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? (PT November 2021



5t64
REPORTER Start --on land ada/subtract

W~~~í4‘5i-[_1=E~]
comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,REPDRT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication

expl~o~ion
almostno alm~psno alr‘1~~o almostno misunde‘$tood unclear, chaotic relevant reporter‘s OPPONENT, and

conduct in theE!~ ~ s ni some review of s es, cited partly clear arguments/responses REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion
~ fair f~‘h—~ qualitative agreement som&put average average

O too few poor/aggressive
some aspects sorpš~ects some partly fine concise and corrector nogood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results
aboveaverage w~Jj4dne questionsasked

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

demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — -experimental solution demonstrative ~ ÷ data/theory some~vects inconclusive or too long
supported effit3it

deep and compre,ensible, detailed, complex, 8 ~ well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep deeply incorre« or shows
shows physical nsight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding overall efficient deep miscncept‘ons

analysis —

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start tron 1 and add/subtract

L+~D+kd-[?‘v~}-L ]=[~\]
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY arid

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

relevant, aimed at resolvirg presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisatlon the discussion concise and correct or no
unclear points in the repo‘t almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked

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

all relevant points mostW~,vant rna~~ect efficient ~ mosevant m~‘~rrect some as~fficient deeply incorrect or shows

NOTES: O practic‘~ points + well prioritised + improvement + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient deep misconceptions
suggestions all ti

RE‘I1EWER Start ‘ton 1 and add/subtract

W~W~(~i ]-~+[~ j±~ ]-[ 1=[61
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

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

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

‚“9\ + suitably allotted to Rep & ~ ~ su~ia~ partia~~vant/correct (~~3‘ sup®l partia€evant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,
‘—“ most time used

good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts inconclusive or too long
+ short, apt and clear, wel 2rioritised, ac,$~te, Ily relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
time managed efficiently fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate, Zľ3 cokyjplcing a te constructive deep misconceptions

apt, accurate well prioritised well prioritised

NOTES: iVPt Navi,inber 2e22

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the [1,1OJ range.



Ji
RE~dRTER Start from land add/sublr~V

~

4~C &v- C~4~

REPÓRT phenoinencn theory/model relevant experiments Comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,own contribution task fulfilment• explanatlo. theory and experiment Communication
O almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant reporter‘s OPPONENT, and

conduct in thesome some 4 some ‚ some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTICNS
discussion

~—‘ fair fatr 4 fair qualitative agreemej~ some own input average average O too few poor/aggressive

good good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some aspects some aspects concise and correct or nosome partly fine ~ questions asked3 aboveaverage welldone
I many good -

4 detailed quite detailed, ~ mult,tude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,
demonstrati‘ve correct parametres + limits dtscussed — .experimental solution demonstrative 2 . data/theory some aspects ‘1 inconclusive or too long

supported efficient
6 Lep and compre~nsible, detailed, complex, 8 ex~ed well fitting, deviations 0 considerable greaterextent + complexconcepts proved deep ‘2 deeply incorrect or shows

overall efficient deep miscnceptions~ shows physica Ir ight zompletely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding
analysis —

NOTES:

OP ONENT Start Porn I and add/subtract

D÷í~+L2_J+V51-L ]=
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
a too few, mostly irelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their own opinions presented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

- presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation tI-e discussion concise and correc: or no
-- relevant, aimed a: resolving

almost none too few poor/aggressive1 - unclear points in the report almost nothing almost none too few poor

+ short, apt and ~a‘, well I some main points too few/many some reasonablek too few/many some some aspects fine O questions askedsome incorrect,
2 prioritised, all time used 2 main points )( partially relevant some correct fair partially relevant some correct good 4 . .inconclusive or too long

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient 2‘ mostly relevant X many correct some aspects efficient

NOTES: + improvement I + ‚~ deeply incorrect or shows4 practically all points . well prioritised
suggestions all time used ~ . well prioritised • improvement suggestions overall efficient ‘ deep misconceptions

. .~L‘l-d~Loľ‘ &~L~ ~-rLt~ť8L~ ~ &ir~ť&.~tw~s J~&dAL49 -~4~ok~‘c( ‘J<7

e ~‘4~‚~ OÁ‘C& 9r.f (rro&
REV EWER start Iro 1 and add/sub act i

~ ~

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

understanding I prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and corrector no
a .I too few mostly ir-elevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS

. relevant, meant I: clarify unclear points ~ poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor irrelevant ~ irrelevant quest ons asked

1 ÷ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp, 1 superficial I partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct ‚ superficial some none some incorrect,
‚ most time used .i t — relevant parts many inconc usive or too ong

2 . short, apt and ciea ‚ well prioritised, 2 good j mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised accurate, fully relevant,
time managed eff‘ciently apt, accurate fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate fully adequate, 2 - - . constructive deeply incorrect or s ows

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate deep misconception

N OT ES:

Please, suitably adjust yojr grades taking into regard the 11,101 range

efh‘cx‘$- kkQ~~,
— ‚‘YsefEj‘c&‘4

Ni.



REPORTER Starr from land add/subtract

W~&ri1-í_]=í‘±-]
! comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,

REPORT phenomenmi theory/model relevant experiments theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication
explaratiot,
almost no al no aim no aImd~Z~o almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant reporter‘s OPPONENT, and

conduct in theresponses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
~ some review of~s cited p‘~~ partl~r arguments/ discussionqualitative agreement some W put average average too few poor/aggressive

some aspects some aspects concise and corrector no
some partly finegood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results above average well done

n ood
detailed quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, questions askedsome incorrect,

demonstrati‘e correct parametres + limits discussed — .experimental solution demonstrative + data/theory some aspects inconclusive or too long
supported efficient

deep and compre~nsible, detailed, complex, 0 ex!~ed well fitting, deviations 0 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep
deeply incorrect or shows

shows phys~cal i‘sight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding overall efficient deep miscncept,ons
— analysis

NOTES:

OPPONENT Starr frDm 1 and add/subtract

LiJ~J~[~Si~L.zj-í ]=[iLJ
QUESTIONSASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERSTOJURYand

too few, mostly irelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their ‚ d opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
own opinions presentepresentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion concise and corrector norelevant, aimed at resolvina

almost nothing almost none too few poor almost none too few poor/aggressive questions askedunclear points in jie repor

T‘~ + short, apt and c ear, well some main points too few/many some re Ic too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,main points partially relevant some correct f parti nt so ct good inconclusive or too long
prioritised, a I time used ‘~D all re ant oints mo vant ma~9rect efficient (~ mo~levant many correct some aspe4~~pcient deeply incorrect or shows

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

REyI EWER Start from 1 and add/subiract

~]±H 1-í ]=~
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

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

relevant, meant t, clarify u,clear points irrelevant
‘__‘_~‘ poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irrelevant questions asked

superficial sc~~ none some incorrect,c + suitably allottec to Rep & Opp, superficial partiall~ant/correct ~ su®cial partiall‘~~3vant/correct ~rele‘4,~~~rts many inconclusive or too long
most time used Zr‘ mostly correct/prioritiseci good mostly correci/prioritised

. short, apt and c ear, well ‚rioritised, accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
time managed effkiently apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate,

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NOTES: SPT Nrvembitr Žen

Please, suitably adjust you grades taking into regard the 11,101 range.



