SCORESHEET « & .
2 ’ . s o i
stage: { fight (round no.): < room: . problem no.: Z Juror name: STAAD (aBoMik
g
REPORTER - reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature ,&é—:{ﬂ
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison between | relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation _theory/model | experiments | theory and experiment own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses flexibility/reactions | o :
0 almost no almost no too few no/ almost no | others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood 0 almost no too few poor, slow reactions EVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
B some  some i some ! some |reviewed sources, properly cited partly could answer some ;
2 basic basic | well performed® done, but not well fittir_lg!_ some own | on average level § 1 was trying some questions 0 Ezm:lse :ind cor;et;t e
good but not so detailed, | quite a lot, + explained relevant convincing gave reasonable 3 guestions aske:
3 X demonstrative correct | errors analysed | ] | solution @ Q2 satisfying most < explanations 1 someincorrect,
a 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 | ortheoretical @ thanaverage |3 @ productiv convincingly supported quickly 1. deeply incorrect or show
) deep and comprehe , detailed, complex, +totally reliable, | perfect correlation, considerable experimental | grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation B deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight  completely testable reproducible very conclusive | and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:
OPPONENT | % 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
. s 1 1 | |
QUESTIONS ASKED 5 - presentatu?n addlressed opinions expressed 1 5 | - topics presented . s concise and correct or no
o @ almost no, irrelevant almo%t_r:p_*_ _ almost I’]!Othlr]g 5 no or |frrelevant | almost no 1y I__n:_) almost no l almost no wreleyrap_t_l very little no questions asked
. . 1 very little some main points # few ~_some almostno | ¢ little was trying® few o some & almostno . .
some relevant, aimed at resolving + 1 N T — =2 ... 8 it i some incorrect,
enough main points some g to most topics some e . : [ ;s
1 some unclear points 2 — B A . | - i e 2+ partial g | _satisfying | most | mostly cqrre_L some & inconclusive or too long
almostallg| all relevant parts | almostall | toalmostall topics | reasonable efficient good almostall | almostall correct l reasonable
R short allowing short answers, 3 al& + improvement 3 = .;W T FEve—— - - deeply incorrect or show
prioritized, all time used 4 efficiently |  almostall parts all | suggestions verygood | 4 efficient | efficient | all suggestions wiygood || Ueepmiscanceptions
NOTES:
REVIEWER r
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 |prloritisation QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could | summary ofreport | —1 summary | analysis | — s (0 —&- concise and 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 1 too short/long partially some partially relevant,  present @ § 1 too short/long 'too shartflomé some @ |partially relevant| present & some incorrect,
2 | t - S—
= resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2.8 informative, ag| _sufficient & many & adequate 4 visible . informative, ept!relevagt _p_a_r_ts! many __adequate @ | visible inconclusive or too long
el +short, apt and clear, well prioritized briefbut | detailed, |+ improvement fully | clear, brief but accurate, | +improvement| fully | clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex suggestions adequate | intuitive 3 accurate conclusive suggestions |  adequate intuitive | ©  deep misconceptions

NOTES:
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S /{ stage: fight (round no.): 2 room: ﬂd)?_ problem no.: Juror name:
‘! REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature:
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT " - + DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant | comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation  theory/model | experiments ! theory and experiment | own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
almost no almost no ! too few | nof almost no | others data, incorrectly cited = misunderstood 0 almost no too few paor, slow reactions
| m reviewed sources, properly cited | p3
St:“'!e | _5%‘? = i ..50:"3_ o o t5° te o | BC sogres properly cit L - avr 1. — could answer some a T T
i | ol 8
e 8 = a?—'-c —_— @:& Fe s Jce; Bu n? ‘wg.. € @ ~ £ - 5 dlL Sorme 3 :35:0 questions asked
0 detailed, [ Tuite-a-let A BlEVS convincing ave reasonab
demonstrative correct _! errors analysed | : @ o _ Dhation i Xl o T
detailed, good, +good testable | + results explained . well fi viations considerable experimental  some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative | predictions 7" | and analysed | analysed _ o Ortheetiel L then sictope convincingly supported quickly 2~ deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible,| detailed, complex, | + totally reliable, perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent i very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
shows physical insight completely testable]  reproducible very conclusive and theoretical | than expected ! efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:
OPPONENT 4 | OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subt#act time used | understandingof | relevanttopics ~ correctown | prioritization leading | cooperation| relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED - pr ion addressed ) ssed _ | topies presented | 0 concise and correct or no
o almost o, irrelevant 0 almost no almost r)othspg no or irrelevant A3 no 0 almostno | almostno | irrelevant : very little ~ no 3 questions asked
; " I 1 very little some main points few qmnsr.nn) 1 wa | some alm o Qome i eopreld
some relevant, aimed at resolving At PO to MmOt T some ol | Seaticfui g [ [ . :
z 1) some unclear points 2% —— S 2 parcial isfying / _most mostly correct | some inconclusive or too long
allrelevantparts |  almostall toalmost all topics | reasonable § efficient good almostall | almost all correct | reasonable g : Hai
shlort‘a.llowmg s.hort answers, 3 + improvement I 3 very very +improvement 2 dEEDfY I'HCO"ECT:FS 0
prioritized, all time used a efficiently almost all parts all suggestions verygood |4 efficient efficient all | suggestions | very good eep misconceptions
NOTES:
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED | ReVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
| |
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report understanding| own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation speech discussion | own opinions | pros & cons ‘prioﬂtisation QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could o summary of report S| P .?5 summary analysis ; S R 0 concise and correct or
1 clear things out too few jpeedeyagqt | M chaoti 0 too féw | irrelevan L. 20t questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 Fome present 11 some -];___mallv relevantd present some incorrect,
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. ) informative, apt  sufficient %’m?v | adequate visible info_{n_‘l_gtiie_,__qp]:|_[q_lg_v_a__nt parts| many | adequate ~ visible incanclusive or too long
3 +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 277" deep misconceptions

