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Abstract:  

 1 Organization:  Introduction, methods, results, and conclusions clearly 

defined. 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 2 Writing style:  Concise with correct grammar, punctuation, and spelling.  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 3 Quality, originality, and significance of work.  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 4 Does abstract agree with the presentation? Are the results and 

conclusions the same? 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Abstract score (out of 40) 
 

Presentation 

 
Content and Merit:   

 1 How did the speaker relate their research to prior research?     0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 2 Was a strong justification for this research clearly communicated?  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 3 Quality, originality, and significance of work.   0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 4 Were hypotheses and objectives clearly stated and supported?   0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 5 Were the methods appropriate to address the objectives?    0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 6 Were the controls adequate? Was the experimental design 

appropriate? 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 7 Were the data appropriately summarized and analyzed?   0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 8 Were conclusions presented? Did they flow logically from the data 

set? Did the speaker present a future direction for the research? 

  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 Delivery:                          

 1 Was the speaker composed, easy to understand and audible? 
(Consideration to be made if English is not the primary language) 

  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 2 Was the presentation organized and easy to follow? Did the speaker 

effectively guide the audience through the talk? Would a pathologist 

unfamiliar with the specific topic readily understand what was done 

and why? Did the speaker use unnecessary jargon? Was there too 

much, too little or the right amount of content? 

  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 3 Use of visual aids: Were the text and graphics easy to read and 

understand? Were they used effectively? Were images clear? 

  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 4 Did the speaker leave time for questions? Were questions answered 

satisfactorily? (Score = 5 if no questions were asked but the speaker allowed time 

for questions; score = 0 if no time was left for questions.) 

  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Presentation score (out of 120)  

Total Score (out of 160)  
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