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Other comments or suggestions:

The presented work “Determination of in vitro antimicrobial activity of Peruvian medicinal plants” determines min-
imal inhibitory concentrations (MIC) of five Peruvian plants against five microorganism. In general, the work is well
organized but should be more detailed. The literary part is very brief and general. More information about the tested
plants should be included. Formula in which the plant part are used (infusion, skin application etc.) should be included
as well. Moreover, the characteristic of the test microorganism and reason why those organisms were selected should
be mentioned.

The methodology is confusing in some parts. For example the process of the extract preparation is not very clear. Was
the plant material really mixed for 24 hours in blender or only macerated for this period of time? In the antimicrobial
assay, it is stated that six fold dilution of the plan extract was prepared. Was not it two fold dilution? The abbreviation
of the bacteria strains should be written uniformly and correctly. For example it is not correct to write “Candida a.”
but “C. albicans”. The discussion and conclusions are formulated well.

From the formal point of view the thesis contains lot of grammatical mistakes in English and also in the Czech part.

Questions for thesis defence:

Q1: Why were not the plans macerated in ethanol for longer time? The usual time of maceration ranges from 1 to 2
weeks.

Q2: You stated that some of the tested plants are used for the treatment of snake and crocodile bites. Which is a typical
crocodile and snake oral bacterial flora? Did you consider to test the susceptibility of some of those bacteria to the
selected plants?

Q3. You stated that bacterial infection is caused by production of toxins (page 3). Do some other mechanisms of
bacterial pathogenesis exist?
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