VYPT REPORT GUIDANCE

The Reporter 

These are GUIDELINES – Jurors are required to be flexible in awarding marks, especially when problems lend themselves to a predominantly experimental or predominantly theoretical solution (eg. 4 for theory and 3 for experiments or even 2 for theory and 5 for experiments).  A comprehensive solution can be considered to be either one with a narrow focus with an advanced physics treatment or a more conceptual approach considering all variables.
The Reporter presents the essence of the solution to the problem, attracting the attention of the audience to the main physical ideas and conclusions. Standard devices for presentation are PowerPoints, whiteboard, overhead and video players.  For further devices the teams should consult the organisers. 

The Opponent
These are GUIDELINES – Jurors are required to be flexible in awarding marks, especially when problems lend themselves to a predominantly experimental or predominantly theoretical solution.
The Opponent puts questions to the Reporter and criticizes the report, pointing to possible inaccuracy and errors in the understanding of the problem and in the solution.  The Opponent analyses the advantages and drawbacks of both the solution and the presentation of the Reporter via a presentation and then discusses these points with the Reporter.  The discussion of the Opponent should not become a presentation of his/her own solution.  In the discussion, the solution presented by the Reporter is discussed.  It is valid to recognize a solution is narrow but the opposition should then focus on the physics presented.

The Reviewer
These are GUIDELINES – Jurors are required to be flexible in awarding marks, especially when problems lend themselves to a predominantly experimental or predominantly theoretical solution.
The Reviewer presents a short estimation of the presentations of Reporter and Opponent. 

	REPORTER

	Theoretical Solution
	
	Experimental evidence
	
	Modified by Defence of Solution
	
	Modified by Communication
	
	Score

	· provides a clear interpretation of the problem which demonstrates significant breadth

· key assumptions are fully specified
· solution is comprehensive 

· reporter demonstrates a deep understanding of relevant concepts

· solution includes detailed mathematical modelling
	3.5

3
	(   employs stringent experimental design strategies

· presents quantitative data in appropriate form

· undertakes insightful data analysis
( draws appropriate conclusions

( aligns theory and data
	3.5

3
2.5
	( demonstrates a deep understanding of physics in defence of solution 

( acknowledges and integrates alternative perspectives into solution if appropriate
	2

1.5
	( communicates understanding in clear and logical manner

( enhances report with  well-prepared, relevant resources

( uses impromptu visual aids with clarity where appropriate
	1
	10
9

8

	· provides a reasonably clear interpretation of the problem and shows appropriate breadth of solution

· some key assumptions are outlined
· solution is quite detailed
· reporter demonstrates a sound knowledge of physics

· simple mathematical modelling is used in solution
	2.5

2
	• undertakes partial experimental verification

• presents data, either quantitative or qualitative, in appropriate form

• considers validity of results

• draws appropriate conclusions

• compares data and theory
	2
	demonstrates some understanding of physics in defence of solution 

( acknowledges alternative perspectives but is unable to integrate them into solution when appropriate
	1
0.5

0
	(  communicates understanding in a reasonably clear and logical manner

( report is somewhat enhanced through the use of relevant resources

( uses impromptu visual aids with some success
	0.5
	7

6

5
4

	· provides a poor, shallow interpretation of the problem

· key assumptions are not outlined
· solution lacks detail
· reporter is unable to demonstrate a sound knowledge of physics

· little attempt is made to use mathematical modelling
	1.5

1
	( uses flawed experimental design strategies 

( presents insufficient data

( shows little consideration for validity of results

( fails to draw appropriate conclusions

( makes little attempt to align theory and data

• provides little experimental evidence
	1.5
1
	( demonstrates little ability to use physics to defend solution 

( unwilling or unable to acknowledge alternative perspectives when appropriate
	-0.5
-1
	( demonstrates little ability to  communicate understanding of physics concepts

