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	Depth of understanding of the papers’ content

- Overall, there was good understanding of the paper including validation of workflows and math behind it, novel findings from SI figures which highlights the paper’s objective
- Good discussion of paper limitations with valid criticism at the end as well


	Level of understanding of the scientific field of the set of papers supported by additional literature search:

- The group performed comparison between different techniques at the end and discussed the primary outputs from the paper in broader terms.
- Good level of understanding of field and technologies used beyond the scope of paper, for example mentioning transmembrane cryoID and BaR, similar approaches like FIB/cryoET and even AI/ML approaches


	Quality of the presentation (slides):

- Overall, the slides were appropriate, clear and followed logical flow
- Figure legends on the slide were too small and probably unnecessary as they can distract focus. We recommend to remove the figures’ descriptions from the images because they were too small to be read and came directly from the paper which is not a good practice since it can imply a dose of “laziness”. If you select to show text from the paper on the slides, make sure that there is a clear purpose (e.g., you are critically evaluating a claim the authors made so you are showing the claim in its original form).
- Slides on the plasmodium part were very heavy in information and could’ve been split into more sections. 


	Quality of the presentation (oral):

- Good clarity, flow and body language. Several presenters displayed high-level of eloquence when explaining their sections. 
- Overall good division of contents and of transitions between sections were smooth. Gave recap and critics which was very engaging.
- You started rushing towards the end and under-explained some aspects that the audience may not be very familiar with. 
- Time not really respected -> more than 20’


	Critical analysis, discussion and comparison of the presented set of papers:

- Very well done! Comparison of cryo-EM to X-ray crystallography, and also suggestions for potential improvements of the Cryo-ID technique. 
- Questioned the limitations critically in an engaging manner and discussed on alternative technologies.
- Mentioned and discussed several relevant references that overlap with this work.


	Quality of the answers given in response to the audience questions:

- Very good, almost every question was answered.
- Please make sure that all team members participate in the answers.


	Additional optional comments: 

- The division of the presentation was well done which made the presentation and its
different parts clear.
- Overall, very good presentation, good understanding and analysis of the paper.





