- \
SCORESHEET = \_/Cf\_//
REPORTER Start from 1and add/subtract . i
Fight 1 |, Stage: 1, Problem No.__ B _si S Coculova, Zuzana
1 +3 )+[£/)-(0])=(&) i
[ 3 O Rep: Belarus Opp: Mexico Rev: Canada
REPORT | DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
pher;um:_non theory/model ex:::::::ts tl‘: :‘r:aar:'s::xl;?:':::t own contribution task fulfilment | science communication relevant I colr:i’:?::’:he OPPONENT, and
e e [ S e P T el - arguments/responses . REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
0 almost no | almost no too few no/ almost no |others’ data, incorrectly cited { misunderstoed = unclear, chaotic 0 ' /resp | discussion Q
1_ some some some some | review of sources, cited partly partly clear == too few ! poor o concise and correct or
2 fair * fair N fair not well fitting someowninput. @ average average L 1= some v some aspectsfine 0 " questions asked  ©
3 well performed, deviations . . some aspects , some parts — many good — .
- good good : » e * | +some interesting results some incorrect,
q— | sufficient number | qualitatively analysed above average well done + data/ftheory some aspects 11— s too |
5 detailed quite detailed, + results explained +theory limits considerable experimental interesting overall clear, Zconvincingly supported officient — inconclusive or too long
6 demonstrative | correct __errorsanalysed | explained, conclusive | __ortheoretical ! solution ] demonstrative — 14 ! —1 -2 deeply incorrect or show
7 = deep and comprehensible,| detailed, complex, | + reproducible, | well fitting, deviations | considerable experimental  greater extent |+ complex concepts well 3— p:‘ove . f:p overall efficient deep misconceptions
shows physical insight |completely testable| convincing analysis | analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected communicated understanding
NOTES:
OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract
L)L) )+(2]-(0]-(&)
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) ""M"a W DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
. . I [ : | : obinions. | # IR
| aentonsiaret” | e prossion| | A7e | et | owmopinors  ogponents oot i | REVIEWER'S QUESTIONS
— relevant, aimed at resolving P - ; —— b presemced | T—g— Sclentitic topt | presentec. . u ! — 0— concise and correct or
~— undear points in the report 00— almostnothing f ne or irrelevant ‘ toofew | no | _poor 0—  almostno too few poor no no questions asked
1 some main points & few L some 8 some reasonable ® | few | some some aspects fine some _ .
2 — +short, apt and clear, well = = T —— 1= some incorrect,
— R 2 main points some some correct | reasonable fair some . some correct & good # reasonable @ |-1— . i
prioritized, all time used - i 2 T —  inconclusive or too long
3 — all relevant points many many correct | fair efficient good many correct some aspects efficient fair JE—
NOTES: 3 ractically all points ractically all IE improvement | very good | * , new crucial +improvement overall efficient very good 2— foopy i.nCOI'rSCI ('” how
4 P v alpo p v ‘ suggestions e alltime used |4 point(s) | suggestions Y8 deep misconceptions
REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract
(22929 (1] (2]-(g)- (3]
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF QPPOSITION DISCUSSION AN_ALYSlS MISSED POINTS | ANSWERS TO JURY
. . | discussion | correct own
0 — too few, mostly irrelevant report evaluat'l on pros & cons  |prioritisation speec!| pros & cons  |prioritisation luati . POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
. . & understanding evaluation evaluation | opinions . concise and correct or
— relevant, meant to clarify unclear points 0_ § i 0 — — 0o— -1 irrelevant 0— [ J
— lotied to —  poor/wrong I irrelevant no = poor/wrong | irrelevant no _ almostno | toofew — —  no questions asked
1 + suitably allotted to Rep & Opp, = = = I e re=—— —f — —
= e tim‘:e used R meR 1 partial  ypartiallyrelevant | some §3  tooshort/long partiaily /relevant | some y tooshort/long || some 09— none & —  someincorrect,
— - di s = ; | — relevantparty/  many R —  inconclusive or too long
2 —+short, apt and clear, well prioritized, 2z good l mostly adequate I reaso—nabl‘ej! 2 =...informative, a..'x., mostly adequate | reasonab| % = it full 1 __ relevant, - .
i i detailed | full condensed & full —_ € ully . —  deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently 3 etailed, Y good @ Y good ¢ f2 conclusive adequate constructive | _ . )
complex adequate accurate | adequate | deep misconceptions

NOTES:

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the [1,10] range.

IYPT—~March 2013




E p. E SCORESHEET 8 .

Start from 1 and add/subtr.

}%’M/’ Hsu, Yung-Yuan

=y 7| Fight 11, Stage: 1, ProblemNo.___ _Si
1 [+ H . - v ) . A - \ ; ]

EM: Rep: Belarus 7. Be;z&@\/. Opp: Mexico A - (Kyj2 /Mat4S Rev: Canada ﬂ L/\,

REPORT \ DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,

phenome_n on theory/model rele-vant ‘ camparison between | own contribution ! task fulfilment  science communication relevant reporter’s OPPONENT, and
o explanation experiments  |theory and experiment arguments/responses conduct at the REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
almost no almost no too few no/ inost no |others’ data, |ncorrectlyt:|ted| mlsunderstood unclear, chaotic o discussion
1 some | some | some somef ) review of sources, cited | clear - too few poor N concise and correct or
2 fair fair | e, | notwell filting” some own input ¢~ 3 | avera = some some aspects fing§l 0 ) no questions asked
C 3 - Ty deviations . . some aspects — (m | < Roagd _
2 go_od m good@ suf m‘, qualitatively analysed | + some interesting results above average weII done = some aspects -1— 'some |;1cc'>rrect, |
5 detailed>" quite detailed, + results explalned + theory limits considerable experimental interesting overall clear, «F“— o efficient — ‘nconclusive or tog long
6 demonstrative correct | errorsanalysed | explained, conclusive | or theoretical solution demonstrative — - - - -2 — deeply incorrect or show
;= — deep and comprehenslble, detailed, complex,  +reproducible, | well fitting, deviations | considerable experimental greater extent |+ complex concepts welf 3— p:;)vetti df;p ‘ overall efficient deep misconceptions
shows physical insight  completely testable| convincing analy5|s analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected communicated understanding

NS Clear guolitaftue olonTion o3 dipersion + some expernenl dor ¥, No futhor detomposeweid «J shnidfure of StiFs Souel.