NOTES:

Oss



AL

— -
stage: 3 fight (round no.): 2 room: { Q7 ; jproblem not Z Juror name: JEMU& JS7W OLQ
REPORTER - reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: 3‘.,,“:
Start from 1 and add/subtract o
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 | pey/EWER'S QUESTIONS
0 almost no almost no too few no/ almost no others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood § almost no too few poor, slow reactions
1 some | some e some _ s0me __|reviewed sources, properly cited | partly could answer some concise and correct or
basic - basic well performed |done, but not well fittingy some own on average level § 1 was trying some questions 0~ 4 '
..2’ _ ——— i 5 — no questions asked
good but not so detatlea, quite a lot, | + explained Wy relevant ) convincing a o Bave reasonable - i
3 demonstrative : ] correct . errorsanalysed ©| | | solution -y satisfying most explanations ﬁm,
4 detailed, good, | +good testable | + results exp[alned well ﬁttmg, deviations considerable experimental  some parts better +data/theory +helped clear things mg — i i rt g Y
c demonstrative | predictions  and analysed analysed _ortheoretical | thanaverage |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 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES: 2\, A o |
y &
OPPONENT | L{J OPPOSITION (SPEECH) ISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understanding of | relevant topics 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
. a -
o almostno, irrelevant 0 almo:t rlno | almost rjothh.'ng | noor ;rre!evant | almost no. = no ! alrnlost no ‘ almostno | |rrerevant very little ___no questions asked
1 verylittle | some main points ew some | almost no little was trying some » almost no Somaia
. | - : o : - correct
SOTETCleVENT, a!med ot resohing enough | main points some to most topics some ® partial | satisfying fhost mu:nstlg,r correct some 3 D
s | 1 some unclear points 2 - 3 . ; 2 =
~  aimostall ~| allrelevant parts & almostall * | toalmostall topics | reasonable _efficient good almostall | almostall correct | reasonable — .
2 short allowing short answers, 3 all& | | +improvement very | very +improvement ” deeply incorrect c.)r show
~ prioritized, all time vsed 4 efficiently almost all parts all suggestions very good M4 efficient ‘ efficient all | suggestions very good deeyy isEOCERLions
NOTES: 7;; |
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION _ ANSWERS TO JURY
0 toofew, mostly irrelevant report understanding| own opinions | pros & cons ‘prioritisation speech discussion | ownopinions | pros & cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could _ summary | ofreport I _summ_ary___l analysis N (TR —J 5—— conciseand correct or
1 clearthings out e __poor poor too few irelevant | chaotic j§° poor “almost no toofew | irrelevant chaotic . o 109 questions asked
O- mosttime used, many unclear points 1 _atooshort/long | partially some =4 |partially relevant] presentg i@ tooshort/long®too short/larlgl some # partially relevant®  present " some incorrect, r
2 n : o 1 ~ o . .
o resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 informative, apt sufficient” | many adequate ® visible 2 informative, apt|relevant parts| many _adequate |  visible h_:::w
3 +short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, | +improvement| fully | clear, brief but | accurate, |+ |mprovernent| fully clear, incorrect or show
- time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex | suggestions adequate intuitive 3 accurate conclusive | suggestions adequate intuitive | deep misconceptions
NOTES: l/{ \
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stage: , fight (round no.): ‘2' room: /0. problem no.: .3 Juror name: H: oh S g |l
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: “ov o,
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
| relevant comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon ep_(glanat'pnn| theory/model | experiments | theoryand experiment, own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
0 almost no | almost no i too few no/ almost no | others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood [ almost no too few poor, slow reactions
| iewed , rly cited rtl i
1 some . EE“_Q | some | some - |reviewed sources, properly cited partly ' could answer some conciseand corract of
2 _ basic | basic well performed  done, but not well fitting| some own on average level § 1 was trying some questions O e questions asked
good but not so ‘ . detailed, quite a lot, | + explained relevant convincing « Bavereasonable Q
®/)_ demonstrative | " correct | errorsanalysed | B P —— LySOMtlon )2 oy satishying i1 Explanationg i P OO
al)/ detailed, good, | +goodtestable | + results explained| well fitting, deviations considerable experimental  |some parts better f e +data/theory +helped clear things out inconclusive or too long
I demonstrative | predictions | andanalysed | analysed : : or theoretica}l | thanaverage 3 % r‘productlve convincingly supported quickly 2 deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensibleJ 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 [E 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 peration| rel eof | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED presentation addressed | opinions expressed | S [ ‘ topics presented . concise and correct or no
o almost no, irrelevant 0 almost no | almost r_\uthlf‘ng |noorirrelevant | almostno | no f0 almostno | almostno | irrelevant verylittle | no questions asked
I P i 1 very little | “ some main points | few ! some | _almostno J 1 little trying few e some almost no . .
some relevant, aimed at resolving | main points some tomosttopics |+ some L J— i = I_ 2 ¢
1 ’ soms s palits _enough L& np = P L partial |, satisfying |  most ll mostly correct |- some 1“ inconclusive or too long
‘almost all allrelevant parts | almost all to almost all topics | reasonable efficient | good ‘ almostall | almost all correct | reasonable — .
2 short allowing s_hort answers, 3% a1 +improvement very | very +improvement | -2 :eeplv |'ncorrect ?r S
prioritized, all time used 4 efficiently | almostall parts all suggestions verygood |4 efficient | efficient all | suggestions | verygood eep misconceptions
L = [
NOTES: Oh]' Lgh "-_:-9'(? to nsz.J;mv"‘.l';.’; [f‘dbl i
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract .
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPQSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
1 : :
[i] too few, mostly irrelevant report :understanding! own opinions | pros & cons iprioritisationL speech discussion | own opinions | pros & cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
~ some relevant, sufficient number, could __summary | ofreport | | B __Summary analysis .l _ il —} ;— conciseand correct or
143 clear things out H poor _poor | toofew irrelevant chaotic 0 poor | almostno |  toofew | _irrelevant chaotic | no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too shortflong | partially some gart‘lali\,r relevant| _ present 1 0 <too short/flong itoo short/| long some | partially relevant| . present 1 ‘_’;_ some incorrect,
. . T ik i = i
£ 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
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 J 3 accurate | conclusive suggestions adequate intuitive G deep misconceptions

