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HODNOCEN]{ PRACE - OBSAHOVA STRANKA

nazev

(x ) dobfe vystihuje obsah prace, je vécny a struény

() vystihuje obsah prace, aviak ne zcela jednoznadné, vécné a struéné
( ) nevystihuje obsah prace

cile a hypotézy

( x) jasng formulované
( ) nejasné formulované
() chybi

uvod a literarni prehled

(x) jasny a pfehledny, vztahuje se k zadané problematice a obsahuje dostate¢né mnozstvi informaci, které
shrnuje na pfiméfené vrovni poznani v dané oblasti; kriticky hodnoti pouZité informace

{ ) neptehledny — nelogicky &lenény, bez kritické analyzy, avak s dostateénym mnozstvim informaci

{ ) pfilis struény (s nedostateénym mnoZstvim podklad() nebo nevystiZzny a ke zpracovavané
problematice se vztahuje pouze ¢aste¢né

pouzité informacni zdroje zaloZzené zejména na
(x) ptivodni zahraniéni a doméci literatura

( ) ucebnice, slovniky a monografie

() ..5eda literatura™

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

materidl a metody

(x) jasné, piehledné a srozumitelné, nechybi nic podstatného, mnoZstvi materialu (pozorovani, opakovani
v prostoru a ase) a pouzité metody jsou takové, Ze pomohou splnit vytéené cile

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

() nesrozumitelné (neni mozno posoudit adekvatnost pouZitych metod a materialu) nebo nedostatedné
popsané

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

vysledky

(x) vhodné prezentované, odpovidaji pouzité metodice, k vyhodnoceni pouZity vhodné statistické

metody,

() zbyteéné se opakujici vysledky (napt. dvoji prezentace v tabulkach i grafech), k vyhodnoceni pouzity
vhodné statistické metody

() k vyhodnoceni nebyly pouzity vhodné statistické metody

( ) prezentace nedostatena



interpretace dat (diskuse)

(x) odpovidajici, autor prokazal dobrou znalost studované problematiky, vhodné cituje dostateéné
mnoZstvi literdrnich zdroji

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

( )} daty nepodloZena, svym rozsahem neodpovida zpracovanym datfim a tidajim, spekulace
pievladaji nad fakty

zavery

{x) prace m4d jasné a jednoznaéné zavery, které jsou podloZeny a odpovidaji na cile a hypotézy

prace

( ) zavéry jsou sice presné a podloZené, ale Uplné neodpovidaji cilim prace, nebo nékteré cile a
hypotézy nejsou zminény

( ) zavéry nejsou podloZené &i nevychazeji z ptedkladané prace

HODNOCENI PRACE - FORMALNi STRANKA
obrazky a tabulky

(x ) ptehledné a obsahuji dostate¢né mnozstvi informaci

( ) nepfehledné, ale obsahuji dostateéné mnoZstvi informaci
( ) nejsou soucasti textu

( ) nevyhovujici

text

() formalng dokonaly

() bez vétsich forméalnich nedostatki

(x) po f ormalni strance nevyhovujici (nema doporucené ¢lenéni) ...... piehidzené stranky.
jazyk

(x) odpovida gramatické spravnosti, moznostem a zvyklostem pouzivani v odborném textu
() Caste¢né odpovida gramatické spravnosti, moZnostem a zvyklostem pouZivani v odborném
textu

() neodpovid4 gramatické spravnosti, moZnostem a zvyklostem pouZivani v odborném textu

literatura

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

(x) citovana s chybami, ngjednotné, citace v textu neodpovidaji seznamu literatury (chyb&)ici
nebo piebyvajici citace)

Pravdépodobné piehozeny seznamy citované literatury patiici k relerini a experimentalni
casti.

obsazené informace jsou

(x ) pro obor nové nebo roz§ifujici poznani a v dostateéném rozsahu, mohou tvofit zaklad
publikace v odborném védeckém Sasopise

(x ) pro obor nové, ale samy o sob¢ nemohou tvofit zdklad publikace v odborném védeckém

dasopise

( ) jsou cennym potvrzenim (aplikaci) znamych skutecnosti

() jsou jen opakovanim jiZz zndmych skute&nosti bez nového piinosu

Design pokusi, prosim podrobnéji vysvétlit pii obhajobé.



V piipadg potieby pfiloZte dopliiujici komentat. Slovni hodnoceni je povinné v pfipadg, Ze se
oponent obhajoby osobné nezi¢astni.

dopliiujici komentat pfilozen ANO (X) NE ()
Prace spliiuje pozadavky kladené na magisterské prace pfedklidané na P¥F JU, a
proto ji doporuduji k obhajobé’,

Praci hodnotim klasifikaénim stupném’ .
VYBORNE

e

Datum: 18/1/2013 - %

Podpis oponenta: (... 57......77.00

Dopliiuji otazky a komentire:

Na Gvod bych chtéla podotknout, Ze mé prace zaujala a potésila.

Prace ma dvé éasti reSerdni (47 stran) a experimentalni (31 stran).

