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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
The paper is important as it provides information to improve the productivity of the olive highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
tree in Egypt. his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments The objective of work is clear and precise. Thank you very much for your valuable | comments i have checked all

In the materials and methods in Table 2, the units of the water analysis are not listed, it is your valuable commentes thanks very much for all this
not known if they are meq/lormg/|.

The materials and methods are very well described and very detailed

In the section Surface area of the canopy (m2), it is stated that "the genotype of the olive
tree (61 and 91) detected the greatest increase in the surface area of the canopy in the first
and second seasons, respectively" which is not true the statistical point of view since there
is no difference between the genotype 91, 97 and 25 in 2016 and in 2017 the 97 and 25
have no differences.

The results are presented in a very complete way, unlike the conclusions that are very
poor, no reference is made to the possible differences between years for the same crop
due to meteorological conditions.

Minor REVISION comments
The paper in general is well presented, we must review the interpretation of some results
that do not match the data in the tables, which is surely an error due to the large amount of
information to be analyzed. The conclusions should also be reformulated

Optional/General comments
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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)

. . SR . - Thank you very much for your valuable | comments i have checked all your
Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? (if ves, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in defails) valuable commentes thanks very much for all this
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