NOTES:




SCORESHEET

Vs Ve b stage: fight (round no.): 1 room: | ﬂ?" problem no.: / Juror name: 9 M ”""L ’f-./
{ Loe . — ¢ . .
REPORTER reporter: (5, | K opponent: )T reviewer: S () signature: /1/
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 REVIEWER'S
0 anoImenan | 2ory/ L Expetime [ RSOy ant expeny / . : . QUESTIONS
almost no | almost no | too few | no/ almost no others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood | almost no too few poor, slow reactiops _
1 some | some some ___some DRV ROMICER, RrOpatl. cited partly . )¢ could answer 5°mf< ___concise and correct or
2 _ basic . _ basic  well performed done but not well fitti | someown | on average Ie\rel 1 @ was trying _ some N\ questions \ hio.questions asked
good but not so detailed, quite a lot, + explained relevant convincing / gave reasonable - )
3 @ demonstrative correct X errors analysed; | .4 | ] _solutio 2 satisfyfin most explanations 1 some Incorrect,
4 W detailed, éi-:n—c:cl_, >< ' +good testable | + results explalged well fitting, deviations considerable experimeﬁ some parts er i + data/theory +helped clear things out — inconclusive or too long
5 demonstrative |_ _predictions | andanalyséd, | analysed ~ ortheoretical than average |3 productive convincingly supported .quicklv . 5 deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehenmble | detailed, complex, + totally reliable, perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent o ver\r proved dee:lp ftechmcal cooperation deep misconceptions
shows physical insight |completel',r testable.  reproducible very conclusiu? and theoretical than expected ; efficient understanding with team, very efficient
i [} I
NOTES: - e | vuk ”(W g e lo
L e WA Y™ v | ~ 6 & == \ f) - l
4 ! +—7 — [ ‘13 3
- bl . ) o B Lt
o 5 9. P g o
RETN L @ i e
{/ B 5-
ol 5
OPPONENT ; | OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract time used | understanding of | relevanttopics | correct own | prioritization leading I1:oo|:|eral:lor| relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED i presentation | addressed | opinions expressed | ; topics . presented - concise and correct or no
aliicetiie, irelovat 0 almost no _almost nothing | no or irrelevant almost no no _ [l afmost no almost no_| irrelevant | verylittle no - ) questions asked
0 ' ) . 1 verylittle some mainﬂ% few _____some » almost o _ 1 @ mg | some. a}most no | ' rismcirrac
O some relevant, aimed at resolving enough 1 main points/ | some to most topit ~ some ‘Tal satlsfylng most : mostljééarrect ' som 4 inconclusive or too lo
some unclear points 2@ 3 2 - 1 7 u ortoo long
almost all Jf all relevant parts almost all to almost all topics | reasonable efficent | good | almostall |almostall corfect | reasonabl — desnlvi h
short allowing short answers, 3 all [ +improvement very | very +improvement | = dz:p i] l.nzzrrectt?r show
prioritized, all time used 4 e tly | almostall parts all suggestions very good f 4 efficient | efficient | all | suggestions | verygood RmisconoeRions
NOTES: |
| 837, ¢, LI [j. ¥
: f / -
o v 1‘/ g ’f .r—f .
REVIEWER ' 3 J
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report iuuderstandlng own opinions ‘ pros & cons priuritisatlonL speech | discussion | own opinions | pros & cons ‘prioritisation QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could __summary | of report o | =] ___Summary analysi: i 0 concise and correct or
1 clear things out 0 __poor poor | toofew | irrelevant | chaotic | )Qmost no | toofew | irrelevant chaotic _— noquestions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long |  partjally some'.,~ |partially FELM' present o hom’long too short/long )<ome %ny relevant ;iesent some incorrect,
< T [ “ = :
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 O informpative, apt| _suffici maity adequate visible¢” , 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 deep miscanceptions
NOTES: "\ )
o N |15 135,07 ;
| e \ -1 -
"', q, ;
) ot =
'|i 5

