Assessment of the diploma thesis by Tamara Dudlova
Regrowth of perennial herbaceous plants after clipping and grazing by small domestic
ruminants
(Vliv stfihu a pastvy malymi prezvykavci na rlst vytrvalych bylin)

The study aims to observe how three meadow species are able to compensate above-
and under-ground biomass after cutting and grazing in two pot experiments with two cutting
and grazing regimes. The hypotheses are formulated clearly together with the expected
answers in the Introduction. The data were collected and processed nicely, however, in my
opinion, the experiments were set up a bit improperly. The plants were planted in small pots
arranged one next to the other, both plants mixed together, resulting in competition among
plants aboveground and generating mix of two effects - shading in the crowded environment
and the introduced treatments. Besides the difficulties in the grazing experiment (fungi and
slug attacks), the problem is that the procedure of grazing was not standardized or, if it was,
it was not given in the Methods part. The methods are very concise overall. Despite the
problematic experiments, the data were processed correctly using right statistic methods and
nicely presented in figures, even though the figures could be more user friendly if
significancy is marked. Also, results of the statistic tests could be more transparent if they are
given in tables, not only as p values and SD or r in the text.

Abundant literature is cited (96 citations) throughout the text, however, it is not always
focused on the topic of the experiments and plant traits studied, even though the studies on
the effects of mowing and grazing on meadow plants and the traits studied has been studied
for a long time and abundantly. But these studies are mentioned only in minority in
comparison with studies on defence or tolerance of herbivory, the effects of mowing and
grazing on chemical composition of plants and the effects of chemical compositions of plants
on the animal preferences, differences in food preference of different herbivores, anyhow
they are interesting.

The thesis is written readably, interestingly, divided into usual sections, nicely
graphically designed.

Questions
1/ Why the plants were cultivated crowded on the trays. Was it an intention?

2/ Clipping experiment: Poa pratensis produces rhizomes and their biomass is included
into the underground biomass. The rhizomes can account for substantial part of the
underground biomass (see also p. 20: “ rhizomes, which also make up a significant part of
the biomass of the ramets”). Can you give us and idea of what part of the underground
biomass it was? (In the grazing experiment it was about one tenth of the underground
biomass).

Is it wright to use the term root-shoot ratio for the ratio of the overall underground
biomass to above ground biomass?



3/ Grazing experiment: In this experiment, rhizomes of Poa were weighted separately.
However, Trifolium repens used in this experiment has aboveground stolons. Thus, to have
comparable above- and under-ground data, it would be nice to have also the stolons
separated. Would it be feasible? Did Trifolium produce abundant stolons? Would they be
substantial part of the aboveground biomass?

4/ Did you meet the studies on how plants invest into stolons and rhizomes after
mowing and grazing? What is the pattern? Do they perform differently after treatments in
comparison with the roots and shoots?

5/ Was the proportion of damage by slugs taken into account in the statistical

analyses?
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