%~k i—s ~- Ď ($ /~)

REPORTER Start born land add/subtract 3

LĹhí~~í_~J[~i]...( ]
REPORT phenomenon theory/model rel comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,evant experiments h own contribution task fulfilmentexplanation t eory and experiment communication

reporter‘s OPPONENT, and4,~ almost nc almost no almost no a almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the
some some some some Q review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

discussionfair ‘ fair . fair qualitative agreement some own input average average ‘ too few poor/aggressive
some aspects some aspects concise and correct or no

‚ some ‚ partly finegood good ‘ good quantitative agreement + some interesting results above average well done ‚_. questions asked

deta led quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, ‚‚ many good some incorrect,
demonstrat ve correct parametres + limits discussed — .experimental solution demonstrative + data/theory some aspects inconclusive or too long

supported efficient
deep and compre~ensible, detailed, complex, 0 — well fitting, deviations 0 considerabie greater extent + complex concepts proved deep deeply incorrect or shows

overall effic ent deep miscnceptionsshows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding
analysis

NO“€S:

OPPONENT start Pon 1 and add/subtract

W~~( J~L 1-fl=[ ]
QUESTIONSASKED OPPOSITON (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERSTOJURYand

too few, mostly in‘elevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their

relevant, aimed at resolving presentation prioritisation presented mana ement prioritisation own opinions presented opponenťs conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSthe discussion concise and correct or no
almost nothing almost none too few poor almost none too few poor/aggressive questions askedunclear points in he report

some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine
“ + short, apt and crear, well . some incorrect,

main points partially relevant some correct • fair partially relevant 3 some correct good
prioritised, all tirr~ used inconclusive or toe long

all relevant points • mostly relevant • many correct efficient ‚ mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient
deeply incorrect or showsNOTES: practically all points + well prioritised + improvement + + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient deep misconcepticns

suggestions all time used

REVIEWER start fnm 1 and add/tubtract

W~[~*H ]+[ 1±[ 1-1 1=1 ]
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO ‚IURY

too few, mostly ir‘elevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
— understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and correct or no

relevant, meant to c arify txtclear points irrelevant
poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irrelevant questions asked

+ suitably allottec to Rep & Opp, — ‘~‘ superficial some none some incorrect,
superficial partially relevant/correct ~ superficial partially relevant/correct

most time used ‘,,

good mostly correct/prioritised ‘-~ good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too long
+ short, apt aid cer, well orioritised, accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
time managed efLciently apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate,

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NOTES: iVPT ijuvembe,2021

Please suitably adjust yo‘Jr grades taking into regard the 11,101 range



~4f~

REP3RTER Start r‘om land add/subtract
. = ~ ~-‘

REPDRT phenomen&‘ theory/model relevantexperiments comparisonbetween owncontribution taskfulfllment 5cj~‘~ DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
explanation theory and experiment communication

~ reporter‘s OPPONENT, andalmost no almcst no almost no ~ almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant t conduct in the
some some some some view of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

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

some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nogood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results above average well done some partly fine o questions asked
1 many good

detailed quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable nteresting overall clear, some incorrect,
demonstrati“e correct parametres + limits discussed — ‘ + data/theory some aspects ‘I inconclusive or too longexperimental solution demonstrative supported efficient

deep and compre~ensible, detailed complex, 8 ex~~~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep . 2 deeply incorrect or shows
overall efficient deep rniscnceptionsshows physica irsight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicate understanding

analysis —

NOTES.

OPPONENT Starr f‘on 1 and add/ ubtract

W+W+hJ~[z1-(o J={ J wJ~41Á‘4~LÝ
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly irrelevant under5tanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their
own opinions presented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSpresentation prioritisation presented management prioritisatlon the discussion concise and cor-ect or norelevant, aimed a: esolving —

unclear points in t—e repor: almost nothing almost none too few poor almost none too few poor/aggressive ~ questions aslcec

. short, apt and cear, well some main points too few/many some reasonable 1 too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,
main points C‘partially relevant Ť some correct fair 2 partially relevant » some correct 6 good ‘1 inconclusive or coo long

prioritised, all time used 2
II relevant points Ji mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient

~ 3 deeply incorrect or shows
NOTES: + improvement +4 practically all points + well prioritised suggestions I all time used ‘~ + well prioritised + improvement suggestons overall efficient ‘2 deep misconceptions

REV EWER Start from I and add/subtract
~\J

~+~+[ )+ + ± -ĺ 1 JL& ?c3‘b“i~_J
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

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

irrelevantrelevant, meant toclarify unclear pcints i Ü poor irrelevant questions asked
poor wrong I irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant

. suitably allotteclo Rep & Opp, superficial I part ally relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,
nĎ most time used ~ good pmostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised 1 relevant parts many inconclusive or too long

+ short, apt and ciar, well prio‘ilised, accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
time managed effioently apt, accurate fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate fully adequate, z

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NOTES: ~~J{ rtu‘~aAL- Z
N‘4M /~J~ 1J‘~

Please, suitably adjust yoti grades taking ihfo regard the 11,101 range



Luc‘V~~SJ(Y 1-E~t~,j(3 kde) ~ L

REPORTER Start ‘ram land add/sLibtract

-L_]=í~_I ~
REPJRT phenomenai theory/model rel comparison between Science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,evant experiments own contribution task fulfilmentexplanatior theory and experiment communication

almost no almostno almostno almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant reporter‘s OPPONENT anti
conduct In thesome some some some review of sources, cited partly partlyclear arguments/responses REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

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

some aspects some aspects concise ard corrector nogood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results above average well done some partly fine o questions asked
1 many good

detailed quite detailed, ~ multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,
demonstratice correct parametres + limits discussed — .experimental solution demonstrative 2 + data/theory some aspects ‘1 inconclusive or too long

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

shows physical insight tompletely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding overall efficient deep miscnceptrons
analysis

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start fom 1 and add/subtract

P1~fl~L ]~í I-ĺ ]= ‘9&~ ~
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

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

relevant, aimed at resolving presentation prioritisatlon presented management prloritisation own opinions the discussion concise and corect or no
Ounclear points in tre report almost nothing almost none too few jpoor o almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked

+ short, apt and c ear, well some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine some inccrrect,
prior tised all time used 2 main points ( partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially relevant some correct good ~l inconclusive or too long

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

NOTES. i +4 practically all points + well prioritised improvement + . well prioritised • improvement suggest ons overall efficient ‘2 deep misconceptio‘is
suggestions all time used 4

REV EWER Stan f‘c‘m 1 and add/subtract

~ ~H]±[ 1-ío I=í~I ~&ď~ ~&s~orek
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

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

relevant, meant tc clarify trclear points irrelevant
poor/wrong rrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irrelevant questions asked

+ suitably allotted to Rep & Dpp,
superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,

most time used
good mostly correct/priorit sed good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too long. short, apt and clesr, well ~rioritised, accurate, fully relevant.

deep y incorrect or showstime managed eff oently apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate,
we prior tised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NOTES‘ ‘PT Noveebe, 1t22

