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Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

Please use IS units for land area (hectare inste
Fadden).

Phrase at line 46-50 (from “Two phase...
micronutrients”: it is not understandable and it
seems the latter lines are repeating the concep
the initial ones. Please correct.

Several lines: the term “refuse” is not correcteY
instead “waste” (e.g. compost from waste mate
or urban waste, etc.).

Lines 85-90: please provide the amount of NPK
applied with the different products or the
composition of the products (e.g. Compost,
Pomace, Feldspar, etc.) . Without knowing theg
information it is useless to know the kg of
products applied.

Describe the composition of the biofertilizers
(Netropeine + Phosphoreine + Potasseine) bec
we do not know what are they made of.

Line 115: describe where and how you measurs¢
the shoot diameter (base, middle top of the sho
single or double measure)

Results and discussion: in all text you consider
control as a treatment similar to the others.
Control, | assume not receiving anything more

7d1l comments are considered and revised in the
manuscript as recommended
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than the basic fertilization (this shall be desetib
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in the Mat&Met), is the reference to which the
other treatments shall be assessed against. After
this, you can evaluate the treatments among them,
to consider if one or some of them are better than
others.

vegetative growth: try to summarize and find a
possible reason to explain the results and discuss
with the findings (not only citing) of the other
authors you mention. | believe that they have
found something similar, but also different from
what you did. Try to develop the discussion.

Table 2: be consistent with the way you presen
the data: always 2 (not 1 or 3) digits for decimals
Correct the title of the table, consistent with the
names you use in the text for the different kintl§ o
products used.

Flowering and set fruit.: a table does not
demonstrate (as you write, line 169) but the data i
the table show something.

The possible explanations for the changes in
flowers characteristics (lines 186-188) is quite
weak and made on very different physiological
mechanisms that are regulated not only by
nutrition. 1 would be cautious in linking the sirep|

K fertilization with water use efficiency and
stomatal behaviour.

Yield and fruits characteristics/quality: therais
confusion in the data presented in the table aad th
description in the text. For example yield in i tg
4 bud mentioned in the text as in tab 5. Fruit

—
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guality parameters shall be considered togethe
not separately for olive sizes and other quality
characteristics (pulp and seed raw and calculat
ratios).

Similarly to the other sections, also for the k=gt
the discussion is lacking. It is fine to find the
results in line with those of others, but they dto
be better characterized and discussed. Even
differences from previous results and papers ca
find a correct and reasonable scientific
explanation. Also considering that they are dea
with other species (e.g. grape, citrus etc, that a
quite different physiologically and agronomically
from olive). Make a more specific discussion fo
the different treatments.

Conclusions are missing

Edit the text using the format, interline, font &yp
and size consistently throughout the paper.

A very deep correction of the English style is
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necessary. Some statements are really difficult
understand and can be only interpreted, not bei
sure what really the authors wanted to tell.
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Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments

The paper present interesting results, but theg nee
to be fully rewritten and discussed considering the
comparison with the control and among treatments

and also the different possible effects that the
diverse products could have on the plant and o
the soil and on the plant/soil relationships. Also

considering the not consistent results for severa

parameters during the two years of the trial. A
final discussion and conclusion considering as «
whole the aspects of growth, yield and quality

shall be added. A major revision is thus require

—

}S %

Created by: EA

Checked by: ME Approved byECG

Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)




