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	Depth of understanding of the papers’ content

- Overall, the Group displayed good understanding of the paper and the basic principles of the protein design crucial to explain the methods and findings.
- Even some aspects of the Rosetta workflow were explained, despite being quite complicated.
- The functional assays in the paper (e.g., electrochemical analyses) were covered, but lacked a bit of depth, particularly when discussing their implications. 


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

- The Group demonstrated familiarity with additional literature, necessary to introduce nanopores and design algorithms used.
- They also included SI figures and challenging details/concepts - like noise interference reduction important for the design. This certainly required additional reading.
- Discussion of relevance was OK, but the presentation would have benefited from a more detailed (and critical) evaluation of potential applicability of engineered nanopores.


	Quality of the presentation (slides):

- Excellent quality of presentation especially introduction – introducing background, stating the main challenges addressed and transitioning through topics. 
- Could have included more external figures from literature to illustrate the design part. This was covered only verbally and through text on the slides.
- The figure-to-text ratio was optimal.
- The division of sections was done well which made the presentation and its
different parts clear. Smooth transitions between speakers.
- Completed in 20 mins.


	Quality of the presentation (oral):

- Everyone presented relatively well
- Content was divided appropriately among presenters 
- The flow and diction were overall very good
- Body language was not commendable in a few cases (e.g., facing the slides for a prolonged period of time)
- Also, please minimize the dependance on slides to verbalize your thoughts. One presenter seemed to be reading the notes while presenting. Practice several times until you can discuss knowing exactly what is on each slide.


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

- The discussion was clear, engaging and interesting.
- The majority of points made during the discussion were valid. 
- Critiques were more focused on the current paper, and in some aspects missed the broader comparison to alternative design approaches pursued by other groups.
- Also, the discussion would have benefited from a stronger evaluation of applicability of these nanopores to resolve limitations of existing nanopores. There were several important points/critiques that could have been made there.


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

- Audience questions were well received and all the group members participated in answering.
- Their answers were concise and in most cases addressed the point directly. Sometimes with assistance from the teaching staff.
- But overall, the Q&A session was very well managed by the team.


	Additional optional comments: 

Good work! For next time, just try to practice the slides more and work on your body language. Content-wise, try to broaden your literature search and see if you can identify more arguments to critique the topic from multiple angles.





