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HODNOCEN]| PRACE - OBSAHOVA STRANKA

nazev

(4 dobre vystihuje obsah prace, je vécny a struény

() vystihuje obsah préace, avsak ne zcela jednozna¢né, vécné a stru¢né
() nevystihuje obsah prace

cile a hypotézy

M jasné formulované
() nejasné formulované
() chybi

uvod a literarni prehled

Mjasnjr a prehledny, vztahuje se k zadané problematice a obsahuje dostate¢né mnozstvi informaci. které
shrnuje na pfiméfené urovni poznani v dané oblasti; kriticky hodnoti pouzité informace

() nepiehledny — nelogicky ¢lenény, bez kritické analyzy, avsak s dostate¢nym mnozstvim informaci

() prili§ strucny (s nedostate¢nym mnozstvim podkladii) nebo nevystizny a ke zpracovavané
problematice se vztahuje pouze ¢asteéné

pouZité informacéni zdroje zaloZené zejména na
Mpﬁvodm’ zahrani¢ni a doméci literatutal_

() ucebnice, slovniky a monografie

() ,.8eda literatura“

pouzita literatura
v odpovidajicim rozsahu
() v nedostate¢ném rozsahu

material a metody

()Q jasné, prehledné a srozumitelné, nechybi nic podstatného, mnozstvi materidlu (pozorovani, opakovani
v prostoru a ¢ase) a pouzité metody jsou takové, Zze pomohou splnit vytéené cile

() jasné a srozumitelné, nechybi nic podstatného, ale mnoZstvi materialu je nedostacujici

() nesrozumitelné (neni moZno posoudit adekvatnost pouZitych metod a materialu) nebo nedostate¢né
popsané

() nevhodné zvolené metody, nemohou dat odpovéd’ na vytycené cile

vysledky

W vhodné prezentované, odpovidaji pouZité metodice, k vyhodnoceni pouzity vhodné statistické metody,

() zbyte¢né se opakujici vysledky (napf. dvoji prezentace v tabulkach i grafech), k vyhodnocem pouzity
vhodné statistické metody

() k vyhodnoceni nebyly pouzity vhodné statistické metody

() prezentace nedostate¢na




interpretace dat (diskuse)
v%?dpovidajici, autor prokazal dobrou znalost studované problematiky, vhodné cituje dostatecné
nozstvi literarnich zdrojt

() diskuse dat je nedostate¢na (diskuse neodpovida urovni a rozsahu uvedenych dat)

() daty nepodlozend, svym rozsahem neodpovida zpracovanym datim a udajtim, spekulace prevladaji
nad fakty

zavéry

XK Q{Qréce ma jasné a jednoznacné zaveéry, které jsou podloZeny a odpovidaji na cile a hypotézy prace

() zavery jsou sice piesné a podlozené, ale uplné neodpovidaji cilim prace, nebo nékteré cile a

hypotézy nejsou zminény o 5 5 [~
() zavery nejsou podlozené ¢i nevychazeji z predkladané prace R AN L‘(’\'“’L/" L‘*?l 1

HODNOCENI PRACE - FORMALNI STRANKA

obrazky a tabulky

() prehledné a obsahuji dostate¢né mnozstvi informaci -
neptehledné, ale obsahuji dostateéné mnozstvi informaci  An 1 [(,u\,wt v47\ L

() nejsou soucasti textu

() nevyhovujici

text

() formalné dokonaly

3?§\bez vétsich formalnich nedostatku

() po formalni strance nevyhovujici (nema doporucené ¢lenéni)

jazyk K A Ltuwum\(}v\//\’\
-)'(‘Qiodpovidé gramatické spravnosti, moZnostem a zvyklostem pouzivani v odborném textu

() Castecné odpovida gramatické spravnosti, moZnostem a zvyklostem pouzivani v odborném textu

() neodpovida gramatické spravnosti, moznostem a zvyklostem pouzivani v odborném textu

literatura

() citovana bez chyb, jednotné, citace pouZité v textu odpovidaji seznamu literatury a zpisob citaci
odpovida mezinarodnim nebo ¢eskym normam (méné nez 5 chyb na praci)

(W.citovdna s chybami, nejednotné, citace v textu neodpovidaji seznamu literatury (chybéjici nebo
piebyvajici citace)

obsaZené informace jsou

D4 pro obor nové nebo rozsifujici poznéni a v dostate¢ném rozsahu, mohou tvorit zéklad publikace v
odborném védeckém Casopise

(') pro obor nové, ale samy o sobé nemohou tvofit zéklad publikace v odborném védeckém casopise

(1) jsou cennym potvrzenim (aplikaci) znamych skute¢nosti

() jsou jen opakovanim jiz znamych skute¢nosti bez nového piinosu

V piipad¢ potfeby pfiloZte dopliiujici komentat. Slovni hodnoceni je povinné v piipadé, Ze se oponent
obhajoby osobné nezucastni.