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract
()09 - (0)-(D)

QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER . ANSWERS TO JURY and
0 — too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of  relevant topics | own opinions prioritisation time relevant own opinions gopponent's conduct of priaritisation REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
relevant, aimed at resolving presentatlc?n addressed | presented | _management scientific topics | presented | thediscussion o). conciseand correct or
== undlear points in the report 0 —  almost nothing no orirrelgvant | too few™, no 6 poor  lo ~ almost no too few | poor no < | 2 no questions asked
d1 Z, some main poir@ few\_/ some z somJ reasonabl 1 few sofie s aspects fine som - .
2 — +short, apt and clear, well T . . — A = =" — 3 t some incorrect,
—_— . 2 main points some I some correct | reasonable fair Q sox{g) some cerrect good reasonable  §-1— . .
prioritized, all time used - ; - = — —  incenclusive or too long
3 allrelevantpoints | many ] many correct | fair efficient good many correct | some aspects efficient fair T deenivi N~
_—— —7 e — eeply incorrect or show
NOTES: . . . +improvement + = new crucial +improvement .- 2 — ) N
jt 4  practically all points p}ractlcally al: | suggestions very good | alltime used pointls) | suggestions overall efficient | very good deep misconceptions
A‘Skﬁg&go WW'MMWWC?WS%@W und(ﬂl”sj'%v(%f/
REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract r
(71288 (D+(D-(T-(H)
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF CPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS | ANSWERS TO JURY
i ji discussion | correct ow
0—too few, mostly irrelevant report evaluation pros & cons priurltisatlon speec!\ | pros & cons  |prioritisation : s o POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
—— relevant, meant to clarify unclear points S.understanding EvAlnation gvalustion Spront 1 irrelevant 0 concise and correct or
nt, — — | = q—
C/:Jb lotted to Ren & O b i —__poor/wrong | irrelevant ! __rno_ O poor/wrong irrelevant no 0 almostno toofew [t — reevant g no questions asked
1 suitahly allotted to Re , e e = o — e = o J—
—Thost timi used PR @ | part vant oM 1= too shegtong | partigfiyTelgvant — oosholons 4%;,_. 0 y —_ someincorrect,
- o | hn-r.n' hﬁ‘ Ut L " —  inconclusive or too long
g —+short, apt and clear, well prioritized, - Jimos yadequate easona 2= [nfotmative, apt) mo Zquate | PN ? aezurate fully ~ | 1 ”_ relevant, T deenlyi h
time managed efficiently —_. detailed, ‘ fully condensed & fully 72— - constructive | 5 — eeply incorrect or show
complex adequate | good 3 accurate | adequate | good conclusive adequate 2 deep misconceptions
NOTES: IYPT - March 2019

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the [1,10] range.



SCORESHEET
REPORTER Start from 1 and add/subtract E E . I .
. Fight 11, Stage: 1, Problem No . ] McWatters, William
1«8 )+l )- W) - , -
[ 25 Vs E . Rep: Belarus Opp: Mexico . = Rev: Canada wrw
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
|
Pth;::‘la:_"O“ theary/model ex':elfi‘:::ﬂs tl: ;"r::':‘?:x:?:r::t own contribution | task fulfilment  science communication relevant cornil?.::::tshe OPPONENT, and
_ €xplanation — St 8 = A - arguments/respanses REVIE ‘'S QUESTIO|
: almost no | almost no too few no/ almost n no others data, incorrect! utr misunderstood unclear, chaotic o & fresp discussion WER’S QUESTIONS
ﬂ’ %(\—\, some .-sﬁ'n"e-\ f review mﬁﬁjd partly _partly clear = too few 1 poor concise and correct or
e > (_fai | fae, ,_ELL_C ot well f'“‘% _—ﬁ-\ __average > 1 sme _jsome aspectsfiney 0~ |, questions asked
3 L_ well performed, some aspe some parts many) good . A
+ some interesting results % p— a | some inco
q i} sufficient number | qualitatively analysed £ average welldone + data/theory me-aspetts — lusi |
5 devailed quite detailed,  + results explained + theory limits considerable experimental interesting overall clear, — convincingly supported m - iR eESNEer ieoiong
6 demonstrative correct errorsanalysed | explained, conclusive or theoretical \ sclution | demonstrative - 3 C/ .2 —__deeply incorrect or show
7 = _deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex,  + reproducible, | well fi itting, deviations  considerable experimental ~ greater extent |+ complex concepts well 3— pr(;)veil Z!?p overall efficient deep misconceptions
shows physical insight  completely testable| convincing analysis | analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected communicated understancing

NOTES: \ . _\__‘ .
. & T0 h H‘
Siewtt add owwie \S ¢ Msrn to Sho
OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract
(0233
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
0 —— toofew, mostly irrelevant understanding of  relevant topics  own opinions | rioritisation time relevant | own opinions lopponent’s conduct of rioritisati REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
——prelevant, aimed at resolving presentation addressed | presented pi _| management scientific topics presented ¢ the discussion prioritisation L Conise and correct or
@;n dlear é)oints in the report 0— almost nothing no or irrelevant | too few no poor 0—_ almostne too few bl poor | no _ "L—ﬂblcfu estions asked
= ash ¢ ant . 0 § — some main points few some some reasonable few | ,/s?rm some aspects fine —_ — someincorrect
2__ *shorlaplandclear, we 2% main point _~—Some | @omé correcy asona R ™ /ﬁ?"n'é-\ | lame correct good < reasona@ -1— . Y
pricritized, 4l time used 7 + = —J2 ;6 — —  inconclusive or too long
= = allrelevartpoints | many correct N_faic—" | “efficiznt’ 3= Lg_g/ many correct sgime aspects s_z[ffcibnt fair .
NOTES: Z 4 —_ practically all points  practically all | +improvement very good * =a  0ewGillcial +improvement overall efficient very good -2 — geeply |_ncorrect <_3r show
Nﬁi o \8-‘1-*’( et @ \ 5 _ | suggestions | alltimeused |4 ) \‘Jpoint(s) | suggestions 8 eep misconceptions
h%’_ﬁ,‘\(g_’ o ‘+> ) /
REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract
()9 (33 0)-(@D-[)
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS | ANSWERS TO JURY
. | | discussion | correct own d
0 ——too few, mostly irrelevant r:por; evaluz:’tiion pros & cons  prioritisation speec!'n pros & cons  |prioritisation evaluation opinions PGINTED OUT Q IONS
—— relevant, meant to clarify unclear poi & understanding [ evaluation o= == Lo —_ concise anthcorrect or
2 points g __- 3 o__ - . 0— almost toof -1— irrelevant ( 0 !
1 —— + suitably allotted to Rep & O —  poor/wrong irrelevant no = poor/wrong | irrelevant no — _ amostno ew T no questiop5 asked
sui , - i ; . —
e timi used pETep 1—  partial partially relevant | some 1= too short/long | partially relevant | some — oo short/long /sc%;\ /0’__——‘\'\?'!0\ 4 someincorrect,
- ' relevant parts many’, N " inconclusive or too |
e ——+3hort, apt and clear, well prioritized, |2 e M-\. ||| mostly adequate ;' EBSQ"BEE mwate reasonable —_— { j '\-..—.1 relEvant, —_ ) rtoolong
irfle managed efficiently X etailed, fully et sed& good 2 - v; dedibte constructive | , = deeply incorrect or show
X equa | 8 377 acaurate adequate q deep misconceptions