Please, suitably adjust you- grades taking into regard the 11,101 range



~—‘

REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

~ =[~1
4.3

A »&~ 0.1 ~

‚z3ľk& ~‘ O4ďT~ nr,

‘ comparIson between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,REPORT phenomenon theoty/model relevant experiment1 theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication
explanation
almost no almost no almost no J almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant reporter‘s OPPONENT, arid

conduct in the
~ some some some J some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion

fair fair • fair J .qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive
. some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nogooc goDd good J quantitative agreement + some interesting results some partly fine questions asked

above average well done
many • good a-

detailed quite detailed, or multitude of J or considerable interesting overall clear, ť some incorrect,
demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — .experimental solution demonstrative + data/theory some aspects inconclusive or too long

supported efficient
~ep and comprehensible, ~tailed, complex, 0 ex!ed \ well fitting, deviations considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep deeply incorrect or s,ows

overall efficient deep miscnceptionsshows physical insight c:mpletely testable and errors I analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understarding
— analysis

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start front 1 and add/tubtract

W~W~[~ ~2t~-~= 8]
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY ard

loofew, mostly irrelevant understandingof topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their . ‘ ted opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S UUESTICNS
own opinions presen

elevant, aimed at resolving presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion concise and corrector no
almost nothing almost none too few poor almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked‚anclear points in tf~ report

some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine
~ short, apt and clear, well . some incorrect,

main points partially relevant some correct fair partially relevant some correct good • inconclusive or too longQ zrioritised, all time used Q all relevant points : mostly relevant ‘ many correct efficient ‘ mostly relevant • many correct ~some aspects efficient deeply incorrect or shows

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

REVIEWER start fron 1 and add/subtract

W+~+íO*Í1fi1+ ]±[ 6]-[o ]~[~]
QUErI0NS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

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

relevant, meant to :larify un:lear points irrelevant
poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irrelevant questions asted

. suitably allotted tj Pep & Cpp, superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,
nost time used

inconclusive or too lcngO good mostly correct/prioritised G good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many
— short, apt and clear, well pioritised, accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
time managed effic ertly apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate,

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NOTES: Arn4n-U isP‘ — Novcmbcr 2022

Please, s.jitably adjust your grades t~ing into regard the 1,10] range,



REPORTER Start from land add/tubtract

W~[_]-[_]=H]
REPORT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments comparison between own contribution tasIc fulfilment science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,

explanation theory and experiment communication
reporter‘s OP3ONENT, and

almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the
some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTICNSdiscussion
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

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

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

demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed + data/theory some aspects -t inconclusive or to~ longexperimental solution demonstrative 2 supported efficient

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, ~ ex!ed well fitting, deviations considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep -2 deeply incorrect cshows
overall efficient deep miscncepti~;shows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

analysis —

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract

W~÷í ]+{ J-fl=L]
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

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

relevant, aimed at resolving presentation prior‘rtisation presented management prioritisation the discussion concise and correa or no
almost nothing almost none too few poor almost none too few poor/aggressive questions askedunclear points in the report

some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine
+ short, apt and clear, well . some incorrect,

main points partially relevant some correct fair partially relevant some correct good inconclusive or tc: long
prioritised, all time used

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient
NOTES: + improvement + deeply incorrect a showspractically all po nts + well prioritised + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient deep misconcept ;ns

suggestions all time used

REVIEWER Start from I and add/subtract

~ ]+{ ]±[ ~-[ 1=[ ]
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

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

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

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

good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too long
+ short, apt and clear, well prioritised, accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect o- shows
time managed efficiently apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate,

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptians

NOTES: SPT— Nóverbar 2e22

Please, suitably adjust your grades takIng Into regard the 11.101 range.



REPORTER Sta‘t from land add/subtract

w~~t~-r ]=[-‘]

3

(2t
comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,REP JRT phenomsion theory/model relevant experiments theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication

exI~anation reporter‘s OPPONENT, and
alrnostno almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

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

N

gooc good >~ good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nosome partly fine questions asked
above average well done

).‘ many good some incorrect,
detailed quite detailed, c~ multitude of )z or considerable ‘ interesting overall clear,

y‘ demonstra:ive correct parametres + limits discussed — Ä + data/theory S%~1e atpects inconclusive or too longexperimental solution demonstrative supported efficient
deeply incorrect or shows

deep and ~m~ehensib e, detailed, complex, 8 ex~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall efficient deep miscnceptions
shows physia i,sight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive ~ theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

— analysis

NOTES:

OPPONENT sira from I and add/subtract

W~W-[
QUESTIONSASKS~ OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERSTO JURY and

too few, nostl“ irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their . d opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSown opinions presente
presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion concise and correct or no

relevant, aimed at reso ‚ing -
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deep and compre~nsible, detailed, complex, 8 ex!ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep overall efficient -2 deep miscnceptions
deep y incorrect or shows

shows phys Ca insight completely testable and error; analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected II communicated understanding
— analys 5

NOTES.

~
O~PONENT Start from I and add/subtract

&‚Ů o‘itx:~~jJ+LIj~2 +[3~~[ ]=í ] a~~L$~‘T L~ ~ IM~ ~eygov~‘
OJESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

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

relevant, airred as resolving presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion o concise and corrector no
unclear points in the report almost nothing almost none too few poor almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked

+ short, apt and clear, well 1 some main points too few/many some reasonable too (ew/many some some aspects fine some incorrect,
prioritised, a I lime used 2 main points partially relevant some correct fair 2 partially relevant some correct good -1 inconclusive or too long

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

NfY‘ES: + improvement +4 practically all points + well prioritised + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overa I effic ent -2 deep misconceptions
suggestions all time used ‘~

REVIEWER Stars (romi and addjss,btraci

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

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussIon correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and correct or norelevant, meant to clarify unclear points irrelevant

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

superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some ncorrect,
most time used ‚

good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too long
+ short, apt and clear, well prioritised, r accurate, I fully relevant, deeply ‘ncorrect or s ow
time managed effkiently apt, accurate fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate fully adequate,

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NCES:

Pleate, suitably adjust yotr grades taking into regard the 11,101 range



REPORTER

L[1~L~J~
Start from 1 and add/subtract

-Ĺ ]=ĺ ]

(J/q CQ~evA -

Cru~ p~ocWc,~
R~PJRT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,own contribution task fulfilmentexplanation theory and experiment communication

reporter‘s OPPONENT, and
conduct in the

O. almost no almost no almost no al~p1~no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant

~ -~ some some some some review of sour s cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion
avera°e2

fair fair fair qualitative agreement ~ ‘~ (‚‚eiido.~,Ý‘ p
Koncise and correct or no~ o too few poor/aggressivegood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results artlyfine‘ a3 yea

good ‚)
experimental solution demonstrati~e 2 ~ta/theory O

some incorrect,4 detailed quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear ‚~~aspe~ -1 inconclusive or too long
demonstrattje correct + limits discussed —

Lsup~~~o~cted K. effkien
6 deepandcompr*ensible, detailed, complex, 0 exzed well fitting‘ deviations 8 con~derable greaterextent + completconcepts proved deep deeply incorrect or shows

overall efficient deep miscnceptions7 shows phys ca i“sight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected weil communicated understanding
analysis

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract

L[~ES~{ )+[ ]-[ ]=í I v~ .

cÍJESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
~ too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their

own opinions presented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSpresentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion~J relevant, aimed a: resolving — concise and corrector

+ short, apt and cear, well some main points too few/many some reasonable 1 too few/many some someaspects fine some incorrect,

~ h unclear points in Ihe report almost nothing almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked

2 prioritised, all time used 2 main points partially relevant some correct fair 2 partiall relevant some correct ( good) ‘1 inconclusive or too long
~ al relevant points mostly relevant many correct (‘~ficiei~V) (‚~yrelevant~ ~orrec~___ some aspects efficient deeply incorrect or shows

NOtES: + improvement +4 pr ctically all points + well prioritised suggestions all time used + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient ~ deep misconceptions

ŘEVIE~JER start from 1 and add/subtract

~+~+Ĺ ]+( ]+[ ]±[ 1-[ ]=Ĺ 1.~‚.

