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Reviewer Comments to Author: 

Relevant methodological information that was missing from the previous submission has been added to 

the revised manuscript by Harris and co-workers, which enables a more conscious interpretation of the 

results. Experimental limitations and external sources of variation have also been considered when 

discussing the results. In addition, cross-check of expected expression profiles for a selection of genes 

has been included as a validation of the RNA-seq experiment reliability. 

Considering all the information, despite a huge multilevel dataset was generated, its value is limited by 

experimental design deficiencies recognised by the authors (e.g.: only one year of study under field 

conditions, noise of environmental/circadian variation during extensive physiological phenotyping and 

RNA-seq sampling throughout relatively long periods of the day, theoretically low power of the RNA-seq 

experiment due to relatively low read depth and low replication in some comparisons with only two 

replicates). Altogether, the manuscript is mostly descriptive of general differences rather than 

conclusive. Some of the main observations have already been documented before, such as the idea that 

rootstock genotype affects scion leaf phenotypes. Regardless, in the current version of the manuscript, 

the study and its limitations are fairly presented by the authors in a manner that would be acceptable 

for publication if the journal considers the dataset of value in spite of these experimental limitations. 

Besides this general concern, I would only have a few minor comments to this version: 

1. The dataset might still be undermined as only general descriptive differences are presented as 

conclusions, but nothing about their possible origin is mentioned. For instance, what are the known 

intrinsic features of the compared rootstocks according to the bibliography that could determine the 

observed differences in ionic composition? How could these rootstock-determined differences in ion 

accumulation affect vine performance? Similar questions would arise for other differences observed. 

2. It could be more specifically pointed out that lack of DEGs in some RNA-seq comparisons could be due 

to the experimental limitations (e.g.: low replication and 4.1 M read depth below the minimum 

recommended 5 M) rather than to a real lack of effect of rootstock genotype. 

3. The value of including PC covariation networks would be scarce if the results are not reliable enough 

for interpreting the inter-connection identified between the responsible specific metabolites, ions, 

genes, etc. 

4. Several typos should be corrected in the newly added text. 

 

 

Methods 



Are the methods appropriate to the aims of the study, are they well described, and are necessary 

controls included? Choose an item. 

Conclusions 

Are the conclusions adequately supported by the data shown? Choose an item. 

Reporting Standards 

Does the manuscript adhere to the journal’s guidelines on minimum standards of reporting? Choose an 

item. 

Choose an item. 

Statistics 

Are you able to assess all statistics in the manuscript, including the appropriateness of statistical tests 

used? Choose an item. 

Quality of Written English 

Please indicate the quality of language in the manuscript: Choose an item. 
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