NOTES:

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the [1,10] range.
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SCORESHEET
REPORTER Start from 1 and add/subtract E . . .
5 Fight 1 1, Stage: 1, Problem No. . si f Shchetnikov, Andrey
1 )+29+(4]-(0)-(5 -
E_ - Rep: Belarus Opp: Mexico Rev: Canada
REPORT | DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
peher;::‘na:_r:) on theory/model ex;e;:‘::::“s t:: ;"rz:r:‘s:::;t:ﬁ:t own contribution I “task fulfilment | sclence communication relevant m::iz‘:::t::’:he OPPONENT, and
xp en — = =T —— ‘ arguments/responses R :
a almost no almost no too few no/ almost no |others’ data, incorrectly cited; misunderstood unclear, chaotic 0 = fresp discussion EVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
1 some some some some review of 'es, cited partly partly clear = too few . poor concise and comrect or
2 = N I - — o - I —
< . | — = ‘% . not whikfieting —- someowninput  — a e % - some 3@ 9 no questions asked
3 — :5 gm§ welr‘ﬁrfo ed, déviations + some interesting results some aspects soffie parts 1 = [ [ - .
q 8 & __sufficientnumber | qualitatively analysed g above average well done - + data/theory some aspects -1— -some |ncc.>rrect,
5 detailed quite detailed, + results explained + theory limits considerable experimental interesting overall clear, 2 convincingly supported efficient —__ inconclusive or too long
6 = demonstrative correct | errorsanalysed | explained, conclusive | or theoretical solution demonstrative  § T — — ——) .2 —__deeply incorrect or show
= deep and comprehensible,| detailed, complex,  + reproducible, | well fitting, deviations | considerable experimental greater extent | +complex concepts well 3— prdoved diﬁp overall efficient deep misconceptions
shows physical insight |completely testable convincing analysis | analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected communicated understanding
NOTES:
OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract
/L - s
(J-(2)+(D-(13-(0
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
0 —— too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of  relevant topics | own opinions |orioritisation time relevant own opinions  |opponent’s conduct of soritisation REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
" relevantgimed at resolving presentation addressed | presented _“p | management scientifictopics |  presented __‘ the discussion prioriti concise and correct or
e armxs i thie report 0—— almostnothing  noor irrelevant too few no | poor 0 almost no too few T poor | no q 9 no questions asked
] ce§0 points e 5 reasonable |4 few some some #petts fine 5 - .
2 — +short, apt and clear, well = B = T . = - T —— X : — someincorrect,
—_— . 2 main points some some correct | reasonable fair s someggsvect reasonable -1— X
prioritized, 2ll time used el 3 - 2 . — —  inconclusive or toc long
3 all relevant points many many correct fair efficient 3 good many{a'rect some aspects efficient fair — "
. — - - ' — i tor show
NOTES: g . ) | +improvement + ~ newcruial +improvement -  —_ deeplyincorrectc
4 practically all points  practically all | suggestions | very good | alltimeused |3=— point{s) | ST SesTios overall efficient very good deep misconceptions
REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract
3 3 _ B
(43135 (0)+(0]-([@D)-(B)
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS J ANSWERS TO JURY
. : discussion | correct own
0 ——too few, mostly irrelevant f;:‘:’; :r\’s:::;';::! pros & cons  prioritisation . vs::z::ihnn pros & cons  prioritisation e | eiions POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
—— relevant, meant to clarify unclear points g __- - —_— _—— A .4— irrelevant 0 }— concise and correct or
¢ itably allotted to Rep & O 1 =_ poorfwrong | irrelevant | no  §0— poorjwrong irrelevant no 0" almostno | toofew p— /- no questions asked
1 ;1 Zl;ltt:imye aus(;t;e to Rep & Opp, 1 partial partially relevant m 1 S—t00 }ﬁoneﬂﬂmi vant % ~ tooshort/long some 0 . —  someincorrect
—_— —— ¢ sx = g | e N — = —=fone— 41— - 4
- g 2= mostifadkquate | reasbnable |, — informative, apt mojy agquate reasonable | ~—=Feleyl parts deci. — —  inconclusive or too long
9 —+short, apt and clear, well prioritized, == - 4 T -1 = accurate fully 1 relevant, deeolyi N
time managed efficiently —.  dekailbd, fully condensed & fully 72— = constructive — eeply incorrect or show
3 complex adequate good accurate | adequate good condlusive adequate " deep misconceptions
NOTES: IVPT—March 2013

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the [1,10] range.




SCORESHEET

3

_sign k w _ég /;

Zealand, Kathryn

REPORTER Start from 1 and add/subtract "
vz gy Fight 11, Stage: 1, Problem No..
1+ [ ]-(0]-(5] ; i
[ L g E b Rep: Belarus Opp: Mexico Rev: Canada
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
phenomenon theory/model relevant | comparison between own contribution task fulfilment | science communication relevant réporisrs OPPONENT, and
_explanation __experiments  theory and experiment| ) o arguments/responses conduct at the REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
almost no almost no toofew no/ almost no |others’ data, incorrectly cite | misunderstood ] unclear, chaotic discussion
1-— some some some some review of sources, citedsy/ | f 0= too few poor L
/- £ : tew urces, cite partly _ A/ partly clear et - concise and correct or
2 fair fair far W/ not well fitting ./ | some own input v/ average f average ' b T some some aspectsfine 0 " questions asked
3. ood ood well performed, deviations '\_ /| . interesti It some aspects some parts many good = i .
4 8 g / sufficient number | qualitatively analysed somein Ing resuits above average well done - / -1 —— Someincorrect,
s f 2 &/ +dataftheory | /some aspects — inconclusive or too lon
5 = detailed quite detailed, / + results explained [ + theory limits considerable experimental interesting overall clear, - convincingly supported efficient _— g
. demonstrative | correct | errorsanalysed | explained, conclusive | or theoretical | solution demonstrative - : —§ -2 —__ deeply incorrect or show
7 = deep and comprehensible,| detailed, complex, +reproducible, | well fitting, deviations | considerable experimental greater extent |+ complex concepts well 3— pr:vecti d?fp overall efficient deep misconceptions
shows physical insight  [completely testable| convincing analysis | analysed, conclusive | and theoretical than expected communicated understanding
NOTES:
OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract
1 7 T
(1 )+Ca)- ()0 - ()= (B
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
0 ¥~ too few, mostly irrelevant und:;::tnadtlir;g“ of I rel:;r:::s tszzlcs | own opi::’ns prioritisation time . ) ﬁ[ivant ) own opinic:’ns ioppo:er:’s con.duct of prioritisation REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
—  relevant, aimed at resolving pi —= == 5C L presen —— | managemen Scientiic togkics presetite j—thadicussion | / concise and correct or
T unclearpointsin the report || 0 =  2@lmostnothing  /noor irrelevant too few | no . __poor / 0 __almostno too few / poor 0o, /_ / No questions asked
— 1=~ some main points, / few | some . /|  some reasonablev’ | 4 few some /! some aspects fine some i
2 —  +short, apt and clear, well = - W ————— = = = — —— some incorrect,
—_ . = __mainpoints +/ some | some correct’ | reasonable fair some some correct V | good reasonable -1 .
prioritized, all time used . i — 2 —  inconclusive or teo long
a— all relevant points many many correct fair efficient 3 good many correct | some aspects efficient fair doen! N
= —_— s " N _ i ct or show
NOTES: = : i ) +improvement + — new crucial +improvement K P eeply "m:o"e ‘
4 = practically all points  practically all | suggestions : very good | alltimeused |4 point(s) | Siggestions overall efficient very good deep misconceptions
REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract
1)+ (4 )+(8)+(S)+ (T} (9)-Cud- (3]
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS | ANSWERS TO JURY
. ion! discussion | correct own
0 ——too few, mostly irrelevant repart evelustion pros & cons |prinritisatlon speech pros & cons |prioritisation . - POINTED OUT Qu E,STIONS
& understanding evaluation evaluation opinions A . d t
— relevant, meant to clarify unclear points g _ - = - _ ¢ +—— ——0-1— irrelevant 0 _,,yé concise and correct or
. — tably alotted to Ren &0 = poor/wrong irrelevant no 0 poor/wrong | irrelevant no 0" almostno | toofew - jZ no questions asked
~J "+ suitably allotted to Re 3 = i T A T ﬁ —— —e —— ] i _{
T most tim: used pEoRp 1-—  partial I partialiy relevant | some 1 —, tooshort/long’| partially relevant|  some 3 - oo shortflong | some 0 — none some incorrect,
— = 7 -~ . » g ¢ |~ relevantparts many . —— " — 7 inconclusive ar toolon
) + short, apt and clear, well prioritized, 2 . good _"mostlyadequat'e‘ reaso_naﬂﬁ[ 2 —__informative, apt | mostly adequaté_ reasonable = urate f ity V| 1= relevant, _,,,,.J.flil!.e_ﬂr 4
time managed efficiently % detailed, fully d —  condensed & fully ood 2 NV usi . p Yt constructive | , —  deeply incorrect or show
complex adequate 800 3 accurate adequate & CONgILSE adequate " deep misconceptions
NOTES: IYPT - March 2019