SN
dopliujici komentar pfiloien@(/) NE ()




Prace spliiuje - wesphirsge pozadavky kladené na magisterské prace predkladané n‘ﬂ’f’F JU,
a proto ji doporuduji — redoperménii k obhajobé'.
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Komentar k posudku na magisterskou praci Be. Jiriho Macha

Piedlozena magisterska prace je zalozena na dvouletém terénnim experimentu, jenz si kladl za cil
zjistit vliv simulované eutrofizace na mikrobialni spolecenstvo pidy a na transformace dusiku v padé.
Jak sam autor v textu pfipousti, vymezena doba k experimentiim je ziejmé pfiili§ kratka na to, aby bylo
mozné odhalit zavaznéjsi (a priikazné) posuny ve sledovanych parametrech, coZz nakonec vysledky
viceméné ukazaly. Tento jisty koncepéni nedostatek oviem nepada na vrub studenta a koneckoncii se
mu nelze vyhnout, maji-li studenti zpracovavat témata spocivajici v terénnich experimentech. Naopak
jednoznaéné oceriuji promyslenost a zpracovani tématu, z nichz je vidét peclivé vedeni studenta
Skolitelkou a ujasnénost celého experimentu (projektu, jehoZz je prace soucasti).

Prace je zpracovana veelku peclivé. Je napsana v anglickém jazyce, coz je jak pro autora, tak pro praci
samu a jeji pfipadné vyuziti jako jadro zamyslené publikace, kladem. Prace je prehledna, jazyk
srozumitelny a je radost praci Cist a studovat. Text obsahuje jen malo stylistickych a vécnych chyb a
preklept, napr.:

- chyby pfi citovani pramend, respektive nejednotnost - v nékterych citacich chybi ¢arky za al., viz
napf. fadek 3 na strané 9 (nebo za jmény, viz napf. fadek 6 na strané 14), formalni chyba je u citace
Blight and Dyer (1959) na strané 14

- nitrogen N, leaded, sewerage water na strané 11

- desetinné ¢arky misto tecek, napf. v tabulkach 1, 2 i jinde (str. 18, fadek 4. a 10.)

- chemické vzorce sloucenin na strané 13 (indexy!)

- cesky format kalendafnich dat, napf. v obrazku 4

- subscript je anglicky dolni index, zatimco spravné ma byt uvedeno superscript (tj. horni index) - viz
napf. legendy k tabulkach 2 a 3 a jinde

- chyba v citaci Brady a Weil (2002) na strané 22

- nékolik preklepl v seznamu citované literatury.

Z nemnoha dalSich vécnych chyb bych upozornil zvlasté na nasledujici:

- chybéjici informace o poctu opakovani pro vypocet aritmetickych primért v tabulce 1 na strané 12
(ale i jinde)

- neuplné informace v legendach nékterych tabulek a obrazki, napf. u tabulky 2 nejsou vysvétleny
symboly C, L a H, neni jasné, jak vznikl pocet opakovani n=12, apod. - autor by si mél uvédomit, ze
tabulka nebo obrazek (véetné legendy) ma byt sama/sam o sobé zcela vysvétlujici, bez nutnosti hledat
informace v textu

- nejednotnosti v citovani literarnich pramend, napf. nazvy nékterych Casopisi jsou uvedeny celé,
Jinych ve zkratce bez tecek, dalSich ve zkratce s teCkami za zkratkami, apod.

- chybi ¢ast citace Gough et al. (2000).

- myslim, ze ¢ast Conclusions (tedy Zavéry) by si zaslouzila vlastni kapitolku a zavéry by bylo mozné
formulovat lépe.

Z4adam autora, aby se znovu zamyslel nad nékolika pasazemi prace a pii obhajobé je bud’ potvrdil, Ci
vysvétlil. Jedna se o tyto ¢asti:

- véta The first, microbial biomass N, defined...na strané 8

- véta The process of nitrification... na strané 9

- co znamena (daj o hnojeni 65 (a 300) kg NPK na strané 13

- véta The low treatment simulates... na strané 13

- chybové Gisecky v obrazcich 4 a S, chybéjici informace v legendé obrazka.

