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Other comments or suggesƟons:

Overall, I am not saƟsfied with the performance of the student. First, it should be indicated that the original research
idea could not be carried out because of external factors, and a new topic had to be developed once already in the
fieldwork. Once a new topic was set, the student conducted a reasonably good fieldwork. However, some parts of
the fieldwork could have been improved, in my opinion due to inadequate preparaƟon for the fieldwork (probably
the supervisor is also parƟally responsible of this). SƟll, and considering all the menƟoned problems, I´m somehow
saƟsfied with the fieldwork and the data collected.

I am more disappointed with the following steps. The student never came for consultaƟon. It also took long Ɵme to
prepare the final databases, and once ready the student performed most of the analyses by himself, structured the
chapters and wrote the thesis quite independently. Thus, guiding/supervising was hardly possible. Indeed, I saw the
(almost ready) document just once, and the quality was poor in terms of structure, format and contents. I received
a second version just one week before the deadline, with the negaƟve surprise that most of my comments had not
been applied. A third version was received the day of submission. This new version was much improved respect
the previous ones, and I approved the submission. However, I feel that the work sƟll needs much work. In terms of
format and quality of presentaƟon, there is sƟll much to improve. The literature review is long for some irrelevant
parts but scarce for more important ones. Many results are not well jusƟfied and the amount of secƟons and figures
is unnecessarily long. The discussion is quite disconnected without a clear story, difficult to follow, and needing more
references supporƟng many sentences.

Thus, I can´t recommend this thesis to pass. The student should work closer to the supervisor during the next months,
follow the advice, improve the format, follow the guidelines carefully, include somepictures of the studied species and
habitats, improve the maps, etc. and then improve the contents. I´m sure that the work may become an interesƟng
master thesis, but not in the current version.

Plagiarism control: The system Theses.cz has assessed the thesis as original.
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