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Other comments or suggestions:

The thesis Reproductive behaviour of eland (Taurotragus oryx) focuses on the length of copulation, the time between
consecutive copulation and the length of gestation.

There are several crucial comments to this thesis:

The abstract of the thesis and keywords are missing. The chapter Introduction is very vague and the chapter Literature
review corresponds only partly with the chapter Aims and hypotheses. Based on the literature review it is not clear
why the particular hypotheses were suggested. Therefore | recommend adding some studies on how woo behaviour
and other factors can influence the length of copulation and time between consecutive copulation and which factors
can influence the length of gestation. It is not clear why most of the hypotheses consider both male and female
behaviour (1a, 1b, 3a) and hypotheses 3b and 3c are separated.

In the methods, the exact duration of observation, the information whether it was the whole mating season and
number of females in each group is necessary. The male should be also considered as a repeated variable as 1 male was
measured twice. The list of observed behaviour which was considered as woo behaviour with observed frequencies
and/or graphs presenting the results would be helpful for better understanding. The graphs 3, 4, 5 and 6 mostly show
the distribution of normality but not the results. The Discussion is not well developed and | recommend discussing
the results with more literature. Moreover, the ‘time between copulation’ is not discussed at all. The second sentence
in the Conclusion does not belong to the conclusion. Usually, numeration of figures is done based on the order of the
figures (here not) and some of the figures (Fig. 2, 4, 5, 6) are not cited in the text.

In my opinion, | strongly recommend improving the thesis before submission for defense.

Questions for thesis defence:

1. Which factors influence the length of copulation and time between copulation?
2. Which factors influence the length of gestation?

3. Why did you use 4 different normality tests?
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