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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.

	This manuscript addresses the cultivation, phytochemistry, and applications of Stevia rebaudiana, a natural, zero-calorie sweetener with growing global importance. It highlights the nutritional and medicinal properties of stevia, particularly its antidiabetic, antihypertensive, and antioxidant effects, which are relevant to the development of functional foods and nutraceuticals.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Clear but generic; does not reflect scientific or pharmacological aspects. Revise to include focus on phytochemistry or medicinal potential: e.g., “Stevia (Stevia rebaudiana): Phytochemistry, Cultivation, and Applications as a Natural Sweetener.”
	

	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.

	Lacks quantitative data; does not emphasize major bioactive compounds or their medicinal importance; overly descriptive on cultivation. Include stevioside/rebaudioside-A content, mention medicinal effects, and briefly note extraction/processing methods. Reduce excessive background details.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Repetitive statements; lacks recent references; insufficient linkage between phytochemistry and health benefits. Lists products but lacks technical detail on extraction, purification, or standardization.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Mostly outdated; insufficient inclusion of recent studies; 
	

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

	
English is readable but repetitive; minor grammatical issues; overemphasis on non-scientific details.


	

	Optional/General comments

	Manuscript is more descriptive and horticultural than analytical; weak in phytochemical, pharmacological, and commercial analysis.
	








	PART  2: 


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

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	NIL
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