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Results and Discussion
I suggest this issue is rewritten, since in the tables 2 and 3 appear the means and their
standard errors; however, if analysis of variance was made as it appeared in materials and
methods, in these tables should appear one standard error per each indicator studied and
the significance of analysis of variance. The letters respond to the results of multiple range
test made and it should appear in Materials and Methods. On the other hand, if the data
appear in the tables are means ± standard error or standard deviation, I think there is no
significant difference among some treatments, so it should be reviewed carefully. It implies
the discussion should be modified too. Also, some indicators which appear in the tables 2
and 3, are not commented in this issue, for example, fruit length, fruit width, endocarp
weight and so on. Fruit production per variety is commented in the Results and these data
not appear in the tables.
If one sample per treatment was analysed for determine the oil quality (tables 4 and 5), the
authors should not write that the fatty acids, polyphenols and tocopherols were not
significantly affected by the treatments studied.
The discussion of the results should be improved, regarding the characteristics or
composition of each product applied and its possible role in the production of olive trees.
Materials and Methods
Here, in the statistical analysis, it is necessary to include the test used to compare the
treatment means. Also, authors wrote that a principal component analysis was performed;
however, in Results and Discussion, it was not included, so, I suggest it is eliminated.
I think it should be included the composition of seaweed-based biostimulant, since it is well
known that there are various types of seaweeds.
References can be improved with the inclusion of more scientific articles published in the
last five years.
I think that English grammar and edition should be carefully reviewed.
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