6t ESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions ~rrect or norelevant meant to clarify unclear points
~- too few, mostly irelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUES concise a ked

irrelevant 0 poor irrelevant irrelevantpoor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong

lly.c&evant-/correct ~ ~ none: I ~gaWy&~UedtoRep&0pp, superficial partially relevant/correct ~!ď~ia~ ~ correct/prioritised ~ relevant parts j many inconclusive or too long

some incorrect,
good mosty correct/prior ed~

‚ well priorit relevant,
time managed effciently u adequate, ‘“fOllydequat‘ 2 accurate, fully constructive deeply incorrect or showsapt & accurateapt, accurate well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate deep misconceptions

II
N CT ES :

Please, suitably ad ust your grades taking into regard the ulaj range

IN



REPORTER Stan from land add/subiraci

W~~÷í2s1-lO_]=(~] ~
RE2JRT phenomenon theory/model relevantexperiments comparison between . . science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,

explanatior theory and own contribution task fulfilmentexperiment communication
almost no almost no almost ro almost no almost no misunderstood unclear: chaotic relevant reporter‘s OPPONENT, arid

conduct in the
Sone some some some review of sources, cited partly partlyclear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion

fa r fair fair vualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

good good .~‚ good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nosome partly fineabove average well done questions asked
many good

detailed L‘quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,
V demonstrati‘e correct parametres + limits discussed — experimental solution demonstrative + data/theory some aspects inconcl,jsive or too long

supported efficient

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 0 ex~~~ed well fitting, deviations 0 considerable greater extent + complet concepts proved deep
deeply incorrect or shows

shows physical irsight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding overall efficient deep miscnceptions
analysis

NOTES:

. c «‚ !bi~~~g~ 3°

OPPONENT Slart irons and

j=~211~g~hí2 IS‘)
QUESTIONSASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) ~6ISCU$.SION WITH REPORTER ANSWERSTOJURYand

too few, mostly irielevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time top‘i~1aised and their resented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
presentation prioritisation presented management prlor~atlon own opinions p the discussion concise and corrector no

relevant, ain‘ed at ‘esolving -

unclear points in tie report
some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many “\,, some some aspects fine

+ short, apt and clear, well . some incorrect,
main points partially relevant some correct fair partially relevant “ some correct good .

almost nothing almost none too few poor almost non~N too few poor/aggressive questions asked

inconclusive or too longprioritised, a I time used
all relevant points . mostly relevant many correct efficient y mostly relevant )\ many correct jome aspects efficient

deeply incorrect or shows
‚_‚_ř‘ practically all points + well prioritised + well prioritised + ir‘h~ovement suggestions overall efficient deep misconceptionsNO“ES: . . . . . + improvement +

suggestions all time used

/~4Z3~ V

REVIEWER Slart from 1 and add/subiracl (

~ tb[ ~
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REP3RT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

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

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

÷ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp, superficia partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some ‘,~ none some ircorrect,
most time used

‚ good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too long
. short, apt and clear, well prioritised, ~. accurate, fully relevant, deeply ncorrect or shows
time managed efftiently apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate,

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NC‘TES: N~mbe, 2022

Please, suitably adjust yoLrgrades taking into regard the 11,101 range,



/1

REP JRT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,own contribution task fulfilmentexpla.ation theoryand experiment communication reporter‘s OPPONENT, and
almost no almost no almost no a most no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

some some some some rev ew of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses discussion REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average o too few poor/aggressive

some aspects some aspects concise and corrector no
some partly fine OgoDd good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results above average well done questions asked

4~~led) q detai ‚ ~ mul ude f or considerable inte~~‘ overall clear, many good some incorrect,
a t + I mits discussed — + data/theory some aspects -1 inconclusive or too longexperimental ~o,‘,) demonstrative 2 supported efficientd~o:tra~tra‘e correct 8 e mine well fittiaatns 8 considerable gre ent + complex concepts proved d~~ deeply incorrect or shows

deep and compreFensible, det mplex,
shows phy‘ ca iisight completelytestable and errors ana yse tío.i9iáive and theoretical than expected well communicated understan4,~g) overall efficient ‘2 deep miscnceptions

analysis
NOTES;

OPPONENT Startfromlandadd/subtract ‚‘1j.Q,.~4t~&&J_-q &-€‚ 2 J
W~ + +{ ~-[ 1=í~]

QUESTIONS ASKED 6PPOSITION (SPEECH)‘ DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their . . opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

own opinions presentedpresentation prioritisation presented management prioritisatlon the discussIon .concise and correct or norelevant, aimed at resolving

}~‘) unclear points in -he report almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few poor/aggressive O questions asked
i j + short, apt and c ear, well some main too few reasonable too few/manž.......... some some aspects fine some incorrect,
i,j prioritised, all time used main poi s partial r e a t s e co ect fair 2 partla y releva some correct good -1 .inconclusive or too long

all relevant mt mostly elev t orrect nt mos I many correct some aspects efficient
~ ~‘ + improvement suggestions overall efficient ‘~ deep misconceptionsdeeply incorrect or shows

NCES: 4 practically I p nts + well prioritised + improvement + + well prisuggestions all t sed ‘~

H~- ‘r-°~ ~aQj~t~ - ý~‘~r Ho1~
REVIEWER Slart ‚romi and add/subtract —4: ‚tt S~f‘~,yv~2-‘ %

~+~+[ J+[~+[ 1±Ĺ ]-[ }
QJESTIONS AStED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mo-tly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and correct or norelevant, meant to clarify unclear points irrelevant
poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irrelevant questions asked

+ suitably allDttec to Rep & Opp, superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,
most time uted relevant parts many inconclusive ~r too long

good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised
. short, apt and c ear, well prioritised, accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
time managed efficiently apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate, . . .

well prioritised well priorit sed convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

REPORTER start from 1 and add/subtrac

- =r4~i~
j4~&i≥~ 4 tO

NOTES: iYPT November 2022

P ~se, suitab y adjust yourgrades taking into regard the ~i,io] range.