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the [1,10] range.



e :
SCORESHEET = .
REPORTER Start from 1 and add/subtract @ =x E " N 4{2 - U_/ s % ~
( 7 K Fight 11, Stage: 2, Problem No. _signes— e Coculova, Zuzana
1+(45)+(e5)-(7)=(3] i
{' 5 § 3 E E Rep: Mexico Opp: Canada Rev: Belarus
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
phenome'non theory/model rele'vant gamparjson betv'veen own contribution task fulfilment  science communication relevant reporter’s OPPONENT, and
0 explanation _ experiments  theory and experiment| - arguments/responses| NAUCtAtthe | peveER'S QUESTIONS
almost no almost no too few | no/falmostno |others’ data, incorrectly cited| misunderstood unclear, chaotic e e " L _discussion
1 some [ some some & some @  review of sources, cited partly partly clear N = too few LI poor concise and correct ar
2 fair fair L fair not well fitting someowninput & average & average i 1 — some /some aspects fi"ﬂ 0 no questions asked
3 — ood ood well performed, deviations + some interesting results some aspects some parts - many | good - .
q & & sufficient number | qualitatively analysed _g above average well done — + data/theory some aspects o S -some mcc3rrect,
5 detailed quite detailed, + results explained | + theory limits considerable experimental interesting overall clear, 2 —_convincingly supported efficient inconclusive or too long
6 demonstrative | _ correct errorsanalysed | explained, conclusive or theoretical solution L demonstrative — - -2 —_deeply incorrect or show
7 —__deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, +reproducible, | well fitting, deviations  considerable experimental greater extent |+ complex concepts well 3— proved det?p I overall efficient deep misconceptions
shows physical insight {completely testable convincing analysis | analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected communicated understanding
NOTES:
OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract
1 +(g J+(2)+(4])-(0]-(8]
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSICN WITH REPORTER ) ANSWERS TO JURY and
0 — too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of  relevant topics | own opinions P— : time relevant own opinions  ‘opponent’s conduct of REVIEWER’S QUESTION
— i prioritisation . . | . prioritisation a S
" relevant, aimed at resolvin L presentatn:.m add.ressed | presented B management scientific topies | presented | the discussion | = A concise and correct or
" unclear points in the repor% 0 almostnothing _ noorirrelevant |  toofew L _Baor 0 almostno too few poor 510, no questionsasked &
T 4 short.aptand clear. wetl 11 some main points few some | some | reasonable f§;—_ few | some some aspects fine same . . .
T ’ 2 main points @ some some correct | reasonable fair some some correct good reasonable -1 —— oc neorect
prioritized, all time used - i = 2 = —  inconclusive or too long
a all relevant points many | many correct fair | efficient 3 good many correct some aspects efficien¥| fair & dee! N
. T 5 . — i t or show
NOTES: : ; g +improvement + new crucial +improvement - ,— geeplyincorrectc
q practically all points  practically all suggestions very good | alltimeused |4 point(s) . sugestions overall efficient © | verygood 2 deep misconceptions
REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract
L)+l (es)+ (9+(£9)(0]- (0]-(&)
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS | ANSWERS TO JURY
i report evaluation| discussion | correct own
0 ——too few, mostly irrelevant p pros & cons  [prioritisation speec!\ pros &cons  prioritisation . . POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
. . & understanding evaluation evaluation opinions : d
— relevaMt, meant to clarify unclear pointf o - T— — 0 —— — 8 = —— .1 — irrelevant p —— concise and correct or
. — "“"’+ suMitabI T ———— 1 __poor/wrong irrelevant no = poor/wrong ¢ irrelevant no 0" almostno | toofew ™ — —  noquestionsasked
— mosttime used ' t partial partially relevant | some ¢ 81 = too short/long | partially relevany|  some 4 ' — ‘tooshort/long some &l o none e —  someincorrect,
s ot apt and dlear, well prioritized, |2 - good ¢ | mostly adequate’| reasonable 2 = informative, apt | mostly adequate | reasonable | — relevantparts®  many = relevant —  inconclusive or too long
* 4 ) N —s == e, — accurate, fully 1 refevant, P
time managed efficiently detailed, fully —  condensed & fully 21— . constructive —  deeply incorrect or show
complex adequate good 3 accurate | adeguate good conclusive | adequate -2 deep misconceptions

NOTES:

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the [1,10] range.