VySe uvedené a necetné dalsi chyby, kterych jsem si v pfedloZzené praci v§iml, nesnizuji celkové

pozitivni dojem, ktery z diplomové prace Bc. Jifiho Macha mam a praci v prilozeném formulafi
hodnotim znamkou yyborné. Koneckonci prace obsahuje v pfepoctu na stranku mozna méné chyb,

nez fedni formular pfedlozeny mi k jejimu hodnoceni.
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Review of Masters Thesis of Jifi Mach: Effects of two-year nutrient loading on
microbial community and N transformations in mineral and organic soils of wet
meadows

The thesis presents results of experiments conducted on soils from two wet grasslands,
one with organic soil and the other with mineral soil, in order to determine the short-term
effect of fertilization on N pools and transformation processes. It is obvious that a lot of
work went into this study. This is clearly seen in the Methods section. Also, Jifi Mach
gave thought about what the results of his study may mean in terms of N cycling in
these wet grasslands, as seen in the Discussion. He should be commended for writing
the thesis in English, presumably for the purpose of using the thesis as the basis for a
proposed article. The language for the future article will need to be corrected and
checked by a competent person, but the thesis was understandable. However, whether
the text was written in Czech, English or any other language, cannot excuse the
numerous misspellings of citation names (for instance, Jakson instead of Jackson
appears several times in the Literature Review section) or the incomplete nature of
several citations given in the Reference section (lack of page numbers or even article
titles). This shows that the thesis was written in haste with little effort given to
proofreading the text. Also, writing in another language than one’s native tongue does
not excuse having figure citations out of order (Figure 2 is cited before figure 1 in the
text).

Specific Comments and Questions

A. Introduction
The aims are clearly stated and were met in this study. However, the hypothesis
is not well written and seems, at least the first part, to be quite obvious. | would
remove the phrase about increasing nutrient amount and availability. Better yet,
the whole hypothesis may be unnecessary given the stating of the aims just prior
to it.
The wetland description is very thin and vague. It provides very little information.
It should either have been omitted or more information provided (the more helpful
option).

B. Literature Review
This section was quite thorough, although there are too many misspellings of
citation names.




C. Methods
The methods used to analyze N pools, transformation processes and microbial
composition are the normal techniques used in such studies and are well
explained. However, | do have some questions:

Q1.

Q2.

Qs.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

What is the chemical composition of the fertilizer? This should have been
stated in this section and not saved for a short mention in the Discussion.

Did you do all of the analyses?

page 13: For the transformation processes (mineralization, nitrification,
immobilization), it is stated that these were calculated from changes in
particular N pools after 3 weeks of incubation. When were the first
measurements taken?

page 13: The No fertilizer treatment is considered as the control. But, if
current practices are for the addition of 65 kg NPK * ha™ * yr'", then why
should not the Low treatment be the control to which the No and High
treatments are compared?

page 13: Why was PLFA only done on the October 2008 samples?
page 13: Why only present the means from the 3 sampling times per year,

especially given that data were partly analyzed using repeated measures
ANOVA?

The statistics sub-section provides too little detail. For instance more information

Q7.

Q8.

about the parameters used in the RDA would have been quite helpful. Other
questions about the statistical analyses:

Were any data transformations needed before analyses?

What were the sample units when comparing TSN, SON, NO3 and NH4, as
well as the transformation processes, when comparing the two sites? Explain
why this should not be considered as a case of pseudoreplication (see
Hurlburt 1984).




D. Results

This section seems to be too thin; more could have been done with the data than
as it is currently presented. For instance, there seems to be little mention of the
results from the repeated measures analyses. | am sure that they are there, but it
is done very cryptically. Now, the questions:

Q9. If you did repeated measures analyses, were there any seasonal differences
in the measured factors? If so, what may this mean? Also, if not, then what
does that mean?

Q10. page 18: For the CN ratio, where did you get the C data from?

Q11. page 20: It is stated that fertilization led to a slight decrease in total PLFA,
but that this was not significant. But the RDA figure seems to show that both
fertilization and PLFA amount are important factors, albeit with opposite
effects. Explain further.

Q12. page 20 (and page 23 in the Discussion): You state that there was
increased proportion of bacteria in the microbial community with increased
fertilization, but that there was no effect on fungi. Given that bacteria are
increasing but fungi levels stay the same, how can you then state that the
B/F ratio did not change with increasing fertilization?

Overall, the thesis shows that a lot of work was done and that Jifi Mach knows the
proper methods to use. This is good enough for a passing grade for the thesis.
However, the problems with presenting the results and questions concerning the use of
statistical tests mean that the thesis is good but not excellent. Also, all of the
misspellings of citation names and problems in the Reference section shows that not
enough time was taken as really should have been in preparing the thesis. Therefore, |
recommend that, at best, this thesis warrants a 2, but, depending on the outcome of the
thesis defense, | could also lower it to a 3.
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