MS in Bioengineering 		
BIO467 Scientific Literature Analysis in Bioengineering		
Ecole polytechnique fédérale de Lausanne
Grading report 

	Group evaluated: F
	Evaluation by (Group, TA, or Prof.): Prof, TAs, Groups D and E





	Module #: 2
	Prof. Aleksandar Antanasijevic

	Date: 14/11/24
	
	




	Depth of understanding of the papers’ content

- This is a challenging paper due to the complexity of the protein design methods that were used and the volume of structural biology data. Overall, most of the content was understood sufficiently well to explain the main rationale but insufficiently well to discuss in more detail.  
- The entire group relied on written notes, which makes it difficult to evaluate how well was the topic truly understood. 


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

- The group did show familiarity with external references to explain the methods and concepts used in the paper, but it was lacking depth in several places. For example, the group mentions pseudo-cycles but fails to make a clear argument about their relevance for this study.
- Several critique points were well supported with arguments. However, the group did not perform a comparison to state-of-the-art, nor did they try to discuss the potential limitations of using these nanopores.
- Overall, more detailed and broader literature survey was needed to critically evaluate this paper.


	Quality of the presentation (slides):

- Quality of slides was optimal for the Results section. The chosen figures clearly supported the argumentation and were following the flow of the paper.
- Introduction had very few figures and consisted mainly of text. Please try to balance this in your next presentations.  
- Supplementary figures were almost completely absent from the presentation. Some of this data would have helped better explain and evaluate the paper.
- The presentation was divided evenly, and the group finished on time. 
- Good flow of information with very nice transitions between speakers.


	Quality of the presentation (oral):

- Presentation was clear and well explained but most group members were reading from the slides or notes, which impacted the quality.
- Further the diction and body language were also impacted by the reading. This makes it difficult to connect with the audience.


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

- The discussion was well presented with several important and appropriate arguments raised, particularly with respect to the data in the paper.
- This could have been further developed. For example, there was no comparison to state-of-the-art methods to design nanopores (i.e., alternative approaches), or the applicability/usefulness of these nanopores. This “big picture” evaluation was lacking.


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

- The presentation led to a solid discussion where many interesting questions were raised by the audience and the teaching staff.  
- The group addressed several questions well, but struggled with some and needed extensive help from the teaching staff. While this is somewhat expected for non-experts, it also illustrated that the group didn’t prepare well for discussion.
- Only one member of the group was actively trying to address different questions, whereas the others largely kept silent, even if the questions were pertaining to their section. 


	Additional optional comments: 

- Overall, there are many positive aspects to your presentation. However, for your future presentations we would advise a more detailed literature review to familiarize with the topic, and avoiding any written material during presentations. This latter part can be easily addressed through practice.