REPORTER Start iron 1. and add/subtract

P1~~÷L2 J-F ~1=[ L I
REP JRT phenomenoi comparison between 5C~CflCC DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,theory/model relevant experiments own contribution task fulfilmentexplanation theory and experiment communication

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

some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSd.scuss,on

‘~~7 fair fair qualitative~ent some own input average average too few poor/aggressivesom~~pqcts some ects concise and corrector no
some partly fine

cE~~ “‚~~3I good quantitative agreement + some inte‘~ng suits abo4a‘~,~ge w~~e many good
questions asked

multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,deta led quite detailed, or
demonstratiw correct 8 p:ramete4~~ + limits discussed experimental solution demonstrative + ory some aspects inconclusive or too long

supported efficient

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep deeply incorrect or shows
shows phys cal irsight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding over~S5cient deep miscnceptions

analys~
N DTES()€n ‚w‘

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract

~I-ĺ ]=ĺlaI
Ut ESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

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

own opinions presented

presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussionrelevant, aimed at resolving concise and correct or no
unclear points n tie report almost nothing almost none too few poor almost none too few poor/aggressive questions asked

(‚E~:, + short, apt and clear, well some main points too (ew/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine some incorrect:main points partially relevant some correct fair partially relevant some correct good ‘inconclusive or too longprioritised, all time used
all rel mints mostlyq~~~pt many~~~)t efficient mostly relevant many correct some asp~efíicient

NOTES: practically all points . well prioritised + impro ent deeply incorrect or shows
suggestions all time used ~ + welťaited . improven‘~~ggestions overall f dent deep misconceptions

REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract

W+~+~7J+(1;fl~j±[ :-r1=7-
QLESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

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

O relevant, meant tc clarify unclear points irrelevant
. poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irrelevant questions asked

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

+ short, apt and clear, well prioritised, good mostly correct/prioritised ~ good mostly correct/prioritised „~‚ re evant parts many inconclusive or too long
fully adequate, „„) accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or showstime managed effi“ ently fully adequate, apt & accurateapt, accurate well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NCTES: rřPT— Noyrmbei 2022

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



5)
REPO ER Start from 1 anýadd/stibtracl

fl~LL~í_]-[Q~]=
REP JRT phenomenon . comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,theory/model relevant expenments h . own contribution task fulfilment .explanation t eory and experiment communication

reporter‘s OPPONENT, andalmost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the
Sone some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

discussion
fa r fair fair qualitative agreemen some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nogood good some partly fine ogood quantitative agreement + some interesting resu above averag well done questions asked

etailed, or multitude of many gooddetailed quite d some incorre:t,
demonstratite X correct parametres + limits discussed 2L considerable interesting overall clear, + data/theory some aspects 1 inconclusive or too longexperimental solution demonstrativeed supported efficient

deep and comprehensible, de~iled, complex, 8 well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concept proved deep deeply incorrect or shows‚‚
errors overall efficient deep miscnceptionsshows physica rsight completely testable and analysed, conclusive and theoret cal than expected well communicated understanding

— analyss
NOTES: ~~~~‘i-$TOÝ&LD IL-~t)

OPPONENT Startfrom land dd/subtraci Í
~ ]={~ ][~‘

QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
too few, mostly irielevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their

own opinions presented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
relevant, aimed at resolving presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation the discussion

~ concise and correct or no
unclear points in tne report almost nothing almost none too few almost ione too few poor/aggressive questions asked

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

all relevant Pointsx mostly relevant many correct )( efficient mostly relevant many correct ‘‚‘ some aspects efficient
3 .-a__ 3 — deeply incorrect or shows+ improvement +NOES: 4 practically all points + well prioritised suggestions all time used ~ + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient Á~‘ ‘2 deep miscon:eptions

≥

NO ES‘

REVIEWER Stars from 1 and add/subtract

~ ~‘[ ]-[ ]
QL ESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION IISCUSSION ANALYSI MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

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

relevant, meant tc clarify unclear points irrelevant
poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irrelevant questions asked. suitably allotted to Rep & Opp, superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,

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

+ short, apt and clear, weil prioritised, accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows
fully adequate, . . .t me managed effitiently fully adequate, apt & accurateapt, accurate well prioritised weil prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

ěuic‘y ĺ~ j~9~~kĺ s‘~& P3
0A~~~: ~p%ťs1,~er

~V‘iLpL iYPT Novembe, 2e22

Please suitably adjust yotr grades taking into regard thella] range



-

REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

nr+ĹL~[_1-[_1=1(1
comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,ÍWPORT pheno‘nenc ~‚ theory/model relevant experiments theo~ and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication

~ explanation
Q alrnostno almostno almostno almostno almostno misunderstood unclear,chaotic relevant reporter‘s OPPONENT, and

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

~ .. too few poor/aggressivesome aspects some aspects concise and correct or no
~ good good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results above average well done some partly fine a questions asked

1 many good
4 5 detailed quite detailed, or mu titude ~f or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,

experimental solution demonstrative + data/theory some aspects ‘1 inconclusive or too longs ‚ demcnstrati“e correct parametres + limits discussed ‚ supported efficient
6 deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 ex~~~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep ‘~ deeply incorrect or shows

overall efficient deep miscnceptions7 shows phys Ca insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well commun cated understanding
• analysis —

NOTES:

.‚
OPPONENT start from I and add/subtract

~l~+( It J-ĺ }={ ~]Ir
áÜESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

°1E too few, mostly ir‘elevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their own opinions presented opponenťs conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSpresentation prioritisatlon presented management prioritisatlon the discussion concise and corrector no
~ relevant, aimed a: resolvingAp unclear points in ihe report Q almost nothing almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive ~ questions asked

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

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient3 . 3 deeply incorrect or shows
NdřES: + improvement +~ practically all points + well prioritised + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient ‘2 deep miscorceptions~ suggestions all time used 4

REVIEWER start tron 1 and add/subtract

~+~+( It~ ~ ]±[~fl~-( ]( ]
QZJESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

I),! too few, mostly ir‘elevant evaluation & I pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding I prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation [ opinions concise and corrector no

~ relevant, meant te clarify unclear points poor/wrong J irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor irrelevant irrelevant quest ons asked
~ + suitablsi allotted to Rep & Opp, superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,

most time u ed 2 good mostly correct/prioritised 1 good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too long

2 + short, apt and c~ar, well prioritised, ;‘ accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows

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

II
NOTES:

Plea;e, suitably ad ust yoiargrades taking into regard the 11,101 range

SPT Noyninh~, 2e22



REPORTER Start iron 1 and add/subtract

Is‘
REPJRT phenomenon theoiy‘model relevant experiment comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,

explanation $ theory and experiment 0~‘n contribtitlon task fulfilment communication
reporter‘s OPPONENT, andalmost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

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

some aspects some aspects concise and correct or no
some partly finegood good good uantitative agreement + s me interesting results above average well done questions asked
many good

detailed quite detailed, or, multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect,
demonstrative correct parametres + limits discussed — .experimental solution demonstrative + data/theory some aspects O inconclusive or too long

supported efficient

eep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 ex~~~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater ettent + complet concept proved deep deeply incorrect or shows
overall efficient deep miscnceptionsshows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding

analysis
NOTES:

OPPONENT Start (romi and add/subtract

L~J+[1]+í1~1-[ ~í cAoVgf~o~-E L~ra
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

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

relevant, aimed a: resolving presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisatlon the discussion concise and corrector no
unclear points in the report almost nothing almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive ~ questions asked

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

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

NOTES: • improvement +4 practically all points + well prioritised + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient -2 deep misconceptionssuggestions all time used ~

REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/tubtracl

W~ +[~+(‘1 J~‘i ±( ]-fl]=[S] e~
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS ~dJSSED POlNT~ ANSWERS TO JURY

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

irrelevant 0 poor irrelevant -i irrelevant questions askedpoor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong
re evans, meant to c arify unclear po nts ially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,

+ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp, 1

00 mostly correct/prioritised 1 ~rrect/prior Used relevant parts many inconclusive or too long

superficial J partially relevant/correct I part
most time used I .

