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Verbal statements, comments and remarks of the opponent:

According to the thesis text: “The aim of the thesis was to determine the bycatch in the samples
collected and processed at

10 different sampling sites in the summer and autumn/winter seasons.”

According to this | would agree, even if not in all cases the data was taken in all seasons.

The thesis text continues: “The results were analysed.” Here | do not fully agree.

The data were captured and put into graphs. In graphs, it was impossible to distinguish species
because of probably not appropriate colour palette. At least, it was possible to frame the stacked
bars. But, at first, | have different opinion about data analysis. | found text gathered “in one
heap” without tables, numbering, marking important information. | was difficult to find some
information, even if, in some cases, it was there.

I could name the text rather comments or notes than analysis.

| expected, the author would divide localities into groups (e.g. oligotrophic vs. eutrophic or
others.) and compare them. | expected many tables with analysed data acc.to various point of
Views.

| also miss the exact goals of the work, so it was also difficult to decide if the goals were
achieved or not.

Conclusion:

The author gathered a lot of valuable data, what | appreciate. But the work seems to me
“unfinished” or “unmature”. I miss real analysis taken from the gathered data. Maybe the author
missed more time.

Questions, discussion topics:

1. Itis not clear, how and why the author chose the used-bioinformatic tools — e.g.
Tapirs. How do you select the bioinformatic tools? Did you consider to take also
other ones? What was your selecting criteria?

2. ls it possible to discover in your water samples the creature who in not in your

reference database (you did not simply expect it to be there in samples)?

What was the most surprise, you found in the gathered data, if any?

4. | criticized mostly the unmature analysis. If you have several additional months, what
you will change or complete in your thesis?
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