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	Depth of understanding of the papers’ content

- Excellent understanding of the paper and the methods, thorough analysis of most figures and tables. Especially, given the challenging nature of the paper.
- One of the speakers was able to “improvise” on an uncompleted slide, showcasing their understanding (although, please have your final slides next time).


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

- Very good understanding of current and additional literature, provided alternative comparisons and even method bench-marking processes.
- Referenced other papers dealing with engineering of similar enzymes and even industrial processes for plastic degradation.


	Quality of the presentation (slides):

- Good quality of slides (except for the problem with the older version of slides).
- Clear and precise, adequate amount of pictures including SI figures and content to explain everything. 
- Optimal amount of text.
- Good transitions between different parts of the paper.
- Completed the presentation in 20 mins.


	Quality of the presentation (oral):

- Very clear, dynamic and engaging.
- Overall good division of contents and the flow of content was good. Good transitions between speakers. It seems the slides were well-rehearsed.
- One speaker was reading a bit too much from the slides, and re-iterating the same sentences. Try to reduce this in the future and use slides as a guide to help you convey the message and not as the exact written version of the message. 


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

- Extensive critical analysis. Discussed the limitations of the paper findings, data, and writing very well. 
- The Group used other literature sources as well as peer-review documents to support their arguments.
- It was easily understandable, and figures were provided to support the claims made by the Group.
- Positive sides of the paper were not mentioned and the group was not able to name some of them when asked a question. Just remember that reviews have to be balanced.  


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

- Audience questions were well received, and all the group members answered. Each person was able to give an in-depth answer for the sections they presented and beyond.
- Many questions from the audience and a very engaging discussion. Well-done!


	Additional optional comments: 

Presentation was very dynamic and done in a light-hearted and accessible way, very enjoyable to follow. Great work team!