~) + hort, apt and clear, well prioritised — - — — accurate, fully relevant,
‚/ time managed eff ciently apt, accurate II“ adequate, 2 apt & accurate (ul y adequate, 2 constructive deeply incorrect or shows

II prioritised wel priorit sed convinicing adequate deep misconceptions

NOTES: iYPT iiovembnr 2022

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the 11101 range



REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

4 ]-[Oj]=(~ Jy~‘ 4. ~-

REPDRT pheno‘nenon theory/model relevant experimen comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
explanatio. tS theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communication

reporter‘s OPPONENT, andalmost no a most no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the
some some some ome ~cited partly partly clear arguments/responses discussion REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
fair fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average

good good good ~itaiveagreement. ~1nterei1~Tgr~ults ~ts ‚1~p~ts
too few poor/aggressive

concise and correct or no
50 eabove average ~elldone~one partly~fne ~ questions asked

~ good.ý
detailed quite detailed, ~ multituce of or considerable interesting overall clear, ‘~__,_—~ e incorrect

demonstrative correct parame:res + limits discussed - + data/theory some aspects ‘1experimental solution demonstrat ve 2 supported efficient ~clrto~~ong

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

shows phys cal insight completely testable anti errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected we ommunicated understanding
analfls —

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract

W~~í ]~n1-[t ]=[G]
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly relevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their opponent‘s conduct In REVIEWE ‘ TIONS
“iiant,aime‘resolvi~g presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation own opinions presented the discussion oncise and corrector no

( unclear points in die reporJ~ O almost nothing almost none too few poor o almost none too few,, poor/aggressive uestions asked
eas tsfine

some incorrect,‘Š~rtpr~~ar,w~I some rn~oLoints too few/many some reasonable too few/many inconclusive or too long
prioritised, alit me used 2 .___(~2E9iit? ~ cor~i~ fair 2 ~“~iaIlyrele~?‘\ some correct

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

REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract

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

too few mostly irtelevant evaluation & I pros & cons speech I pros& cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT
understand‘mg prioritisation evaluation I prioritisation evaluation opinions

relevant, meant to clarify unclear points ~ poor/wror~ irrelevant O poor/wrong I irrelevant poor I rrelevant - irrelevant

÷ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,
I superficia partially relevant/correct supe ficial partially relevant/correct superfcia some none some incorrect,most time used — ‚—

+ short, apt and c~ar, well prioritised, z ‘ good mostly correct/prioritise 1 (~~d ~ ~tpart ~ inconclusive or too long
u y a equate, accura a, fu ty relevant, deeply incorrect or showstime managed efficiently 3 apt, accura-e fully a equa e, 2 apt & accurate cony nicing ! adequate constructive deep misconceptionswell prioritised well prioritised

NOTES: iSPi November 2022

P e~se, suitably adjust you- grades taking into regard the 11,101 range.



REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

~I ~
~hU~(, ~I~d2

REPORT phenomenmi comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,theory/model relevant experiments theory and experiment own contribution task fulfilment communicationexplanation
almost no almost no almost no almostno almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant reporter‘s OPPONENT, and

conduct in thesome some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
discussionfair ‚I fair fair qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive

good good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results some aspects some aspects some partly fine concise and corrector no
above average well done questions asked

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

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

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

shows physical ir.sight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive ~ theoretical than expected well communicated understanding overall efficient deep miscnceptions
analysis

NOTES: . ~ (,J

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract

W+~+r2~1i4 1-[O1={~J ~j0 C‘) x(‘)
QUESTIONSASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERSTO JURY and

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

relevant, aimed at resolving presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation own opinions the discussion concise and corrector no
almost nothing almost none too few poor almost none too few poor/aggressive questions askedS unclear points in t-e report

some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine
+ short, apt and clear, well . some incorrect,

main points partially relevant i,j some correct fair .~ partially relevant ti some correct good
prioritised, a I time used inconclusive or too long

all relevant points mostly relevant many correct efficient mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient
. deeply incorrect or showsNOES: + improvement +practically all points + well prioritised + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient deep misconceptions
suggestions all time used

~ť+iita+ L~ ~ďas~~o-Fk~&
REVIEWER Q(tS ~3‘t from 1 and add/subt~c~‘

~ Q}-[ ~ J={ G] ~-‚ ~

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

understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and correct or no

‚J relevant, meart te clarify unclear points poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irrelevant irrelevant questions asked. suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,
superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,

most time used
good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised relevant parts many inconclusive or too long. short, apt and clear, well prioritised, accurate, fully relevant, deeply incorrect or shows

time managed effitiently apt, accurate fully adequate, fully adequate,apt & accurate well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptionswell prioritised

NOES: vL&p~i G SPT t~o,i“nbr, 2D22

Plea~e, suitably adjust yotr grades taking into regard the 11,10] range.



OPPONENT Start from land add/subtract

+ + -

Q ESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH)
too few, mostly irrelevant

C relevant, aimed at resolving
unclear Po ts in the report

+ short, apt and clear, well
priorit sed, all time used

&tJ L~
—

poor 15
r o ble

e cient

~±L

REPORTER

5D÷
Start from 1 and add/subtract

+[_1-í_]=L~
MO

REP JRT phenomenon
explanation

a no
some

good

detailed
demonstratije

comparison betweentheory/model relevant experiments theory and experiment

2

a most no
some

qualitative agreement

ain,
ome
fair

good

quite detailed, 2Ľ
correct 8

and

own contribution

a most no
review of so es, cited

som wni ut

almost no
some

multitude of
parametres
etamined

errors
analysis

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex,
shows physica ‘night completelytestable

NOTES:

L

task fulfilment

misunderstood
partl

rage
e aspect

ab ve avera

nteresting
solution

quantitative agreement + some i eresti results

. or con erable
+ im ts discussed — ‚

experimental

well f‘tting, deviations considerable
analysed, conclusive ~J24 theoretical

science
communication
unclear, chaotic

partly clear
average

some aspects
well done

overall clear,
demonstrative

DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT

relevant
arguments/responses

reporter‘s
conduct in the

discussion
O

2

“too few poor/aggressive
some partly fine
many good

r~ A
CÁ~

greater ettent + complex concepts
than expected well communicated

+ data/theory
supported

ANSWERS TO JURY,
OPPONENT, and

REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

concise and correct or no
O questions asked

some incorrect,
inconclusive or too long

deeply incorrect or shows
deep miscnceptions

some aspects
efficient

proved deep
understanding

overall efficient

topics raised and their
prioritisation

(‘

understanding of
presentation

almost nothing
some main points

main points
all relevant points

practically all points

own opinions time
p ented management

DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER

almost none few
few/many some
ally relevant some correct

mostly relevant many correct
. . ‚ + improvement

+ well prioritised .
suggestions

topics raised and their
prioritisation

N ES:

REVIEWER start from land add/subtraci

w+~+(_1~ +í~D±fl

own opinions presented

3

all time used

opponenťs conduct in
the discussion

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

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

+ well prioritised + improvement suggest ons

ANSWERS TO JURY and

REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
‚ concise and torrect or no

questions asked

some incorrect,
inconclusive Or too long

deeply incor‘ect or shows
overall efficient ‘2 deep misconceptions

CL ESTIONS XSKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mo tly irelevant /9tt~tI~n & pros & cons cech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS

C relevant, meant to clarify unclear points ~‚ (~rstadin~ prioritisation luation prioritisation tion opinions concise and corrector no
) . poor/w ong irrelevant r/wrong irrelevant oor irrelevant irrelevant questions asked
~to Rep & Opp, rficial partial y relevant/correct 5 rfi ‘ partially relevant/correct superficia some none some incorre:t,

good mostly correct/prioritised good mostly correct/prioritised vant rts many inconclus ve or too long. short, apt and clear, well prioritised, relevant,
accurate, fully deeply incorrect or showsfully adequate,time managed eff c ently fully adequate, apt & accurateapt, accurate well prior t sed well prioritised ~ deep misconceptions