omprsar



7 ¢ ) / -
stage: fight (round no.): Z_ room: qO S problem no.: ? Juror name: PL‘E SC ‘4
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: w
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 ’
it 3 el | ex e : . - REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
almost no | almost no too few no/ almost no | others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood § almost no too few poor, slow reactions
1 5__0;_11__9 o ! .59.@._‘3. - soge - d 5 some — reviewed sources, properly cited | ;:mr'ch_.r| 1 was trvin - could ansv\frersome _____ concise and correct o
2 basic asic | we pe orme one, but not‘we itting| 50mMe oW _ onaverage level §1 rying o no questions asked
detailed, g + explai & \zénwncmg ) : - —
3 C:_ ~ correct e N b el 2 etnsfy_}ﬁ\ most @ some incorrect,
4 +good testable od | well f' ttmg, dewatlons i considerable experimental some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out _ inconclusive or too long
5 analysed - OE_EW | than average 3 productive convincingly supported quickly .2 deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensnble deta|le , omplex perfect correlation, consrderahle experimental | grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation ' deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight |completely testable reprcduuble very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES: - P
No ermov b’
4 [+ 42§ < 6
AL 40S 5
OPPONENT Cf | 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 __ presentation __addressed | opinions expressed o | . ! = topics | presented . concise and correct or no
o almost no, irrelevant 0 almo:'::t r:c | almost r;othi{'ngt :' no or erelevant 3 almost no : not;,f 0 alrrlmsl_t no | almostno | _it_'reflevant very little _no 2 ;- questions asked
) 1 _very little | some main points | ew some almostno | 1 ittle wag trying few ’ some almost no .
@ some relevant, aimed at resolving & enough mainpoints | som _tom Topics some | & varti sa = = e il &) some incorrect,
1 some unclear points 2 I . 7 2 e 1 i inconclusive or too long
_a w almostall | toalmostall topics | reasonable J eﬁ’lcnent | good T almostall | almost all correct reaiynable — deanki
sh‘urk‘ a.llowing slhon answers, 3 all & | +improvement / 3 very | very | +improvement e deep % |Incorrect er Ml
prioritized, all time used a efficiently almost all parts all | suggestions verygood |4 efficient | efficient all suggestions | ver\.r good eep misconceptions
NOTES: ;Z; . e be
£ PO OANCCLW Ok — —
F AL o5+ WS oK ~&
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report Iunderstandlng own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation speech ‘ discussion | own opinions pros & cons :prioritisationh QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could _summar of report _ : : summary analysis | R _Ji_ -5} concise and correct or
1 clear things out ~ poor _poor | toofew irrelevant | chaotic 0 poor almostno |  toofew irrelevant | chaotic |~ noquestions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long [ partially | some partially relevant,  present 1 too short/long too short/long| some | partially relevant|  present . some incorrect,
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. _;;’-“:—-mfgmﬁze, apt,  sufficient ¢iany adefuate visible ?E—infom@':?e, apt| re!t-:\é'ﬁ?parts, E@j_\_y | ad_e:cl‘pate | Gisible i inconclusive or too long
- = T T ) ! : —2CCIUE |
._‘C* +short, apt and clear, well prioritized briefbut | ddtailed, |+ impravementi fully clear, brief but accurate, |+improvement, fully clear, deeply incorrect or show
= time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex suggestions adequate intuitive 3 accurate conclusive suggestions adequate intuitive deep misconceptions

NOTES:
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stage:Q/ fight (round no.): ,2 room: 7ol problem no.: 70 Juror name: M'/J# Smet {
Vi
REPORTER - reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: 7 Zeoe?
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation  theory/model experiments | theory and experiment own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
0 almost no almost no too few - no/ almost no others data, incorrectly cited . misunderstood 0 almost no too few poor, slow reactions
revi rces, properly cited | .
B X _SOme; some | some j— . sone — eviewed sources, properly ci ! PRIty — ) . could answer some _concise and correct or
2 -ﬂ—- ¢ basic basic '« well performed done, but not wellfitting ~ some own | on average level | 1< ewas trying some - questions 0 no questions asked
= good but not so detailed, quite a lot, + explained L relevant convincing gave reasonable ]
= demonstrative ull; correct |_errors analysed ) P e . solution {2 satisfying most explanations o1 _some incorrect,
A detailed, good, +good testable | + results explained well fitting, deviations | considerable experimental  some parts better +data/theory +helped clear things out O inconclusive or too long
5 ~___demonstrative predictions = andanalysed = analysed or theoretical | 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
shows physical insight completely testable reproducible very conclusive and theoretical | than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:
OPPONENT | g OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract time used | understandingof | relevant topics 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?tttr:o | almost r:othlf]gt | no or |frrelevant almoo::eno _atragt:t 5 alr:!o.f;t no ‘_almost no | Jrreflevant ‘ very little | no questions asked
_ very little some mainpoints |  few | s no g1 ittle was trying ew some almost no i
some relevant, aimed at resolving : h in point — t t topi ) e i i some incorrect,
! : enougl ___main points some | lomostiopics some partial satisfying most | mostly correct some -1 ; :
1 some unclear points A — — 2 F { 5 AR e L 1 : inconclusive or too long
3} ] almostall | all relevant parts almostall | toalmostall topics | reasonable | O efficient good | almostall |.almostall correct | -reasonable —— "
sh‘or‘t. :fllowing ﬁhort answers, 31 all & I* +improvement 3 > very very - + improvement -2 deepry [ncurrect ?r e
prioritized, all time used 4« efficiently | * almostall parts all suggestions verygood |4 efficient | efficient | all suggestions very good eep misconceptions
NOTES:
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
| | I
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report aunderstanding! own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation speech discussion | own opinions | pros & cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could 0 —= ary ofreport === 0| @ B G ummary analysis | | 4f ) g conciseand correct or
1 clear things out _ poor poor | too ) few _irrelevant chaotic | ~poor | almostno too few [ _irrelevant chaotic no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially |+ some |partially relevant, present 1 -too shortflongA!too short}longl! some _i partially relevant|  present 1 —_, someincorrect,
- resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 informative, apt| _ sufficient l 5 _many |, adequate visible , fjl informative, apt|relevant parts| many _' * adequate * visible | — inconclusive or too long
4 6 +short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, | +improvement fully clear, briefbut | * accurate, |+improvement fully | clear, deeply incorrect or show
3 time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex suggestions adequate intuitive 3 accurate | conclusive suggestions -# adequate intuitive deep misconceptions

NOTES:




. . ™ . ™ . b g M { % . .
stage: [ fight (round no.): 7 room: 7 problem no.: ‘7 {:} Juror name: <7240 2 ¢ K BOF7: /’3
reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: . 7 —

REPORTER e
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT . DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
| relevant ‘comparison between relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation| theory/model i experiments  theory and experiment own contribution |_task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses flexibility/reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS

0 almost no almost no | too few of almostno @ | others data, incorrectly cited i misunderstood § o almost no too few poor, slow reactions

1 | [+ ome reviewed sources, properly cited art [-]

1 g some __e|  some L some e sof - iewed , properlycited| _partly __ could answer some _ concise and correct or

2 basic basic ~ © | well performed done, butipot well fitting) some own ) 4 on average level [ 1—-&—wastrying®- ~—some (] questions ] Ao dasons seked

good but not so detailed, quite a lot, + expl 'ined relevant >\ convincing gave reasonable —

3 demonstrative correct | errorsanalysed | N | 1 solution 2 satisfying most explanations -1 _some incorrect,

L) detailed, good, +good testable | + results explained| well fitting, deviations considerable experimental  some parts better +data/theory +helped clear things out ° inconclusive or too long
__ demonstrative |  predictions | andanalysed | analysed \ | ortheoretical | thanaverage |3 productive convincingly supported quickly .2~ deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible,| detailed, complex, =+ totally reliable, | perfect correlat‘loh,\ considerable experimental ‘ grater extent # very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions

shows physical insight  |completely testable reproducible | very conclusive and theoretical than expected * efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:
OPPONENT | Q I OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract > timeused | understandingof | relevanttopics | correctown |prioritization leading |moperation' relevanceof | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED = | presentation | addressed | opinions expressed | [ {— topics | presented 0—o- concise and correct or no
0 almost no, irrelevant 0 almostno | almost r‘mthill'_lg_ | no or irrelevant almost no ~_no jo almostno | almostno | irrelevant | very little no ] questions asked
: 1 very little some main points | few some | almostno |4 little was trying few | some almost no = T e
e SO relevant, aimed at resolving enough main points | some to most topics some partial satisfying st mostly correct | some -1 ; ; y
1 & some unclear points 2 i = L - S L ¥ et inconclusive or too long
almost all all relevant parts ¢ | almost all @ | to almost all topics@, _reasonable® efficiente|  good | almost all_& almost all correc®|_reasonable®f —— )
2 shlon‘ajllowing short answers, e al & | +improvement | 30 ver | very P ! | Cimpravesment | = geeply :.ncorrect or show
prioritized, all time used 4 efficiently almost all parts all suggestions | verygood |4 efficient | efficient” | all suggestions very good SepIsCoNCEptions
NOTES:
REVIEWER
Start from 1 and add/subtract
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY
fl | | |
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report |understanding| own opinions | pros & cons !prioriﬁsation speech discussion : own opinions : pros & cons | prioritisation QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could b _ summary | ofreport | '7 N _ _ mmary | analysis | I | - 0 concise and correct or
1 clear things out poor | poor ! too few | irrelevant chaotic 0 poor | almostno | too few irrelevant | chaotic | no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially | some |partially releva#t  present 1 too short/long [toa short/long some | partially relevant| present 1@ some incorrect,
2 % resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 3 i ative, apt|  sufricient &7 ) adequ. ——yisthle—® > informative, aptirelevantparts’ — many @ | a_lﬂequ_aie [} __'\,75_,51@_ I inconclusive or too long
+short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, + improvement| fully clear, brief but accurate, i +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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stage: 'l fight (round no.): 1 room: /f()l problem no.: 70 Juror name: r(., s L‘-‘%
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: O]\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 :
0 almostno mo too f 'almj)}t no | others data, incorrectly cited = misunderstood L almostno too few poor, slow reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
1= some some @ —some reviewed sources, properly cited | partly ' could answer some .
= e 5 1 = T e I . i concise and correct or
2 {?sp basic well performed done, but not well fitting ~~ some.own ! on average level |1 was trying some questions | ERERR S questions asked
good but not so0 detailed, juite a + explained relevan | convincing gave reasonable
3 _demonstrative correct __errorsanalysed | = - solution 2 satisfying most explanations .1 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 | fmg analysed | or theoretical than average |3 productive convincingly supported quickly 2 deeply incorrect or show
X deep and comprehensmle detailed, complex,  +totally reliable, | perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight  completely testable reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES: -\/ ~
2 B ‘e e Jine
/t= AR ule N :
! € /1 K:F O -
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OPPONENT @ 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 Itooperation| relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED = | presentation addressed | opinions expressed topics presented | | concise and correct or no
0 almost no, irrelevant 0 aImoTt r;o | almost nothln_gt no or ifrrelevant almostno | : 0 alnl'lo.f;t no | almoestno | irrelevant very little | no questions asked
. 5 1 very little some main points ew | some almostno |4 ittle was trying | few some almost no P
= [ z 1 t t — correct,
some relevant, ajmed at resolving i enough main points some | tomosttopics | some partial satisfying o mostly correct = AT
1 some unclear points I — = 2 e == L ( inconclusive or too long
all relevant parts | @ A eff‘ cient |  good a[most a almost aII correct | @asonaﬂe = _
short allowing short answers, D e & . +improvement ifpfover ant deeply incorrect or show
prioritized, all time used efficiently | aﬁnost a‘lrpy | all suggestions verygood 4 éﬁ.c.e;,? f-ﬁme’) all suggestj,uj | verygood deep misconceptions
; . =2
NoTEs:  Pyoy O °
‘_/4 * § g 5 =
REVIEWER Q asA IS+ 3437 -1 = Q
Start from 1 and add/subtract {
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION % f"‘?‘% ANSWERS TO JURY
A | [
0 toofew, mostly irrelevant report  |understanding| own opinions | pros & cons | prioritisation speech | discussi pros & cons !priorltisation QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could _summary | of report . — . _ e summary analysis | .+ f - conciseand correct or
1 clear things out 9 poor |  poor toofew | irrelevant | chaotic | 0 almost no J» toofew | irrelevant _ chagtic | no questions asked
- most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially some |partially relevant|  present 1 too shortflong [too short}’longa sopme, par‘tl;IIv rel;ant| (Eresena 3_ some incorrect,
resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 informative, apt sufficient ﬁéﬂy’ adequate visible inforfiative, apt|refevant f parts _many adequate | )il "~ inconclusive or too long
+short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, )| |+ mprovernent fuI @ briefbut | accurate, |+ lmpro\rementl fully clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate Qmplex suggestions adeq intuitive 3 accurate ‘ conclusive suggestions | adequate | intuitive deep misconceptions
NOTES: pA
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SCORESHEET - -
stage: 7 fight (round no.): 7 room: l © z problem no.: ].O Juror name: J-EMU.) S7D.V(_ k’q

REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: kl I m:’j“ /
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 nof almostno e others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood | almost no too few poor, slow reactions

1 some - . : S | sone ____\reviawed sourer, properlytited|  partly  ® " _ z could answer some_ contlenmnisameckr

2 _ hasic | basic | well performed® done, but not well fitting| S0me own £  onaveragelevel |1 was tryin, | 0 s cltiestlooris sl

good but not so detailed, quite a lot, + explained ‘ relevant % convincing gave reasonable — :

3 demonstrative correct | errors analysed ™ | oz | | solution 2 satisfying most explanations ( 1 some incorrect, .

4 detai!e_d, good, ' +g_ood testable  + results explained well fitting, deviations | considerable experimental  some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out = iaconclusi

- demonstrative | predictions | and analysed analysed - :_ or theoretical : than average | 2 . productive convincingly supported quickly - deeply incorrect or sho

’ deep and comprei':aﬁsi'ble,f detailed, complex, = +totally reliable, perfect correlation, considerable experimental | grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperatiol deep misconception

6 shows physical insight |completely testable’  reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very effici &

NOTES: e
i ( 2

OPPONENT | F 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 !l:ooperationl relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED o : presentation | addressed | opinionsexpressed | | I topics ‘ presented Eand COTLEst O No
almost no, irrelevant 0 almostno |  almost nothing | no orirrelevant almost no ' no | 0 almost no almost no } irrelevant | wvery little | no uestion ed
0 i 1 very little | some main points | few . -some . | almostno 4 litte | was trying few some almost no : SBira ficoErest
some relevant, aimed at resolving | = 2Ty ! v 7 = - - | Zeat f | son .' ) :
&1 some unclear points 2 enough F _mai poits __ﬂj fo most fopics _ Sl 2 pantll TMEe) |_mostly correct | N inconclusive or too long
i@s_t_all all relevant parts ) | almostall —¢ ics 2 3 o —2fficient gt SIMGEEAll | aheostaENTOTreCt O -
3 short allowing short answers, all& | ™ +improvement =/ | very | BTOVEenT 4 deep y 'nccrre h?r show
prioritized, all time used a efficiently |  almostall parts all | suggestions | verygood Ja efficient | efficient | all | ~xsuggestion: | very good EEpTiseancephons

NOTES:
k 3 3 O
S[:aEn\J:l!aEn:uY :E-Eaddfsubtract

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
O some relevant, sufficient number, could __summary | ofreport | __ summary | analysis ~ | . g —— concise and correct or
1 clear things out ¢ ~_poor | poor too few _irrelevant | -;_r_@ 0 ~ poor | almostno . toofew | irrelevant,_| no questions asked
T ] —
most time used, many unclear points 1 ong |__ artially some partia —present 1 26 J present ~~_ some incorrect;
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. ,  informative, apt, sufficient | many | adequate visible 2 _ T adequate |  visible _— inconclusive or too long
+short, apt and clear, well prioritized brief but detailed, | +improvement fully clear, brief but accurate, |+improvement fully ‘ clear, 5 ~dgeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex suggestions adequate | intuitive 3 accurate | conclusive | suggestions adequate | intuitive ) deep misconceptions
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SCORESHEET g '
stage: fight (round no.): 1 room: /-{” problem no.: { D Juror name: Dﬁ mb 4{ 4-}
REPORTER reporter: opponent: /) reviewer: Y signature: /{/ %
Start from 1 and add/subtract + i
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison between | relevant OPPONENT and
ph enon 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/ almost no others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood | almost no too few poor, slow reactions Q Lo
1 . some . some some €N some reviewed sources, properly cited artl ; - .
. som Lo s ne | " s : » properly L PAILY. = o could answersome concise and correct or
2 basic | basic | well performed done, but not well fitting %, someown |onaveragelevel 1 (> w ing ~—Some- Estions P
good but not so detailed, | " quitealot, + explained relevant convincing gave reasonable —_ ey KR
3 demonstrative _correct | errors analysed | | solution 2 satisfying most explanations 1 e some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, +goodtestable | +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 |2 productive convincingly supported quickly 2 deeply incarrect or show
deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, + totally reliable, | perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation I deep misconceptions
6 shows physical insight completely testable reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
. " L | 1. 2 { f . ot
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& :\ fﬁn}\. W
OPPONENT [E] OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understanding of ‘ relevanttopics | correctown | prioritization leading | cc tion| rel eof | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED presentation | addressed | opinions expressed . ‘ topics | presented | o concise and correct or no
0 almost no, irrelevant 0 N alr_no?t r;o almost nothing | no or ifrrel_evant | almost no | | no 0 _almostno | almostno | irrelevant very little no p questions asked
very little | some main points ew almostno little was tryin few 5 - "
some relevant, aimed at resolving : - niu &k T maln pc;ih e | T some t@most to 5 Tr . M > "V g | few ome . almostno i 0 some incorrect,
some unclear points 2 T e 2 satisfying | most | mostlycorrect |  some inconclusive or too long
J ) . almostall | all relevant parts %ail tzf alﬁo all lr.llcs sonable . efficient Jr gaoﬂ)ﬂ almett all __l_a!most all correct | reasgffable === 1 ;
2 shlort' :fllowmg short answers, 3 | > +improvement |~ 3 very | very [+ em—| 3 g dEEPiV incotrect or show
prioritized, all time used 4 fficiently almost all parts suggestions verygood | 4 efficient | efficient all suggestigns | very good il i S
NOTES: " L i _
. N\ ol o} Lo o = - . wirthh = .
X aX PR, &1 .15 3 5 =i SO0 v - &
. i ] r [ I
Lk M 2
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 l pros & cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could 5 summary of report e summary | analysis | S | S 0 concise and correct or
1 clear things out __poor |  poor_ __too j’ng_J__irrel_ey_an_t_ - _ chaotic o @ pool almost no too few relevant chaotic | Q no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too short/long partially some . |partially relevant]  present 1 too sh rt/longx|too s\;ﬁt}longl . 50me p lly rel t  present 1 some incorrect,
2 i R / [ 7 T Y -1- ;
= @ resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 2 {@informative, apt| sufficient many adequateé, visible informative, aptlrele;v%nt p many | adequate l visible inconclusive or too long
3 - +short, apt and clear, well prioritized brfe}‘but detailed, | + improvement fully clear,. briefbut | accurate, |+ improvement‘ fully f lear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex | suggestions adequate intuitive | 2 accurate | conclusive | suggestions adequate intuitive | 2 deep misconceptions

