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Compulsory REVISION Language is not readable through the whole manuscript.
comments 2. Data analysis method and repetition setting were not
provided in the part of MATERIALS AND METHODS.
Biochemical analysing methods are too old.

4. How old were the grafted plants for this research? Or when is
the current trial conducted?

5. Fruit yield as a very important parameter should have been
investigated in this research.

6. Results are too simple and short, authors should give readers
more details and calculations.

7. The correlation coefficient analysis is useless in this research
and author did not draw any useful findings through this
analysis, therefore Table 2 is also useless.

8. The only new finding in this manuscript is that 110 R as
rootstock promoted growth, improved disease resistance and
increased phenolics content, however authors did not cite
relevant references to strengthen this issue in discussion part.
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Minor REVISION comments “grafted on” should be “grafted onto”.

Also Many language errors.

Optional/General comments According to the Compulsory REVISION comments, this paper
lack new insights and even poorly written and I suggest that it can
not be acceptable for publication in the journal.
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