N Cl‘ ES :

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the Illo] range



REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

fl~~~[~1-íi_)=[;1
REPORT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments comparison between Science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,

. own contribution task fulfilmentexplanation theory and experiment communication
almost nc almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear chaotic relevant reporter‘s OPPONENT, and

conduct in thesome some some some review of sources, cited partly pari4~ar argumentsl discussionresponses . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

c2~!~ fair qualitative agreement some own input average average too few poor/aggressive
some aspects some aspects concise and correct or no

rtl finesome pa questions asked~ good good good quantit4~reement + some~results above average well done some incorrect,
many

detailed quite detailed, or mu~1~e of
demonstrat ve correct + limits discussed or con‘~fd‘able int~~~ing overall clear,experimental s4!~bn demonstrative + data/theory some aspects inconclusive or too long

supported efficient
deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 ex~ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts prov~eep deeply incorrect or shows

overall efficient deep miscnceptionsshows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated undek~adding
analysis

NOTES:

OPPONENT start from 1 and add/subtract

~ J=L~1
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and

too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions time topics raised and their resented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
presentation priorltisation presented management priorltisation own opinions p the discussionrelevant, aimed at resolving almost nothing almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive ~ concise and corrector no

1,,,,‘, unclear poirts in the report questions asked

~) + short, apt and clear, well some main points too few/many some_______ reasonable too fewLv,any s~ some acts_fine - some incorrect,mai~~ts partiall~vant some‘~-ect
prioritised, all time used G all releva oints mostly‘salevant many correct eZent 2‘~~ parti~~o~vant som co rect good 1 inconclusive or too long

mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient deeply incorrect or shows
NOTES: + improvement +practically all points + well prioritised

suggestions all time used + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient -2 deep misconceptions

REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract

5J+~i+E7gv~]+~J‘[__]-!: 1=L~_]
QUESTIONS AS<ED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisatlon evaluation opinions concise and correct or norelevant, meant to clarify unclear points irrelevant

poor/wrong irrelevant poor/wrong irrelevant poor irrelevant questions asked
. suitably allotted to Rep & °~~‘ sup~)ficial partiall‘~~vant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect,
most time used ‘C..‘ g‘~d mostly correct/prioritised ~ good,,) I mostl~~/prioritiseJ re evant parts many inconclusive or too long

~ + short, apt ard clear, well prioritised, relevant,accurate, fully deeply incorrect or shows
time managed etliciently apt, accurate fully adequate, apt & accurate fully adequate,

well prioritised well prioritised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconteptions

NOTES: . i ‚ I‘,,...,,NÁ nfl Novi,rnb,r 2D22

Pease, suitably adjust yoir grades taking into regard the 11,101 range.



REPORTER start~m land add/subtract

-ĺ_]=U3]

QJESTIONS ASKED
too few, mostly irrelevant

relevant, aimed ~ resolving
unclear points in the report

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

IZ&JRT phenomenon theory/model relevant experiments comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,own contribution task fulfilment

CI almost nc almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

explanatims theory and experiment communication
reporter‘s OPPONENT, and

1 some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses . - REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSdiscussion
2

fair fair fair qualitative agreem~ some own input average average ‘4~‘ O too few poor/aggressive
some aspects some aspects concise and corrector no

some partly fine O„ good good good quantitative agree e t + some interesting resu~‘ above averag well done questions asked

j detailed «f quite detailed, ~ multitude of or considerab e interesting overall clear, some incorrect:

J many good -

parametres + limits discussed —
experimental solution demonstrative + data/theory some aspects 1 inconclusive or too long9

supported efficient
demorstratv~_ correct 8 ex!ed well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts deeply incorrect or shows

6 deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex,
proved deep 2

overall efficient deep miscnceptions37 shows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive ~ theoretical than expected well communicated understanding
analysis

NOTES: - 3ovc~ ~e$&~‘~ &

1-~ ~

OPPONENT Start from I and add/subtract

~ ]=í&1

k

OPPOSITION (SPEECH)
understanding of

presentation
O
1

2
3
4

topics raised and their own opinions time
prioritisation presented management

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

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

practically all points

DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER
topics raised and their

prioritisation

+ well prioritisedN CT ES ‘

ok ~k ~
~ oáflc~jZ~ ~Rtkaa~itMv

~

REVIEWER ~ e ~ uStStart (rom 1 and add/subtract

W~ -~~]-[_]=ĺ~]

own opinions presented

+ improvement
suggestions

O

2-t

3
4

+

all time used

opponent‘s conduct In
the discussion

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

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

+ well prioritised + improvement suggestions

ANSWERS TO JURY and
REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS

concise and correct or no
questions asked

some incorrect,
-1 inconclusive or too ong

deeply incorrect or shows
-2 deep misconceptions

~C‘Q~, 22-k04
Ao

‘15

overall efficient

N CTES:

J --~ ‚JÁ~‘f w~
~

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

understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and correct or no
relevant, meant to c arity unclear points ~ poor/wrong ‚~ irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant I) poor irrelevant i irrelevant questions asked

X‘ + suitably al oltec to Rep & Opp,
1— superficial partially relevant/correct‘S‘. superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrectmost time used

L 1 relevant parts many inconclus ve or too long2 good mostly correct/prioritised - good mostly correct/priorit sed. short, apt and cear, well priorit sed, r accurate, fully relevant, deeply ncorrect or s ows
time managed eff ciently apt, accurate fully adequate, 2 apt & accurate tu ly adeqiate, 2 cony nicing adequate constructive deep misconception

well prioritised we I pr oritised

- G53o~MF~- ~CtÓj~t ~ř fl c-€Q‘~r~4 w~9
D~ ~-

~

iYPt Noye,nb,i 1e22

Please, suitably adjust yourgrades taking into regard the 11,101 range
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REPORTER Start fron land add/subtract

W~~~[_ii_t=[_]
( \9‘,‘t ri~

scienceREPJRT phenomenon theory/model relevantexperiments comparison between own contribution taskfulfilment DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY, Ii
explanation theory and experiment communication iireporter‘s OPPONENT, and
almost no almost no almost no a most no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct in the

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

some aspects some aspects concee and correct or nosome partly fine o questions askedgood good good quantitative agreement + some interesting results above average we I done
I many good Ii

detailed Quite detailed, or multitude of or considerable interesting overall clear, some incorrect, ii
demonstrative correct pararnetres + limits discussed — ‚experimental solution demonstrative 2 + data/theory some aspects 1 inconclusive or too long

supported efficient

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep -2 deep y incorrect or shows
shows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected well communicated understanding overall efficient deep miscnceptions

analysis —

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from a and add/subtract

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

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

relevant, aimed at resolving presentation prioritisation presented management prioritisation own opinions presented the discussion flconcise and correct or ‚o
unclear points in the report almost nothing almost none too few poor a almost none too few poor/aggressive O questions asked ii

1 some main points too few/many some reasonable too few/many some some aspects fine Q• short, apt and clear, well - some incorrect, ];
prioritised, all time used 2 ‚ main points partially relevant ýome correct . fair Z partially relevant some correct good 1 inconclusive or too lor~

all relevant points [ mostly relevant many correct »efficient ‘j, mostly relevant ~\many correct Xsome aspects efficient fl3 1 3 deeply incorrect or shcws
NOTES: i + improvement ÷

