relevance of | own opinions ‘ prioritisation | REVIEWER'S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED N | presentation addressed | opinions expressed | - { topics | presented concise and correct or no
0 almost no, irrelevant 0 a_Inlo_;t nlo ] almost rjot_h‘:?g no ornrrelevant _almost no | nc»£ — 0 alr?o.f;t no | almostno | irrelevant | verylitte | no questions asked
: 1 very little | some main points. | some almostno 4 ittle  |o was trying few some almost no soiria
T i e - me incorrect,
0 some relevant, a!med atresolving enough main points J __some 4, tomosttopics | some partial | satisfying | most « mostly correct some a1 T
some unclear points [ I I 2 o | AL L] inconclusive or too long
_almostall allrelevant parts | _almostall | to almost all topics | reasonable | efficient | good __almostall | almost all correct | reasonable — 3
5 — shortallowing short answers, 30 ans I | +improvement | T very very | +improvement 2 Hssply Ineommect or Siow;
prioritized, all time used a4 efficiently | » almostallparts | all | suggestions  |®verygood |4 efficient | efficient all suggestions very good deap misconceptons
NOTES:
REVIEWER ral
Start from 1 and add/subtract O
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report _understandins| own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation speech ! discussion | own opinions | pros & cons \p»rioritisatlon QUESTIONS
~ some relevant, sufficient number, could summary | of report S| S— summary analysis. | _ 1o concise and correct or
1 clear things out 2 poor | poor __toofew irrelevant chaotic v poor | almostno | toofew L irrelevant chaotic no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially some partially relevant|  present 1@ too short/long gioo short/long some dpartially relevant| =, present ~ some incorrect,
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 g informative, apt, _ sufficient . _many adequate visible 5 ufqrm_atirve,_ apti relevant parts L many adequate visible - inconclusive or too long
@ +short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, |+improvement|  fully clear, brief but P accurate, | +improvement fully clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently * accurate complex suggestions | adequate [¥ intuitive 3 accurate conclusive | suggestions adequate intuitive - deep misconceptions

NOTES:




stage: L fight (round no.): cf room: 402 problem no.: °( Juror name: ﬁ ﬁ 2-” U GA-ZO
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature:
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
- i e rele‘lvant‘ t:omparison betweent t bt ] relevant . OPPONENT and
h t t model | experiments eory and experimen own contribution cooperation argume! ,
; . IDstocmnon explanstion theory/model | exp ope B ity "““!"“’ REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
almost no almost no too few 0 almost no ions
1 = Ao — = e ¥ Ea ’-‘ iy p could answer some 5  concise and correct or
5 basic _ Cbasie” pornied | one, SAILNYLY g 59 1 questions no questions asked
detailed, quite a lot, + explained [ gave reasonable -
3 demonstra correct  errors analysed | N | solution 2 satisfying most explanations 1 some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, +good testable  +results explained well fitting, 5, deviations considerable experinfental |some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out — Jnconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative predictions and analysed analysed N - g_rthenreﬂcali | thanaverage 3 productive convincingly supported quickly 2= d;eply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensmle. detailed, complex, =+ totally reliable, perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
shows physical insight |¢;g:;mpltatel\1|r testable.  reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected [ * efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES: A 41 .
do dhe pue
OPPONENT 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 B | presentation __addressed | opinions expressed ! — _topics presented concise and correct or no
; 0 almost no almost nothing no or irrelevant almost no no 0 aimost no | almostno | irrelevant no uestions asked
g almost no, irrelevant =0 1 S — TEIEvant q
. 1 verylittle 3 | few __some | almostno [ 4 ) ' | _ T — I S—
some relevant, aimed at resolving anoueh main points ~Some. to most to ; some : ——— sty correet ; § ct,
some unclear points 2 e ; st topic ———— 2 @ —= inconclusive or too long
15’ g almost all | all relevant parts | almo: w iz efficient almost all correct | reasonable .
- z short allowing short answers, 3 all& | + improvement 3 very very P — 5 deeply |hncorrect ?r show
prioritized, all time used a efficiently almostall parts | all suggestions verygood fa efficient | efficient all suggestions very good ) Sl
NOTES: 2 Ns &
-
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 summary | of report — : analysis — ) o —— conciseand correct or
1 clear things out 0 too few 0 almost no ew | @w_t‘_) chaotic no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 B | partially relevar - some incorrect,
; resolved, aimed at both report and opp. adequate visible informative, apt| relevant parts many adequate |  visible inconclusive or too long
—— TS ! : 8| VIS
3 +short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, | +improvement fully clear, brief but ‘ accurate, | +improvement fully | clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex suggestions adequate | intuitive |3 accurate conclusive | suggestions adequate intuitive " deep misconceptions

NOTES:
e

05




SCORESHEET

m 10]

’,prohlem no.: %

Juror name: TE TL{R M‘TAKK

stage: ; fight (round no.): =
- >, ; 1 -
REPORTER b?)j reporter: SANEAZI)/A  opponent: /] .ci@] eviewer 400 S TOVA signature: (7 Hep
Start from 1 and add/subtract : =
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
explanation  theory/model experiments theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses flexibility/reactions ’
o m tior | ! - - = ; REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
almost no almost no | too few no/ almost no others data, incorrectly cited ~ misunderstood § almost no too few poor, slow reactians
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