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	Depth of understanding of the papers’ content

- Good effort in understanding concept and going beyond the scope of the paper with relevant additional literature discussed. 
- Certain important concepts and technical details were not as clear (e.g., how the sequence candidate database was defined). 


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

- Good level of understanding of field and even technologies used beyond the scope of paper given, for example mentioning about BaR program and alphafold.
- Introduction to Malaria parasite background and establishing the relevance was also very well done.


	Quality of the presentation (slides):

- Theme maintained, with a good flow of concepts. 
- There were too many words on slides and not enough figures, especially in the Intro and Discussion sections. Could use more figures or more slides to better explain the background of cryoID and critique the findings.



	Quality of the presentation (oral):

- Clearly explained their rationale and maintained good transitions between sections. 
- Several presenters were very eloquent in their explanations which shows good level of preparations.
- Some people were relying too much on the text from the slides to express their thoughts which should be reduced in the future. Practice until you do not need slide anymore.
- Respected the time limit (20’) and each presenter participated equally.


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

- They have provided a good critical analysis of the technology and findings, for instance when discussing the drawbacks of using a degenerate 6 letter code. Criticism of the approach was also provided at other stages of the presentation. 
- Discussed the limitations of the cryoID method and mentioned several alternative approaches during Q&A. It would have been even better if these were introduced in the presentation.


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

- Complete and sufficient answers were given to (almost) all questions coming from the audience.
- Questions asked by TAs and professors to evaluate scientific and practical understanding of the paper were found more challenging to them, but still a good attempt.
- All team members contributed to the discussion – Very good!


	Additional optional comments: 

Great team effort! Try to reduce the text on slides and rehearse a bit more next time, but otherwise this was a good presentation.