+ well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient 2 deep misconcep4 practically all points + well prioritised suggestions all time used ~ tionsj

REVIEWER sian from 1 and add/subtract

W~~( ]~( hb ]±[ ]-[ J=[ 1
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY P

too few, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correct own POINTED OUT QUESTIONS Q
understanding prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and correct o‘ “0

relevant, meant to clarify unclear points O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor relevant ‘~ irrelevant luestions asked ji
+ suitably allotted to Rep & Opp,

j superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some none some incorrect, iimost time used

relevant, Ii+ short, apt and clear, well prioritised, 2 good mostly correct/prioritised good ~rmostlY correct/prioritised relevant parts many nconclusive or too mig
accurate, Í fu ly constructive Jeeply incorrect or showstime managed efficiently 3 fully adequate, fully adequate, 2? apt&accurateapt, accurate well prioritised well pnioritised convinicing adequate Jeep misconceptionsjj‘

N OT ES:
I‘

Plene, .ult.bly adjust your radii talcm into re ard the 1,lOj range.
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REPORTER Start from land add/subtract

W+ĺ~1÷{i,s1-[ )=[ 1

too few, mostly irrelevant

relevant, aimed at resolving
unclear points in the report

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

.%‚~TES: :;tltktkk\ practically all points

REVIEWER Stan from I and add subtract

L~J+I3J~D+[iť‘]+[ ‘i;;)+

G‘A 1-fix

DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER

own opInions presentedtopics raised and their
prioritisation
almost none

ANSWERS TO JURY and;‘
REVIEWER‘S QUESTIO~.S

o toncise and correct or~no
luestions asked ‚

some incorrect,
nconclusive or too to

deeply incorrect or si-

Ar« ;l‘e
REPDRT phenomenon theory/model relevantexperiments comparison between science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY, jiown contribution task fulfilmentexplanation theoryand experiment communication reporter‘s OPPONENT, and ij

almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaotic relevant conduct In the Is
some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear arguments/responses discussion REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONS
fair fair fair ‚ualitative agreement some own input average average ) too few poor/aggressive II

good good good quantitative agreement + some interesting resu ~ some aspects some aspects concise and corrector nosome partly fine ~ questions asked iiabove average well done
I many_______ good Ii

detailed quite detailed, ~ multitude of ~ + limits discussed or considerable interesting overall clear, data/theory some aspects -~ some incorrect,
demonstrative correct parametres nconclusive or too londexperimental so ut on demonstrative 2 supported efficient 1‘

deeply incorrect or sh~s
deep end comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 — well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater ettent + complex concepts proved deep overall efficient 2 deep miscnceptions J

shows physica insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive ~ theoretica than expected well communicated understandinganalysis
NOTES:

OPPONENT start from I and add/subtract

~ ~ ~Ĺz,~]-~]=[ ) 15G Aí~
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH)

0
1
2
I
4

understanding of topics raised and thei, own opinions time
presentation prioritisation presented management

almost nothing almost none too few •__poor
some main points too few/many some reasonable

)‘ main points partially relevant some correct ‚- fair
all relevant points mostly relevant many correct \ efficient

+ well prioritised
+ improvement

Suggestions

O
1

2
3
4

too few

+

all time used

opponent‘s conduct in
the discusslqn

too few/many some i some aspects fine
pa,rtially relevant some correct \ good

~ —mostly relevant many correct some aspects efficient

poor/aggressive

±[ ]—í ]=[ ]

+ well prioritised + improvement suggesti~ns -2overall efficient
ws

deep misconceptionsili

cr‘OsS rwooucí
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS ANSWERS TO JURY

toofew, mostly irrelevant evaluation & pros & cons speech pros & cons discussion correctown POINTED OUT QUEST ONS h
understanding J prioritisation evaluation prioritisation evaluation opinions concise and corrector rorelevant, meant to clarify unclear points T irrelevant is

O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor/wrong irrelevant O poor I irrelevant -1 cuestions asked
+ suitably a lotted to Rep & Opp,

1 superficial artially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial some - iimost time used none some incorrect, I I

1 1 O I!2 good I mostly correct/pnioritised good postly correct/prioritised re evant parts many isconclusive or too long. short, apt and clear, well prioritised, accurate, fully relevant, ]!
deeply incorrect or showstime managed efficiently fully adequate, fully adequate, 22 apt&accurateapt, accurate well prioritised well prionitised convinicing adequate constructive deep misconceptions

NOTES:

Please, suitabl ad ust yourgrades taking into re ard the 11,101 range
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39 ‚iR~—~ k~4REPORTER Start (rom land add/subtract

W~LL÷í ]-[_]=í__J
~\i~ —

REPDRT phenomenon theory/model relevantexperiments comparisonbetweeri owncontribution taskfulrilment science DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JUR\~ II
explanation theory and experiment communication Jreporter‘s OPPONENT, and
almost no almost no almost no almost no almost no misunderstood unclear, chaot c relevant conduct in the

es cited partly partly clear arguments/responses .‚ . REVIEWER‘S QUESTIONSsome some some some review discussion II
averae~,,, average too few poor/aggressivefair fair fair qualitative a reement ~input ~averagewell done some partly fine uestions asked

concise and correct or noľ~aspect~“-~.‘ ľš~e asp~i~ ‘)

~ ť“~ good quantitative agreement some interesting results
~t~‘ many good

some incorrect,detailed quite detailed, ~t( parametres + limits discussed or cons derable interesting overall clear: + data/theory some aspect incon:lusive or too lorg
demonstrative correct experimental solution demonstrative

supported efficient hi

deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, 8 well fitting, deviations 8 considerable greater extent + complex concepts proved deep deeply incorrect or showsoverall efficient deep miscnceptions Jshows physical insight completely testable and errors analysed, conclusive and theoretica than expected well communicated understanding fl
analysis a

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from I and add/subtract .

W+W+(i~J+7( -{ ]=[ ~] .

QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY
dtoo few, mostly irrelevant understanding of topics raised and their own opinions I time topics raised and their

own opinions presented opponent‘s conduct in REVIEWER‘S . NS
relevant, aimed at resolving presentation prioritisation I management prioritisation the discussion concise and correct o‘no
unclear oints in the report almost nothing almost none too few j~__,~) ~ almost none too few poor/aggressive O questions asked

some main points too few/many some ‚rěá~bl too few/many some some aspe.,ts fine
some ncorrect,. short, apt and clear, well ~oint~ partially relevant air partially relevant (~~me correci.) (-&2ssE~‘ nconclusive or too lorg

prioritised, all time used —
all relevant points ~ many correct efficient many correct some aspects efficient deep y incorrect or sl~ws

practically all points + well prioritisedNOTES: + improvement +

I suggestions all time used ~ + well prioritised + improvement suggestions overall efficient deep misconcePtions~~

REVIEWER start from 1 and add subtract ‘

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

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

~ ant, meant Oo clarify unclear poin o poor/wrong I irrelevant O poor/wrong I irrelevant O poor irrelevant ~ irrelevant -«.,s‘~esiions asked

1 superficial partially relevant/correct superficial partially relevant/correct superficial somemost time used
i-sconclusive or too long2 good ~‘~tiyco~ec~prioňtiser“ ~elvcorrec3?PrioEtised ~part77“~ many ~ some incorrect,+ short, apt and clear, well prioritised,
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