IYPT-March 2018



[=] 7 [S]

SCORESHEET

REPORTER Start from 1 and add/subtrac . . It
4 Fight 11, Stage: 2, Problem No. _Sign Hsu, Yung-Yuan
1 |+ + - h . t ;
]33 Rep: Mexico O .P Opp: Canada D. S wh . Rev: Belarus. m&g}/“ Ul
REPORT DIS%USSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
phenomenon theory/model rele.v ant comparison between own contribution task fulfilment | sclence communication relevant reporter’s OPPONENT, and
0 Siinetion Soperiments  Itheory andisage/men S arguments/responses| nauctatthe | peye\yeRss QUESTIONS
almost no almost no too few | no/ 3 _|others’ data, incorrectly cited! misunderstood | unclear, chaotic 0 — . discussion
,}’_\\ some some (. some ) | B i review of sources, cited partly partly clear 0- - too few poor condse and correct or
g fair U fair fair not well fitting some own input O average average B o some D Some aspe neff 0 __ no questions asked
3 cod ood well performed, deviations + some interestin It some aspects some parts '1'1”_ ~_many good _ .
4 — B g sufficient number | qualitatively analysed ks Crestingresults  above average well done - + data/theory some aspects -1 some |Inc«?rrect,
5 detailed guite detailed, + results explained + theory limits considerable experimental interesting overall clear, 2 —_convincingly supported efficient T inconclusive or too long
- demonstrative correct __errorsanalysed | explained, conclusive | or, theoretical | solution demonstrative _- .2 —_deeply incorrect or show
7 :"_ _deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex,  +reprodudible, | well fitting, deviations = considerable experimental ~ greater extent  + complex concepts well 3— prdoved de;p ‘ overall efficient deep misconceptions
shows physical insight | completely testable| convincing analysis | analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected communicated understanding
NOTES:
OPPONENT Smrt from 1 and add/subtract F z : ;
QUESTIONS ASKED OPIJOSITION (SPEECH DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
0 — too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of  relevant topics | own opinions |pr|or| stisation time relevant own opinions  jopponent’s conduct of rioritisation REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
evant, aimed at resolving ___ presentation addressed presented _“niam scientifictopics presented the discussion P concise and correct or
nclear r;oints in the report 00—  almost nothing no or irrelevant too few no . poor_ 0 _almostno | too few poor no 0 no questions asked
+short, apt and clear, well 1 - _someman poir@ % == = reasonsble 11 few S someaspectsfine . soma___ —  someincorrect
== prioriti;ed ltime us'ed Q? main points sorme’ some~orrect | reaseqable | fair 5 rect ___reasonable -1 nconduSive Dr;too ton
4 3= - all relevant points many man\&_‘_gorrect ! ir e@nt manycorrect some aspECTEs efficient fair , deen! N
- | i - FER— T i — eeply incorrect or show
NOTES: : : g +improvement + +improvement . 2 X )
4 practically all points  practically all | suggestions very good alltimeused 14 point{s} | suggestiohs overall efficient very good deep misconceptions
REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract
-
()80 ()- (-
B e i -
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS § ANSWERS TO JURY
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report evaluaﬁon‘ pros & cons Iprl oritisation speech ros & cans  friocitisation dlscussi.on ':U"‘_*c_t own § POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
- & understanding evaluation p s evaluation opinions concise and correct or
—— relevant, meant to clarify unclear points 0" _— . - i -1 irrelevant 0o—
d bly allotted to Rep & O poor/wrong irrelevant no 0 = poor/wrong | irrelevant no 0 almostno | too few ] —_ —  no questions asked
suitably allotted to Rep pp, . ) o e —4F — ~
~ most time used i=— partial | partially relevant | some 1=~ too jong | partially relevant 1= too short/long X Q—ne _q ____ Someincorrect,
— ) many . —  inconclusive or too lon,
) + short, apt and clear, well prioritized, @_ go@ most@iequate rea@able mformatme,apt mo@quate réasona " iy ! L~ relevant, - . 8
time managed efficiently detailed, fully good —  condensed & fully . 72— conclusiv'e | adequate constructive | o = deeply l.ncorrect c.pr show
complex adequate accurate | adequate deep misconceptions
NOTES: IYPT - March 2018

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the [1,10] range.




Start from 1and add/sug

REPORTER =] SCORESHEET V4 w@%?
- 5 Fight 11, Stage: 2, Problem No sign L McWatters, William
1+ 2+ 1) ][4 i
[ 2\ |-l 7 81 [=]; Rep: Mexico Opp: Canada Rev: Belarus
REPORT 1 DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
pher:ume_non theory/model exl:eI:vma::m txrr::r:\?:xl:::;::t own contribution i task fulfilment | science communication relevant | 'co::;:‘::::':he OPPONENT, and
o explanation riments Hieay and expenim ] b ‘arguments/responses i N REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
almost no ng t no others’ data, incorrectly cited| misunderstood ! UnCLE(aI_EhaO\tIC 0 — N discussion
= )< some some  [review gﬁ;ource?,—c‘iyt'iT _gartiy, frﬂy clear = Joofew |se and correct or
2 fair fair falr not well fitting some own input g_a_m_@g;ej o Pl Csoms” s uestlons asked
3 ood well performed, deviations + some interesting results some aspects some parts many _
4 - & sufficient number | qualitatively analysed f above average ‘well done + data/theory - __some l:'u:orrect [
5 detaileg quite detailed, + results explained + theory limits considerable experimental interesting overall clear, 2= convincingly supported efficient —__ Inconclusive or too long
6 = demonstrative | correct _errorsanalysed | explained, conclusive | or theoretical solution demonstrative - . ~f -2 —__ deeply incorrect or show
7 : deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex,  +reproducible, | well fitting, deviations = considerable experimental greater extent  + complex concepts well 3— pr;;vetti d?ﬁp overall efficient deep misconceptions
shows physical insight  completely testable| convincing analysis | analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected communicated understanding

NOTES:

OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract
5 - e
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ‘ ANSWERS TO JURY and
0 — too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of  relevant topics | own opinions | . time relevant |  ownopinions |opponent'sconductof| . .. . R R’S QUESTIONS
- ’ : prioritisation . . i . prioritisation f\“@ﬂ?
T relevant, aimed at resolving presentatln-n addressed presented | managemA scientific topics | presented _?_ the discussion | 4 ﬁé condise and correct or
1 &qn clear points in the report 0 almost nothing no opﬂagant too few | /ne\‘ 0 == almost no too few | poor Looome— R 7 pouestionsasked
/_1::,_‘ 1 some main points ( few ) some ( some/ ( reasonqtﬂé 1= ,jiﬁr\ some some:ZEpeets fine ~ some o .
¥ +/short, apt and clear, well R = : T : 3 e 4 some incorrect,
4 Horitize 2% main points some J_ SOpAETCOoTT 8al reasonable | falr 2 ;{ (/ some. ,} L e correct ! K@g/ reasonable  |-1—— inconelusive or too fang
L p 3 ‘relevant points. many | Cmany cor_pe{ ] fair efficient 3 good many correct | same aspects efficient | fair deen! N
K 7 T : 1 —_ leeply incorrect or show
NOTES é roi . +improvement + new crucial +improvement - . . .
4 practically all points  practically all | suggestions very good | all time used 4 point(s) suggestions overall efficient very good deep misconceptions
ARR
REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract
/ -
G (D0-0O-&) -
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF kEPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS | ANSWERS TO JURY
N ; | discussion | ct
0 ——too few, mostly irrelevant report evaluation‘ pros& cons  [prioritisation speec!l pros &cons  prioritisation scussion | correctown | POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
. ) & understanding _ evaluation - evaluation | opinions concise and correct or
— relevant, meant to clarify unclear points Jg = e ——————| T -1 irrelevant 0—
I bly allotted to Rep & O = poor/wrong irrelevant | no o poor/wrong irrelevant no 0" almostno Acotew | - — —  no questions asked
1 suitably allotted to Rey 3 = 3 i o I = S
@st tim\:e used REEER 1— partial | partialiyTelevant | some I3 % too short/long | partially ‘rg!gvant | = too short/long ‘\Sﬂmé/ ) w some incorrect,
| = —i relevant parts many — "*—  inconclusive or too lon,
2 + short, apt and clear, well prioritized, |2 x gooa' ! némwﬂ;quate rejEonble 12 2.1 C—— yad e I M = _Accurate fully 1= relevant, deeply incorrect or sh N
time managed efficiently = de’!’alled fully — condensed & fully 2 constructive - eeply incorrect or show
o complex | adequate | good 3 accurate ‘ adequate good cond adequate - deep misconceptions
NOTES: y / % 7 / A IYPT—March 2019
{ I A A 2
I N

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the [1,10] range.
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SCORESHEET
REPORTER Start from 1and add/subtract E & E . . . .
Y, I'E'-IE Fight 11, Stage: 2, Problem No. _Sig Shchetnikov, Andrey
|1’+|:‘]_+| -|O|=3 :
== E Rep: Mexico Opp: Canada Rev: Belarus
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
phe;;:ma:_r;on theory/model ex:e':‘r’:::ts tx:,nr:ar:‘s‘;:: be::r::: | own contribution task fulfilment  science communication relevant co::lz‘::::’tshe OPPONENT, and
explanation
S R B S & Sl | b e - arguments/responses . REVIE ¢
M - __a.LW a!w tolpi no/ st no |others’ data, incorrectly cited  misugdergtood uncle aotic 0 _rg / p— | discussion WER'S QUESTIONS
; e dm ~_&Hme some some review of sources, cited % pari Cear =, too few poor - concise and cormect or
L fair fair fair not well fitting some own input average average 1 =5 = 508!_9:_ . ctsfiney 0 — questions asked
3 =— ood ood well performed, deviations R — its some aspects some parts many “good —_— ]
4 goo § sufficient number | qualitatively analysed N g resu above average well done o + data/theory some aspects -1— .some ||ncv.?rrect,
5 detailed quite detailed, + results explained + theory limits considerable experimental interesting overall clear, 2= convincingly supported efficient inconclusive or too long
6 demonstrative cerrect . errorsanalysed | explained, conclusive | or theoretical | solution demonstrative - _— S .2 —__deeply incorrect or show
7 <~ deep and comprehensible, detailed, complex, | +reproducible, | well fitting, deviations | considerable experimental  greaterextent | +complex concepts well 3— pr:ve;ti dffp overall efficient deep misconceptions
shows physical insight | completely testable| convincing analysis | analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected communicated understanding
NOTES:
OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract
L ):(9)13+(15-(2]-(5)
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
0 — too few, mostly irrelevant understand[ng of ‘, relevant topics  own opinions |prioritisation time ) relevant ) own opinions wopponent’s conduct of prioritisation REVIEWER'S QUESTIONS
T relevant, aimed at resolving pretentation | addressed ||| precanted 7 __| management scientifictopics | presented |  thediscussion | T 0 — concise and correct or
1— Jnclear points in the report | = almost nothing _ no or '"de"—a"t_t%" I no | poer o almost no too few ] poor no ‘ no questions asked
S 1 — sol ints ____ me. | —| reasonable 1 few some | some agpects fine some - .
2 short, apt and clear, welt e —%L pm—— N = e —  some incorrect,
= . maifi poihts some correct redtonale = T~ “somi rreT rea le 1 .
prioritized, all time used = 1 - : K 2 — - - —  inconclusive or too long
3 = all relevant points many | many correct fair efffcie 3 good many correct | some aspects efficient | fair T deeolvi tor sh
== T ﬂ = - " — eeply incorrect or show
NOTES: — " ) . +improvement + —  new crucial +improvement - _ . -
4= practically all points  practically all | suggestions | very good | alltimeused |4 point(s) | R — overall efficient very good deep misconceptions
REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract
[ )+(2)(2)+(2)+(©):0])-CO-(3)
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS | ANSWERS TO JURY
I 1 i discussion | correct own
0 —too few, mostly irrelevant report evaluation pros&cons |prioritisation speecfl pros & cons  prioritisation : et POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
& understanding I evaluation evaluation opinions J - concise and -
— relevant, meant to clarify unclear points g __- t T — ] — — oo tow (-1 irrelevant 0— ise and correct or
_ itably allotted to Rep & O — poor/wrong | irrelevant | no 0 poor/wrong irrelevant no ( 0_ ) almostno too few R [ —  no questions asked
1_ :ni‘:ltt:my:l:;;e tofep & Opp, 1=—  partial partially r eievant some f1 too short/long | bartia_l_l_y relevant, some | — tooshort/long| some none some incorrect,
— o 2° good y adequate ' reasonable informaatfe, apt | mostly Wfequate | r able | —_[relevantparts | many —  inconclusive or too long
2X+ short, apt and clear, well prioritized, 2 ———— 1 = #acéurate fully relevant, E— L meen o
time managed efficiently e , —_— —_ condensed & fully 72— conclusiv;.- adequate constructive | , deeply incorréct or'show
complex adequa accurate adequate q deep misconceptions

NOTES:

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the [1,10] range.
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| 65,/3/’/

