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Konkrétni pripominky a dotazy (moZno pripojit samostatny list)

The reviewed thesis deals with the organisation of actin cytoskeleton and the growth of
haustorial hairs of two root parasitic plants, Aeginetia indica and Striga hermonthica, at early
developmental stages. | read the thesis with great interest, and | think it is generally very well
prepared and composed. Its structure is logical, and it includes all the usual parts and chapters.

While the chapters ‘Current state of the topic’ and ‘Material and Methods’ are perfect,
‘Results’ and ‘Discussion’ are less good. Especially results appear to be somewhat wordy
with parts that would look better in the Discussion. The Discussion mostly repeats results and
only marginally discusses their significance and consequences. The chapter Conclusions is
more a summary than a conclusion. | wonder how the first conclusion was drawn as | have
not found this explicitly mentioned in the thesis. Reading the results, I understood that no
starch grains were found in Aeginetia indica; however, in the chapter Conclusions, you state
that they were scarce (i.e., there were some).
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I was surprised to find Supplementary 1 in the thesis as it is not related to the thesis topic. The
caption also reads ‘Annotated checklist’, but there are just plant names with no additional
information. Moreover, there are redundant entries, e.g. Lathraea squamaria is not different
from Lathraea squamaria subsp. squamaria in the Czech Republic. Instead of this Czech
checklist, I would welcome, e.g. the world checklist of Orobanchaceae genera with the
number of species for each genus, indicating whether its species are holoparasites or
hemiparasites and, let’s say, their continental distribution.

I would like to ask the author two questions.

You describe the two studied species as harmful plants. Have you ever heard about any useful
Orobanchaceae? | am specifically asking about hemiparasitic species whose parasitic abilities
can be utilised beneficially.

How do you perceive the term endemic? Is Aeginetia indica really endemic species, as you

state in the thesis?

Chyby, které je nutno opravit

There are several terminological errors in the Czech abstract. Namely, the Czech term for
plant tissue is ‘pletivo’ (not ‘tkan’), and the pollen tube is ‘pylova lacka’ (not ‘pylova
trubice’).

The author uses the term ‘biotope’ (page 3), which is somewhat unusual in English, where the
word ‘habitat’ is commonly used instead. Also, ‘alpine forest’ sounds contradictory as the
alpine environment is defined as an ecosystem occurring above the treeline. Somewhat
ambiguous may sound the sentence that mentions the host specificity of parasitic plants (page
4) because ‘vines of the genus Tetrastigma‘ are parasited by all the species of Rafflesia, not
only by R. arnoldii (which parasitizes only the species Tetrastigma leucostaphylum).

There is a reference to non-existing chapter 4.7 on page 36.

There is a missing arrow in figure 9L.

Zavér: praci doporucuji k obhajobé.
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