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	Depth of understanding of the papers’ content

- Challenging paper with many methods, but the group managed to cover different aspects well. Introduction was clear and appropriate to understand the presented paper. Some technical and experimental details (e.g., enzyme mining and barrier engineering using MD) were not explained very well.


	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 the different alternative technologies used. 
- Additional literature search related to industrial scalability were also introduced and discussed.
- Some of the discussion points and external references were very appropriately mentioned by Group B, but not always explicitly visible on slides, which would have helped convey the rationale better.


	Quality of the presentation (slides):

- Clear and precise, with detailed introduction to the topic, especially given the diversity of topics and approaches in this paper. Slides content and quality were excellent.
- Very organized and guided workflow, nice animations and annotations, clear transitions from topic to topic. 
- The ratio of text to figures was optimal.


	Quality of the presentation (oral):

- Overall good division of contents and the presentation flow was smooth. Several people were very eloquent in their explanations and really engaged the audience. 
- It would be good to improve body language and team positioning next time. One of the groups was not able to see the slides since there were too many people standing. You also want to make sure that you do not focus too much on the teaching staff during your presentation, but to face the entire audience.
- One of the presenters appear to be facing the computer the entire time (maybe reading from the presenter mode?). Please rehearse as much as you can so that you feel comfortable facing the audience and do not need to rely on written sentences.
- The presentation finished within 20 mins and all presenters had more-or-less equal amount of time.


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

- A balanced critical analysis that emphasized the positives and also identified several negative aspects to the paper (e.g., poor writing and questionable industrial scalability).
- There were a few other important drawbacks that were not pointed out in the presentation (e.g., critical evaluation of the data and plots in the paper). Some of these were partially addressed during the Q&A.
- Further, the presentation would have benefited from a more detailed comparison to other research papers dealing with discovery of microplastic-degrading enzymes.


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

- Overall, a good discussion with many questions from the audience.
- All the group members participated in answering.
- It could be a language barrier, but sometimes audience questions were not completely understood, which affected the answers.
- The overall impression is that the paper was understood well, and the Group was able to answer questions pertaining to the work in the paper. However, the broader understanding of literature or alternative technologies was not as strong which had a negative impact on discussion. In one case, the Group was not able to defend their own critique of the paper.


	Additional optional comments: 

Challenging paper, but you managed to simplify it and present it well (including complicated concepts such as “cristalinity”). Further, you identified several important points to criticise. So there are many reasons to be proud about the presentation. To improve, work on your presenting skills (practice makes it perfect), and try to include more papers and references in your literature analysis.