SCORESHEET X
REPORTER Start from 1 and add/subtract E . E s \ ’l/ .
T T 159 Fight 11, Stage: 2, Problem No.__' * sign YN T — Zealand, Kathryn
a0 -2 ])=(3) i
[ ’ T | T = E Rep: Mexico Opp: Canada Rev: Belarus
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
peh:'::::;‘m theory/model ex:wee':vr::;ts x;: :‘r;:':‘?::;?::‘z:t own contribution task fulfilment | science communication relevant co:i:oc?::’:he OPPONENT, and
X ion »
— - 2 - — arguments/responses .
g = almostno almost no \/ too few VoL no/ almost no \/ others data, mcorrectly mted mlsunderstood unclear, chaotic ___rg fresp discussion REVIEWER'S QUESTIONS
1 '\/ some some some vﬂf some review of sources, cited partly \/ partly clear = too few ] poor l condise and correct or
2 fair fair fair not well fitting some own input / average _average 1 = some some aspects finell 0 no questions asked
3 ood ood well performed, deviations N interestina result some aspects some parts many good 3/ ~ .
q — 8 & sufficient number | qualitatively analysed some Interesting . above average well done + data/theory some aspects -1 __‘some |ncc.>rrect,
5 detailed quite detailed, + results explained [ + theory limits considerable experimental interesting overall clear, 2= convincingly supported efficient inconclusive or too long
6= demonstrative correct errorsanalysed | explained, conclusive | or theoretical sclution | demonstrative .2 —__deeply incorrect or show
— deepand comprehensnble, detailed, complex, +reproducible, | well fitting, deviations | considerable experimental greater extent |+ complex concepts well 3— praved dec?p overall efficient deep misconceptions
P N understand
shows physical insight |completely testable| convincing analysis | analysed, conclusive and theoretical than expected communicated nding
NOTES: '
OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract
¢ ) -
L ()34 (3 )-(0)-(1]
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ANSWERS TO JURY and
0 — too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of | relevant topics = own opinions time relevant own opinions  opponent’s conduct of REVIEWER'S QUESTIONS
— : ; pnorltlsatlon | N . : . . prioritisation
= relevant, aimed at resolving isengtu.m adc!ressed presented ~ | management scientific topics presented . the discussion A concise and correct or
~ unclear pointsin the report | © = elmostnothing _noor irrelevant too few LS paor 0 almost no too few ! poor no no questions asked
— 1 s0me main points few some some reasonable 1 few some some aspects fine some
2 + short, apt and clear, well - E—— . —————pr— i = & == - m — someincorrect,
. i 2 main points _some some correct reasonable fair e = some some correct good | , reasonable -1l .
prioritized, all time used 2= — o —  inconclusive or too long
. ‘ @S 3 / all relevant pomt\s/ many /  many correct fair , Z efficient 3 by d good many correct | some aspects efficient fair . / deepl
) 7 ———— - . . 7 — incorrect or show
NOTES: A +improvement| + = new crucial +improvement/ | V|, deeplvl c
W 4= practicallyall points practically all | suggestions very good | alltime used |2 point(s) \/ | suggestions ; overall efficient very good 2 deep misconceptions
.f \
dre‘);\ SUASS. W\M\J‘(/\g L\ ; (t,
y;\r W\m\r M Lo Vv
REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract 3s 03\(' ?\,&mes a x‘ﬁsﬂﬁ ca(\,cqv_\g ret e @1/\
A i
J«d )+ )+ )+(=]):(0])-CA)-(B )
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS | ANSWERS TO JURY
i di f correct o
0 ——too few, mostly irrelevant r;zt:‘r;;vs:la-:‘a;ii:: pros&cons  prioritisation . :::z::.l:, | prossicons |prioﬁﬁsaﬁ°n discussion opinion:m POINTED OUT | QUESTIONS
——, relevant, meant to clarify unclear points jg = —_— N ——— i —— =1 -1— irrelevant 0 —— concise and correct or
1 iL + suitably allotted to Rep & O poor/wrong |  irrelevant no 0 7/ poor/wrong - | . irrelevant © no 7{ almost no too few - —  no guestions asked
suitably allotted to Rep , . R —— R — —_—
most timye used PP 1 = Parﬂ_\[ partiaily relevant 50"157,_ 1— too shortflong | partially relevant | ~ some = oo short/long /  some 0 none — some incorrect,
— o 2 V good mostly adequaté/| reasonable’ [, = informative, apt | mostly adequate | reasonable | —_ relevantparts many - —  inconclusive or too long
72—+ short, apt and clear, well prioritized, N — 2 —-Informa — _ accurate fully 1 —__ relevant, —_— d i
time managed efficiently —_  detailed, fully —  condensed & fully 27— o= constructive eeply incorrect or show
complex | adeguate good accurate adequate good congigive adequate - deep misconceptions

dot 0N
ogf;[ "

NOTES:

W

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the [1,10] range.

IYPT ~ March 2019



SCORESHEET - /'
REPORTER Start from 1 and add/subtract .lE . . = C L'/C——\,—/
[ // y Fight 11, Stage: 3, Problem No. é?_ _sign Coculova, Zuzana
1«6 )+(4)-(0]-(8] -
6 8 E e Rep: Canada Opp: Belarus Rev: Mexico
REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
phenomenon theory/moadel rele.vant comparison betvyeen own contribution task fulfilment  science communication relevant FepOrieie OPPONENT, and
o explanation experiments  |theoryand experiment " N o arguments/responses conduct at the REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
almostno almost no too few no/ almost no Iothers’ data, incorrectly cited| misunderstood | unclear, chaotic 0 - discussion
: — some some some some | review of sources, cited partly partly clear too few poor — condse and correct or
fair fair fair not well fitting some own input average average 1 - some some aspectsfinef 0 — no questions asked
3 9 ood 0od well performed, deviations + some interesting results some aspects some parts o many L good e - .
4 & 4 i & sufficient number | qualitatively analysed | somein 8 above average well done - + data/theory some aspects 11— some |nc<?rrect,

5 detailed quite detailed, + results explained + theory limits considerable experimental interesting overall clear, 2 Zconvincingly supported efficient — inconclusive or too long
6= demonstrative | correct errors analysed ¢ | explained, conclusive | or theoretical solution ] demonstrative —| -2 — deeply incorrect or show
: deep and comprehensible,| detailed, complex,  +reproducible, | well fitting, deviations = considerable experimental ~ greaterextent + complex concepts well 3— pr:ved dffp overall efficient deep misconceptions