Rozsdhla ¢ast reSerSe se zabyva charakteristikou a atributy rhizosférniho prostfedi. Ocefinji
zpracovani Siroké problematiky, vcetné shrnuti metodickych obtizi viz napf. kapitola 2.2
Dificulties of rhizodeposition studies. V kapitole 2.5 The specifics of wetland ecosystem bych
uvitala detailngj§i pasaZz shrnujici specificky poznatky o interakcich rostlina — rhizosférni
mikroorganizmy v mokfadech. ReSerSni Cést je zakongena kapitolou 3. Results and Discussion
(str. 40), kterd z mého pohledu nebyla vhodné zvolena. Piedpokladam, Ze méla slouZit jako
spojovaci kapitola mezi reSer§i a experimentalni studii. Formuluje hypotézy na zakladé udajd,
které se viak pfehledn& vyskytuji az v vodu do problematiky v experimentalni studii a uvadi i
hlavni vysledky studie, coZ plsobi nepfehledn&. Navic ve vytisku, ktery jsem obdrZela
k vypracovani oponentského posudku, dodlo pravdépodobné k chybé pti vazbé price (po strané
39 nasleduje posledni strana 79, dile jsou stranky fazeny sestupné aZ k zmifiované strané 40), coZ
vyznamné zvy$uje nepfehlednost prace a méné zapaleného Etenafe by to mohlo odradit.
Experimentalni ¢ast magisterské prace ma formu piehledného védeckého &lanku, s detailné
popsanou a zvolenou metodikou, dobfe zpracovanymi a nasledné interpretovanymi vysledky a
jasné formulovanymi zavéry, coz jsem velmi ocenila.

Otazky pro J. KubeZovou:
1. Mohla byste podat podrobn&j3i vysvétleni o odb&ru vzorki (zda jste se ho Gdastnila, a jak
probihal v¢etn€ transportu vzorkl), a zda jsou data vysledkem 1 odbéru a nasledné i
meso-kosmového experimentu ¢i byl odbér a experiment opakovan?

2. Pokud by redakce Casopisu vyzadovala doplnit ,4 research highlights* k piedloZené
studii, co byste do redakce zaslala?

! nehodici se §krtndte



Opponent comments — MastersThesis of Jaroslava Kubesova — Effect of P

enrichment on rhizodeposit quantity and bioavailability: A comparison of two
macrophyte species

The masters thesis of Jarka Kubedova is a study of how increased supply of a limiting
nutrient affects the release of plant root compounds to the rhizosphere and how this is
also influenced by plant species as well as other environmental factors, such as soil
type. It is a well devised and conducted study. The hypotheses are clearly stated and
seem to have been tested in an appropriate manner.

The structure of the thesis is that it opens with a very thorough literature review about
rhizodeposition in particular and the rhizosphere in general. This comprehensive review
is then followed by a manuscript in which the particular study is described.

While the actual study is quite good, | do have some complaints about the structure of
the thesis and how it was written.

1. Itis obvious that the thesis was not checked {no proofreading) prior to
submission. The sub-sections in the literature review are not in the proper order
(for example, section 2.3 comes before sub-sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3). Also, in
section 2.4, the sub-sections are given as 2.3.1- 3. These are minor but quite
irritating mistakes which occurred too often to be excused.

2. The English was understandable but is not correct. The English in the thesis
should have been corrected by a knowledgeable person prior to submission.
There are many mis-spellings (for example, gases, not gasses) and grammatical
mistakes.

3. Jarka does not seem to like starting sentences with capital letters. While famous
poets and writers (e.g., e.e. Cummings; James Joyce) can get away with this, it
should not occur in a thesis. Jarka is not James Joyce, as far as | know.

4. In the manuscript, different fonts were used in the tables and not consistently.
Again, this shows that the thesis was not proofread prior to submission.

These errors are relatively minor, but together they become annoying. The frequency of
these errors degrades the thesis. Again, these were quite irritating and should not have
occurred in a thesis.

While | believe that the actual scientific study was quite well-done, | do have some
questions concerning the manuscript and the study that it describes. Most of these dea}
with the Methods and Results sections.

1. In the description of the in-situ experiment, you mention that the chosen plants
were gently loosened and then put back and left for two days to let the root
system re-establish. Then the Eleocharis plants were placed into jars in order to



collect the rhizodeposits. Would not placing the plant belowground structures in
jars require that the roots are once again disturbed? What steps were taken to
minimize root damage when this re-disturbance took place? What may be some
possible effects on rhizodeposition by re-disturbing the root systems?

2. What are the possible advantages of the above method compared to those
mentioned in the literature review?

3. Itis not clear from the manuscript whether the chemical composition of interstitial
water samples was tested, either without any plants placed into these samples or
before the plants were placed (i.e., a control). Was this done?

4. How soon after water collection and filtering were NH,, NOs, and PO, analyzed?
This was not mentioned.

5. Itis not clear whether the labeling experiment was conducted in the laboratory or
in the field.

6. For the labeling experiment, why was only water from marsh F12 used? No
reasons are given for this omission of the F10 water.

7. TN/TP is significantly affected by P addition in F10, but plant species was the
significant factor in F12. What may be the factors resulting in different factors
being important in the two marshes? This is somewhat explained in the
Discussion, but | feel that it could be expanded.

8. You state that Eleocharis rhizodeposits have higher C and N mineralization rates,
N efficiency and qCO, than Typha. However, plant differences are significant
only for N mineralization in F 10 and C respiration in F12, because of high
variabilities. Can you then really state that the biodegradability of Eleocharis
rhizodeposits is higher than for Typha? How could you reduce the variance if you
did this experiment again?

9. You state that there was greater variability in N mineralization rates for Typha
than Eleocharis. While this true for marsh F10, it is not the case for F12. What
may be causing this difference between the marshes. Also both species have
large variances for this parameter. Can you really make any statement
concerning this given such high variances?

10. Several times in the thesis you use the term “ecosystem scaie”. What exactly do
you mean by this term?

As | wrote above, the actual study was quite well done. However, the many errors in the
structure of the thesis diminish the overall thesis. Therefore, | recommend a grade of 2.
However, | am willing to change my recommendation based on the results defense.



