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[2] Prace neni v rozporu s metodickym pokynem CVUT (link)  [O] Je dodrzen rozsah prace (min. 35 stran)

[0] Zadani je spInéno a kazdy bod zadani ma jasny odraz ve zpracované praci

Kritéria hodnoceni bakalafské prace Body

1. Splnéni zadani formalné i odborné. (0 — 30)

Hodnoceno je také splnéni stanoveného cile prace a celkové vypracovani s ohledem na zadané téma.
Excelentné splnéné zadani mize byt ohodnoceno maximalnim poctem bodd. V poméru rozsahu ¢€asti v 30
zadani, ktera neni zcela vhodné ¢i Uplné zpracovana, je hodnoceni odpovidajicim zpusobem snizeno.

2. Uroveii teoretické ¢asti a vyuziti dostupné literatury. (0 — 30)

Posuzovana je relevantnost teoretické Casti k zadani, rozsah reSer$i a systematické uspofadani zjisténych
poznatkll. Pfevazuje-li doslovné prevzeti textll, hodnoceni je snizeno az o 15 bodu (za pfedpokladu dodrzeni 27
autorskych prav). Ddvodem pro sniZzeni celkového hodnoceni je dale nedostatec¢ny vybér teoretickych
poznatkd, literatury a zdroju.

3. Rozsah realizaénich praci (SW, HW), aplikovanych védomosti a znalosti,
uroven metodologického zpracovani a zavéru prace. (0 — 30)

Celkem 30 bodd muze byt udéleno za velmi komplexni a bezchybnou praci vhodnou k publikovani. Tento
aspekt se posuzuje zejména z hlediska vyznamu pro obohaceni teoretickych poznatki a ma prakticky
vyznam. Obzvlasté pozitivné je hodnoceno vytvofeni modelu, SW produktu a téz technicka realizace, 26
validovany provozni postup nebo metodika. Za drobné metodologické nedostatky je hodnoceni snizeno az o 5
bodl. Nekonzistentnost zpracovani s teoretickymi vychodisky a nejasny &i ne zcela odborny metodologicky
pfistup vede ke snizeni minimalné o 15 bodu. Dal$i snizeni hodnoceni Ize udélit za nedostate¢nou diskusi k
zavérim.

4. Formalni nalezitosti a uprava prace (Uroven psani, oznac€eni struktury textu,
grafy, tabulky, citace v textu, seznam pouzité literatury apod.). (0 — 10)
Hodnoceny jsou formalni nalezitosti z pohledu dodrzeni pravidel o psani, atributd zavére¢nych praci, tj.
formatovani textu, struktury prace, seznamu pouzité literatury, vybavenosti bakalafské prace grafy a
tabulkami, zplGsobu citovani. Za nedodrzeni jednotlivych pravidel je snizeno maximalni hodnoceni o 2 body za 9
kazdy nerespektovany atribut. Rovnéz za vyskyt gramatickych chyb, pfeklepd a nevhodné stylistiky a
terminologie se snizuje hodnoceni o 2—-4 body. V praci by se méla objevovat pouze standardni odborna
terminologie a to zejména v jazyce prace (je tfeba hodnotit schopnost vyjadfovat se technickym jazykem — 2
body), grafy jsou tvofeny dle standardnichzasad (2 body) a stejné jako tabulky jsou opatfeny legendou,
vSe je je v nich Citelné (2 body), jsou dodrzena cita¢ni pravidla dle ISO690 a ISO690-2 (2 body).

5. |Celkovy pocet bodu 92



https://www.cvut.cz/sites/default/files/content/d1dc93cd-5894-4521-b799-c7e715d3c59e/cs/20191114-metodicky-pokyn-c-12009-o-dodrzovani-etickych-principu-pri-priprave-vysokoskolskych.pdf

Komentar:
Pokud potiebujete vétsi prostor pro posudek, prilozte Vami vytvoreny posudek k tomuto formulari jako pfilohu.

Work is overall very good, detailed and precise. It contains parts suitable for publication, and its theoretical part could be
probably used as a very good basic source of information on this topic.

However, there are some minor notes, suggestions, which should be addressed.

The work is very long. The required page limit is fulfilled more than twice. Content is good and solid, but the researcher should
be able to formulate his work to some frame - as it will be strictly required later with publishing. In this case, some ideas where
it could be done; the author could consider limiting goals and hypotheses, simplify them (this would shorten adequate parts in
the whole work). Alternatively, just limit specific parts, for example, case studies - interesting as they are, they are probably not
crucial for results; they could be only mentioned as a citation. Or even better, apply both of these approaches together.

Discussion lacks citations. One would expect some comparison with foreign results. This is partially presented in text
formulations, but it should be appropriately cited and also a little more abundant.

In "conclusion", | read some firm statements with which | wasn't entirely convinced by reading results and discussion (e.g. effect
of the mental workload). | would suggest concluding this part more openly. However, this may be a point to discuss
during the thesis defence.

English in this work is generally at a good level. Nevertheless, there are some unnecessary stylistic mistakes - repeating words
like "however", "thus", etc. Also, there are quite a few sentences/formulations which are long and complicated. | would not dare
to do some detailed English check, but mentioned examples are apparent. Proofreading software, or a simple native speaker
check, would remove this very quickly and efficiently.

| enjoyed reading this work, thank you. It shows a lot of good work done by the author and his teachers.

Celkové hodnoceni urovné vypracovani:

A (vyborné) | B (velmi dobfe) | C (dobfe) | D (uspokojivé) | E (dostatecné) | F (nedostatecné)
Pocet bodu: 100 - 90 89 -80 79-70 69 - 60 59 - 50 <50
X

pozn.: prosim uvedte komentaf odivodnujici hodnoceni.

Bakalarskou praci hodnotim vySe uvedenym klasifikacnim stupném A a praci doporucuji k obhajobé.

Otazky k obhajobé:
Questions for the thesis defence:

1. Discuss results for the mental workload (see the note above)

2. Propose other possible physiologic ways to measure pilot workload or a stress level in general. Discuss their
advantages and limitations for potential further research in a similar setup.

3. | believe, that in the end, you have chosen the most suitable form of data presentation. However, try to think
about alternative ways (even inferior) which could have been used to simplify or compact repetitive results (e.qg.
merging different flight parameters).

Jméno a pfijmeni: MUDr. Boris Oni§¢enko Podpis:

Organizace: Ustav leteckého zdravotnictvi Praha
Datum: 03. 07. 2020
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