shows physical insight | completely testable| convincing analysis | analysed, conclusive® and theoretical than expected communicated ¥ understanding
NOTES:
OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract
L )-(J-[)+(1]-(0]-(&)
QUESTIONS ASKED OPPOSITION (SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ‘ ANSWERS TO JURY and
0 _— too few, mostly irrelevant undl:rss::::tii:g" of rel::::stszzlcs | own ::I:Iodns prioritisation time \ ) ri[:va:\t | own opini:ns EOPP::e:t-'s oon-duct of prioritisation REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
—  relevant, aimed at resolving B — - { presente { mang&n‘ Scientliic topics presento : € discussion 0 concise and correct or
~ undlear points in the rep ot 10— almost nothing no or irrelevant | toofew | no l poor 0o— almost no too few i poor | no L | no questions asked
—_ 1 some main points ¢ few @& some @ some ¢ | reasonable 1 few ’ | some | some aspects fine ¥ some _ .
2 —  +short, apt and clear, well S —_ ————— | T 5 | T — someincorrect,
—_— R 2 = main points some some correct | reasonable fair some some correct § good reasonable - . i
prioritized, all time used = = = T —]2 - — inconclusive or too long
3= all relevant points many many correct | fair efficient 3 good many correct some aspects efficient | fair deenl N
- . I D E : . [ —_— eeply incorrect or show
NOTES: = . . ) +improvement | ‘ + = new crucial +improvement - 5 3 X
4 — practically all points  practically all | suggestions | very good | alttimeused |2 point(s) .| suggastions overall efficient | very good deep misconceptions
REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract
() J+(2]):(d]-(0)-(¢]
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS § ANSWERS TO JURY
—_— i rt evaluati discussion | correct own
0— too few, mostly irrelevant report evaluation pros & cons  |prioritisation speec!\ pros&cons  prioritisation : . POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
. . & understanding evaluation | [ evaluation opinions concise and correct or
—— relevant, meant to clarify unclear points Jo = — — J— — 1 . ~ §-1— irrelevant 00— .
1 - tably allotted to Rep & O —  poor/wrong & irrelevant no 0— poor/wrong irrelevant no 0 __almost no #| toofew s — —  noquestionsasked £
+ suitably allotted to Re| , — " T . - ot — — )
= timye used REER » 1—  partial | partially relev:ﬁ some 1 too short/long | partiafly relevant!|  some 1 to_oshort/lon_g__l some R og—— none ¢ —  someincorrect,
- - ol —. b . 2§* — relevant parts many N "2 inconclusive or too lon
2 +short, apt and clear, well prioritized, 2= ___good mostly adequate reasonable” |, —_informative, apt ‘mostly adequate | reasonable = acturate. | full 1~ relevant, ¢
i j detailed, full condensed & full —__ Accurate, ully . —  deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently g Y good Y gaod 2 conclusive adequate constructive | _ A
complex adequate accurate adequate deep misconceptions
IYPT~ March 2019

NOTES:

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the [1,10] range.




REPORTER

Start from 1 and add/subtract

B35+ 29-(0)-(F

=

SCORESHEET
Fight 11, Stage: 3,

Problem No.

&

Gy Hon Mo

Opp: Belarus 1 Fr{(p’()wc‘t Rev: Mexico . Pec{ o

Hsu, Yung-Yuan

Rep: Canada ,:D‘ Sbtf;l
<7

REPORT DISCUSSION WITH OPPONENT ANSWERS TO JURY,
pher;om:_r:m theory/model ex:ueelfivr:::ts tl‘: ;nrs:;s;’:x!;e::r:::t own contribution task fulfilment  science communication relevant | co::l'::::::lshe OPPONENT, and
S¥pianapon = e — = S e — - e e arguments/responses REVIEWER’S QU
0 almost no almost no _ toofew no/ almost no Iothers’ data, incorrectly cited{ misunderstood ! unclear, chaotic b E P discussion QUESTIONS
;‘ some some some some review of sources, cited partly partly clear 1 too few poor . concise and comect or
fair fair fair | notwell fittiro some own input | average average 1 == some some aspects fine no questions asked
3 O od @ ood well performe; deviations + intere results some aspec@ some parts @ many | good o] - .
4 go |l g_ O sufficient num qualitatively analysed some @ g above average well done | +data /th§ry some aspects -] ——>some |lr1c«?rrect, |
5 detailed quite detailed, + results explained + theory limits considerable experimental interesting averall clear, g 2 Zconvincingly supported efficient — inconclusive or too long
demonstrative correct errors analysed | explained, conclusive or theoretical solution demonstrati — .2 —_deeply incorrect or show
6= [ T — roved dee 2
7 - deep and comprehen5|ble, detalled complex,  +reproducible, | well fitting, deviations = considerable experimental  greaterextent  + complex concepts well 3 P dersta d'p overall efficient deep misconceptions
shows physical insight |completely testable  convincing analysis | analysed, conclusive ‘and theoretical than expected communicated understanding "
. « ¥ I3 N A f [1
NOTES: ePorts ™ 57‘@(% skl .:wygl‘s, W dynomie parl of 9@7‘%. Bl the eRpern /gfev&ﬁr:é ]
OPPONENT Start from 1 and add/subtract ;
QUESTIONS ASKED - OPPOSITION {SPEECH) DISCUSSION WITH REPORTER ‘ ANSWERS TO JURY and
0 —— too few, mostly irrelevant understanding of \ relevant topics | own opinions prioritisation time relevant own opinions  ;opponent’s conduct of| prioritisation REVIEWER’S QUESTIONS
relevant, aimed at resolving presentatlc.m '3 add'ressed | presented |° = | management scientific topics | presented [ thediscussion T oncise and correct or
@unclear points in the report | ? almostnothing _no or irrelevant | toofew | o poor O =" almost no too few 1 __Ppoor 1o no questions asked
— 1 some main points few some some reasonable 1 few some some aspects fi some -
2 +short,aptand clear, well —main oints some some? _re_as;\able\ g F SOme 7y some correctﬁ) ood reasonabl| g — oM Incorrect,
prioritized, all time used p = Q "U" | - - — @ 8 - - —  inconclusive or toc long
3 all relevant point many many correct fair L efficient 3 = goox many correct some aspects efficient fair deeoly i tor sh
= =——— i — i : — eeply incorrect or show
NOTES: +improvement + new crucial +improvement . . ! -
practically all points  practically all |  suggestions very good | alltime used 4 point{s) suggestions overall efficient very good deep misconceptions
&JJl Jeclam‘m dw%f dascusséon
REVIEWER Start from 1 and add/subtract
L 68+ 1@ J - @H@
QUESTIONS ASKED REVIEW OF REPORT REVIEW OF OPPOSITION DISCUSSION ANALYSIS MISSED POINTS | ANSWERS TO JURY
i i discussion | correct own
0 too few, mostly irrelevant report evaluat.lon pros & cons |prlorltisati Bn speecﬁ pros & cons  prioritisation A . POINTED OUT QUESTIONS
. . & understanding evaluation evaluation | opinions concise and correct or
C—>Ievant meant to clarify unclear points : i . T — — 1 o P p— -1 irrelevant Q
= A T poor/wrong irrelevant no 0 poor/wrong irrelevant no 0~ almostno | toofew - no questions asked
1 + suitably allotted to Rey ), " . | - e —— e - == | a—
= == timye - P & Upp, 1 partial [ pama@aﬂ somef) §1 topshort/long | partially relevant someg) | ~——{00 short/long | somq:) 0 some incorrect,
- N 2@— ;o;_; | mostlyadequate | reasonable i_ infdrmative, apt mostly&quate | reasonabfe | — relevanfbirts many” = inconclusive or too long
+ short, apt and clear, well prioritized, {2 R — relevant,
2 i ici detailed full condensed & full accurate, fully 1 . —  deeply incorrect or show
time managed efficiently S etarled, ‘ ulty good 31— 4 good 27 conclusive ‘ adequate constructive | _. X )
complex adequate accurate | adequate deep misconceptions
1
NOTES: o a)!&}‘q e revewew . IVPT—March 2019

Please, suitably adjust your grades taking into regard the [1,10] range.




SCORESHEET

(=] =]

REPORTER Start from 1 and add/subtract . . -
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