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 This form has total 9 parts. Kindly note that you should use all the parts of this review form.This paper was typed in such a sloppy way it should never has been sent to a reviewer in the state it was submitted. I did however review it in spite ofits submission state. I do not think it fits for publication in an international journal. The basic data and findings are well known. It might be ofinformation value to a local growers journal.. Physiological explanations are cited and related as facts without any related analysis based only on a towyear horticultural data. There was no attempt to verify the published theories by experimental work within this study. This would be a must as variousdata such as timing of stone grows and oil accumulation contradicts well established concepts.The experimental design of the study is clear though tow years are not really enough for some of the obscure consequences deducted.  Still, the datamight be of local significance. Thus, as I indicated earlier the paper might be interest for a local horticultural journal publication. Regarding stone size Ithink there are some unclear indications of significance via the lettering.
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Compulsory REVISION comments
The writing of this paper is sloppy. I did review it
although it should have been returned to the authors
for re writing before sending it to reviewers.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments The scientific new data not published earlier in thispaper. It might be of value for the local extension serviceand could be published after retyping  and languageediting in a local journal.
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