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	Use written evaluation with respect to the character and focus of the thesis (philosophical, historical ...)
	Points

	
	0–4

	1. Topicality of the thesis, originality, social impact...
	4

	As the author stated, the popularity of surfing is growing very fast, however, Czech literature (especially from the field of rehabilitation) is limited. Therefore, paradoxically, it is a pity that the work is written in English. On the other hand, one must appreciate the courage to write the thesis in foreign language and abroad! I would nevertheless prefer to edit the title of thesis, which (in my opinion) not always fully match the content.
	

	2. Level and quality of the theoretical part of the thesis (literature review). Self-action, author’s insight into the researched topic, literary sources, use of databases...
	4

	3. 
	

	The reference list consists of more than 150 (!) sources, however the relevance of some parts of the work (e.g. the glossary – chapter 2.2.1) could be questioned. The scope of some chapters is beyond the Master thesis.
	

	4. Defining thesis goals, research questions, hypotheses...
	3

	Author defined eight specific objectives and formulated seven hypotheses. It is my opinion, that these objectives do not always correspond with the title of thesis and that the word “parameter” should probably be used to make it easier to understand the hypotheses. Further, as the hypotheses were formulated, some assumption could/should be made in terms of expected changes (e.g. “H1: A core stability training programme affects velocity by altering/increasing the mean velocity parameter.”). I also wonder, if it was necessary (consider the total number of participants) to compare surfers based on gender and experience. I would assume, that these variables will not affect the efficiency of “core stability exercise on surf sprint paddling performance“ itself, rather the division of participants into smaller groups could influence the results of statistical analysis. However, I understand, that this is a kind of “pilot study” searching more for some “tendencies”.
	

	5. Methodology, use of adequate methods and techniques (research, statistical, other)...
	3

	All methods seem to be adequately chosen, however, the description of the “pilot procedure” is not relevant to me as this is a common part of research. Further (consider the length of thesis), I would prefer to present detailed information about the intervention protocol in the form of supplementary material. On the other hand, I commend the ability to change the intervention plan into a virtual environment (telerehabilitation) due to COVID-19 situation, as many more experienced therapists struggled with it. What I miss are at least basic criteria of quality of selected tests, which are to some extent presented in the “Discussion”.
	

	6. Presentation and interpretation of results...
	4

	Results are presented relatively clearly, only the results of the questionnaire consist of quite long text. However, I would however prefer to “Figure 37” in different part of thesis!




	

	7. Thesis discussion, conclusion, theoretical and practical contribution of the thesis...
	4

	Discussion is well organised and I appreciate the ability to deal with limited literature concerning this specific topic. However, “Conclusions” should be reduced in the amount of text and should be therefore even more “straightforward”. Nevertheless, the thesis could serve as a basis for future research.
	

	8. Formal aspects, language and stylistic level, thesis length, graphic appearance, compliance with publishing standards...
	2

	Considering that English is not the mother language of the author, the stylistics is on very high level! However, the relevance of some parts of the text could be questioned, especially in relation to the title of thesis. I would also like to point out, that the “summary” references can only be given at the end of a paragraph/sentence, if all authors “say the same thing”. Otherwise it is necessary to assign a reference to the corresponding part of the text. Further, all tables have to contain the explanation of all abbreviation and (if the table is divided into more pages) it should be evident from the title of each part, that those are forming a whole. I also note some minor typographical errors. Moreover, because there is only one author of the thesis, it is more suitable to write in the first person singular, not plural (“we describe”, ...). Finally, some sections of the thesis (at least 3 paragraphs at the chapter 2.1) seem to be significantly inspired by another work. Although this could be related to some extent to writing in foreign language, it would be appropriate to paraphrase or delete them as this part is not essential to the thesis.
	

	9. Overall evaluation of the thesis and its specifics, new trends... Author’s cooperation, initiative and effort put in writing a well-constructed thesis, participation in research and development projects (if known)...
	3

	Beyond already presented finding, I would say, that the overall quality of presented thesis is above average. All the more so as the results were presented at conferences (see “The list of appendices”).
	 

	
	

	Total points:
	
	27

	Comments of the opponent : 
	 

	Questions for the defence:
	 Can you provide some basic criteria of quality (absolute and relative reliability, validity, ...) of selected tests? How could these affect your results?

	
	 When describing the “diaphragmatic breathing” your participants was instructed to activate “deep neck extensors”. Why?

	
	 You stated, that “one participant was unable to finish due to violation of ethical norms”. Could you please explain this issue?

	
	 

	

	

	Overall evaluation:
	I recommend the thesis for defence.

	Classification:
	 A

	Date:
	

	Signature:
	 





	Classification of the overall rating

	POINTS
	CLASSIFICATION
	Note

	27 and more
	A
	At least two points per item

	23 to 26
	B
	At least one point per item

	19 to 22
	C
	At least one point per item

	15 to 18
	D
	Maximum of one "zero" item

	11 to 14
	E
	Maximum of one "zero" item

	10 or less
	F
	More than one "zero" item



	Classification of individual items

	POINTS
	CLASSIFICATION

	4
	Excellent, without objections...

	3
	High quality, satisfactory...

	2
	Average, satisfactory...

	1
	Weak, still satisfactory...

	0
	Unsatisfactory, poor quality ...