( report lacks supporting resources

( reporter uses impromptu visual aids with little success or not at all
	0
	3
2

1

0


	OPPONENT

	Critique of Theory Presented
	
	Critique of Experimental Work
	
	Discussion
	
	Modified by Communication
	
	Score

	· provides a clear analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the reporter’s interpretation of the problem

· makes insightful comments about the key assumptions 

· demonstrates a deep understanding of relevant concepts

· presents a critical analysis of the mathematical modelling used in the report

· asks appropriate questions to give direction to the discussion that follows
	3
2.5
	· recognises the strengths and limitations of the experimental work 

· recognises uncontrolled variables

· comments effectively on the validity of the data collected

· asks appropriate questions to give direction to the discussion that follows
	3
2.5
	· does not introduce own research

· is focussed on flaws in physics

· recognises valid points of the reporter

· asks relevant questions

· works to uncover the strengths and weaknesses of the report

· demonstrates a deep understanding of key physics concepts in discussing the solution
	3
2.5
2
	· communicates understanding in clear and logical manner
· enhances critique with  well-presented, relevant resources
· uses impromptu visual aids with clarity where appropriate
· communicates understanding in a reasonably clear and logical manner
· critique is helped with some well-presented, relevant resources
· uses impromptu visual aids with some success
	1
0.5
	10

9

8

7

6

5

	· provides a limited analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the reporter’s interpretation of the problem

· makes insightful comments about the key assumptions 

· demonstrates little understanding of relevant concepts
· fails to address physics
· Show little understanding of the mathematics presented

· asks trivial questions that fail to give direction to the discussion that follows
	2

1.5

1
	· fails to recognise the strengths and limitations of the experimental work 

· does not discuss the measures to control variables

· does not discuss the validity of the data collected
· asks trivial questions that fail to give direction to the discussion that follows

· fails to critique the experimental work
	2

1.5

1
	· discusses own results
· is focussed on trivial features
· fails to acknowledge good points raised by the reporter

· makes little attempt to discuss physical concepts

· asks irrelevant questions

· is overly aggressive
· continually repeats similar points
	1.5
1
0.5

0
	· demonstrates little ability to communicate  an understanding of physics concepts
· critique lacks supporting resources
· uses impromptu visual aids with little success or not at all.

	0

	4

3

2

1

0


	REVIEWER

	Critique of Reporter
	
	Critique of Opponent
	
	Demonstrated understanding of Physics
	
	Score

	· questions were used to add information or clarify points raised
· critically evaluates the report presented
· does not try to be another opponent
· recognises valid points made in discussion by the reporter

· recognises invalid points made in discussion by the reporter
· did not ask questions or asked trivial questions

· discusses own solution 

· focus is on trivial features

· fails to acknowledge good points raised by the reporter

· makes little attempt to discuss physical concepts

· tries to be another opponent
	4
3.5
3

2.5

2

1.5

1
	· asked questions that added information or clarified points raised 

· critically evaluates the opposition

· recognises valid points made by the opponent

· recognises trivial or invalid points made by the opponent 
· did not ask questions or asked trivial questions 

· discusses own results 

· focus is on trivial features

· fails to acknowledge good points raised by the opponent

· makes little attempt to discuss physical concepts.
	4
3.5
3

2.5

2

1.5

1


	· clearly demonstrates a deep understanding of the physics presented

· acknowledges and integrates the alternative perspectives presented in the discussion when appropriate

· discusses key concepts with confidence

· discusses mathematics presented with confidence

· uses visual aids with clarity where appropriate

· communicates a clearly balanced report of the fight
· demonstrates little understanding of physics concepts 

· fails to integrate elements of discussion into report

· does not discuss key concepts 

· does not discuss mathematics presented 

· presentation does not aid understanding of the physical strengths and weaknesses of the fight
· uses impromptu visual aids with little success or not at all.
	2
1.5

1
0.5
0
	10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1


1½