NOTES: |
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oz

stage: fight (round no.): 2 room: 4f) problem no.: 46
REPORTER - reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature:
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison between | relevant - OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation,  theory/model __experiments | theory and experiment own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions N
almost no too few no/ almost no ® | others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood 0 almost no too few poor, slow reactions REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
. __some ® some # some Eoviewee Ce perly cit _ — _ could answer some .
i peonel YOS, S nos wallivig _someown @ onaveragelevel s ~questions i mr;ec; 5
e good but not so detailed, I quite alot, | + explained relevant | convincing gave reasonable no questions aske
o demonstrative correct | errors ana lysed | - I solution Q2 satisfying most explanations 1- some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, +good testable | + results explained well fmmg, deviations | considerable experimental some parts better +data/theory +helped clear things out
5 __demonstrative ___ predictions | and analysed analysed or theoretical than average 3 productive convincingly supported quickly
deep and comprehensible, detaﬂed complex, + totally reliable, perfect correlation, considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation
6 shows physical insight | completely testable|  reproducible very conclusive and theoretical | than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:
OPPONENT [ % l 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 «f presentation addressed | opinions expressed | S— | topics presented B concise and correct or no
o almost no, irrelevant 0 3|m°|5t ':0 almost nothing | no or ifrrelevant r almost no ; no 1° almostno | almost no | irrelevant | verylittle no * questions asked
very little some main points ew some almost no litt) i | 2
some relevant, aimed at resolving . en_ough main points (e * . .E T wa_s‘_tfry_l_ng | ﬁ ‘|‘ some il 2 .~ someincorrect,
1 some unclear points 2 e , 2 partial_| satistying | |_mostly correct. o inconclusive or too long
__ =~ almost all all relevant parts | | ich gaod Py e L ==
=% % short allowing short answers, 3 [+ ,mpmemem very ' deeply incorrect or show
prioritized, all time used a efficiently (alrnost all part, all suggestions | verygood a4 efficient ““7 deep misconceptions
/ T
NOTES: 2 % h
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 ‘priarhisation QUESTIONS
some relevant, sufficient number, could g summary of report _ === = summary | ana | analysis | | - | o —— concise and correct or
1 clear things out __poor $poor ¢  too few __ @ 0 _ poor | almost no too few irrelevant chaotic no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 n 9 some incorrect,
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. - ive, apt|  sufficient many adequate visible > many _adequate __visible : inconclusive or too long
3 +short, apt and clear, well prioritized briefbut | detailed, |+improvement fully clear, brief but accurate, |+ improvement| fully | clear, deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 accurate complex suggestions adequate intuitive 3 accurate conclusive suggestions adequate intuitive deep misconceptions

NOTES:




stage: /f fight (round no.): 2 room: 70 2 problem no.: 44 Juror name: H ’tm IN GAR:'O
REPORTER reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature:
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT ISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ﬁNSWERS TO JURY,
] i rele_vant comparison betw;?lf @1; - 2% relevant OPPONENT and
phenomenon explanation| _theory/madel xperiments | theory and experipfient own contribution _ task fulfilment _ cooperation arguments/responses flexibllity/reactions | o ’
0 almost no almost no | too few | no/ almost flo others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood [ almost no too few poor, slow reactions IEWER’S QUESTIONS
m e | some reviewed sources, properly cited art .
= sorne Som ) e iewed sources, properly _partly _ could answer some T Ty
2 __ basic basic g well performaddf 1 MRS Ty 20ME 4 no questions asked
 ~E=——=—pnod-but-notso tetaited; quite T tot,—* = able
] demonstrative correct  errors analysed d 5 ; solution |2 satisfying most explanations .4 — . some incorrect, -
4 detailed, good, . +good testable | + results explained| well fitting, deWations considerable experimental  some parts better + data/theory +helped clear things out {nconclusive or too long
5 demaonstrative | predictions | andanalysed | analysed or theoretical | thanaverage |2 productive convincingly supported quickly 5 deeply incorrect or show
deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, -+ totally reliable, | /perfect correlatio considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation 3 o d 5 .
6 e : ) ; p a 5 ) ¢ eep misconceptions
shows physical insight |completely testable.  reproducible very conclusive and theoretical than expected efficient understanding with team, very efficient
NOTES:  « of
Z = by by by | yediy ik
OPPONENT | ['a ' OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
Start from 1 and add/subtract timeused | understandingof | relevanttopics |  correctown | prioritization leading !moperation' relevance of | own opinions | prioritisation | REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
QUESTIONS ASKED ) presentation addressed | opinions expressed | topics l presented, | —y il oncise and correct or no
o almost no, irrelevant 0 almostno_| _almost nothin LOE e - I g 0 almost no | a”“OSf no | irrelevant | e/ | B -(guesﬁons asked
. - 1 = S a mos_t__no 1 ew | | %3 [0 . - 4
= - some relevant, aimed at resolving % ] = | < IMIIL_ ~  someincorrect,
enough main poin to most topics some | 2 =
1 some unclear points 2 g P T — 4 refmostiopis. ‘ 1 2 I most —l— mostlycorrect | some -1 inconclusive or too long
) 3 almostall | all relevant parts almostall | to almostall topics | reasonable " efficient | —pood | almostall | almostall correct | reasonable | — )
sh‘ort' z?IIowmg s'hort answers, 3 all& + improvement 3 very very +improvement deeply incorrect or show
prioritized, all time used 4 efficiently |  almostall parts all suggestions very good | 4 efficient | efficient | | suggestions | very good ~ deep misconceptions
NOTES: wass | bow "“a wite funse ( 2elpr b [},
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 |pr|orltlsatmn speech discussion ‘ own opinions | pros& cons |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
we= come relevant, sufficient number, could ; summary | of report r _ | . | L] : e % (E— e tﬁ concise and correct or
1 clear things out” poor poor toofew | imel_e_yaljt_ _ | chaotic | ¥ = pstng =] no questions asked
most time used, many unclear points 1 too shom partially some partially relevant! present 1 too shortflong ftoo shcrtflongl | partra!!y relevant' present i some incorrect,
2 resolved, aimed at both report and opp. 5 Pt SOTCEnt  ———fany. sible informative, apt relevant parts|  many adequate |  visible 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 | suggestions adequate intuitive § 3 accurate conclusive | suggestions adequate intuitive |2 deep misconceptions
NOTES:
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stage: fight (round no.): Z room: problem no.: || Juror name: JEEG {,{5 572116 k}@
REPORTER - reporter: opponent: reviewer: signature: M
Start from 1 and add/subtract
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
relevant comparison betwe relevant OPPONENT and

phenomenon explanation _theory/model experiments _ theory and experipfent own contribution | task fulfilment cooperation arguments/responses  flexibility/reactions | oo ,
0 almost no almost no too few no/ almostfo others data, incorrectly cited | misunderstood | almost no to0 few BOOF I RSES VIEWER'S QUESTIONS
1 some some some 50 L reviewed sources, properly cited artl

: L | _some. | O A : ces, properly J partly ) could answer some éhikitlsn and corredt.or
2 basic basic *‘ well performed  done, {ut ngt well fitting some own on average levele § 1 was trying some questions 0 .
N W ! F : i - === = no questions asked

i good but not so .| detailed, quite a lot, plained relevant s convincing gave reasonable
3 demonstrative | correct | errors analysed | | | solution 2 satisfying *  most ¥ explanations P some incorrect,
4 detailed, good, | +good testable | + results explained| we wviations |  considerable experimental  some parts better § = + data/theory +helped clear things out | o onclusive o
5 demonstrative | predictions | and analysed __analyse ~_ortheoretical than average 3 productive convincingly supported quickly ; deeply incorrect or show

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, + totally reliable, perfect correlatiol considerable experimental grater extent very proved deep +technical cooperation =a deep misconceptions

shows physical insight completely testable,  reproducible very conclusive and theoretical | than expected 4 efficient understanding with team, very efficient

NOTES: 2 ra

OPPONENT [M 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 - presentatic.ln add'ressed opinions expressed | | 5 topics | presented - (e Conciseand correct or no

0 almost no, irrelevant 0 _almo:_t r:o f almost nothing | no or irrelevant almostno no (4] almost no | almost no | irrelevant | ® very little T no questions asked
)1 e _verylittle _some-mairpolatss | few———some = stnoe | 4 i __ some = almost no —
some relevant, aimed at resolving T z i —— —_ L —  someincorrect
» enough | main points some e tomosttopics |  some i i [ g .
1 some unclear points > g P { — 2 ¢ partial | satisfying I most | mostly correct |  some inconclusive or too long
: almost all allrelevantparts | almostall | toalmostall topics | reasonable efficient } good | almostall | almostall correct | reasonable

2 Sh_ort_ a_llowmg ﬁhort gl 3 all& +improvement 2 very very | +improvement , J— daaply Topirect ool show

prioritized, all time used 4 efficiently almost all parts all suggestions verygood | 4 efficient | efficient | all SpReliiAG e . deep misconceptions

NOTES: S
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REVIEWER ¥

Start from 1 and add/subtract o

QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION ANSWERS TO JURY

i | | o | | | |
0 toofew, mostly irrelevant report  |understanding own opinions | pros&cons |prioritisation speech | discussion | own opinions | pros & cons  |prioritisation] QUESTIONS
D= some relevant, sufficient number, could 5 summary | ofreport | J = 1. summary | analysis i S ] £ dncise and correct or
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