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	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The author has conducted the study systematically. The research area is intriguing and important in regard to endophyte-plant interaction. This research will help the fungal taxonomist determine which fungi are commonly associated with apple plants, the role of environmental factors in determining the fungal population, and the influence of endophytic fungi on apple production.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Endophytic fungal microbiota of diverse apple cultivars reveals cultivar-specific microbial associations.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Add some lines regading the methods used and major results obtained.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscripts needs to be improved. The following comments needs to be addressed:
Scientific names must be in italics.
Correct the punctuations.

Many citations are inside brackets which are not required, e.g. (Alijani et al., 2016).
In Materials & Methods, there is no mention for the identification part, it is very much required.

In Materials & Methods, study sites or collection sites must be provided (Geotag if possible).

In Materials & Methods, citations are missing for Diversity indices, Bray–Curtis dissimilarity matrix and R studio.
Caption for Table 1 must be change into “Distribution of fungal endophytes isolated from different sources Apple cultivars.”
Image quality of Figure 1 & 4 are very poor, replace with high quality.
In Results, there is no table or figure for the identification of the endophytic fungi. Since all the isolates were identified upto species level, clarify whether the isolates were authenticated at a depository centre or molecular identification were conducted? Mophological photo plates are essential for this study.
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