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Other comments or suggesƟons:

Overall, it is a nice work, but it contains some scienƟfic and wriƟng flaws. Some criƟcal points are the hypothesis,
which lacks scienƟfic language and is rather polemic. The secƟon material and methods, is too short and misses basic
informaƟon, most of all, the used staƟsƟcs. This effects the result secƟon. In addiƟon, same results are presented
twice and someƟmes three Ɵmes, too. These need some further consideraƟon in future works, but otherwise this
thesis is well wriƩen.

QuesƟons for thesis defence:

What do you think about the future of biosƟmulants in agricultural pracƟce?

What was the reason, why biosƟmulant MUCI decreased almost all studied parameters?

If you had to redo this study, what would you change in terms of methodology (e.g. set-up of the trial)?

According to your results and applied LSD test, macro- and micronutrient uptake by plants in most cases is similar or
higher in control than compared to other treatments (with and without rock phosphate). What do you think, caused
this outcome?
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