Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	International Journal of Biochemistry Research & Review

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_IJBCRR_134502

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Nutritional Impact of Vegan Diet in Comparison to Milk: A Review

	Type of the Article
	Minireview Article


General guidelines for the Peer Review process: 
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound.

To know the complete guidelines for the Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:

https://r1.reviewerhub.org/general-editorial-policy/
Important Policies Regarding Peer Review

Peer review Comments Approval Policy: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/peer-review-comments-approval-policy/  

Benefits for Reviewers: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/benefits-for-reviewers 
	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.


	Establishing a comparative nutritional analysis of veganism versus traditional milk diets, the manuscript highlights the nutritional benefits and deficiencies attached to both areas. The merit of the manuscript is within today's global health perspective, where veganism is fast gaining notoriety; however, scientific reliable assessments of its long-term nutritional adequacy are limited. Thus, concentrated on such specific vulnerable populations, this review could provide essential information to nutritionists, healthcare workers, policymakers, and educators alike. It also stresses that the general public needs balanced dietary guidelines and supported decision-making.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It is indeed an appropriate title: it clearly conveys the principal theme of the manuscript. Alternatively, one may consider shorter phrases such as this: "Nutritional Considerations of Vegan vs. Milk." 


	

	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.


	The abstract has been extensive enough to cover the key results and dimension of the manuscript. To make it much stronger, consider adding the following few capabilities: 

· The need for the experimental evidence can be qualified by briefly mentioning the areas to be focused on. 

· To paraphrase this as: replace with a more academic tone such as "Milk is often considered as a nutritionally complete food" from "milk is often referred to as nature's most perfect food."


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct and well-structured. The arguments are all supported by appropriate literatures, and nutritional comparisons are additionally all well-evidenced. However, some repetition should be avoided, particularly within the conclusion, to achieve conciseness.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate, relevant, and current, spanning an ample diversity of scholarly sources. Those include international nutritional authorities such as FSSAI, WHO, and peer-reviewed journals. There are no further references to add at this point.
	

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


	The paper is mostly well written, a few portions of it could use minor grammatical or stylistic improvements. For instance: "correct information is needed to be spread" is not really at par; it ought to be rewritten in a much better way, i.e., "accurate information should be disseminated." Repetitive terms and informal language should be revised to achieve higher scholarly impact.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures and tables should be referenced within the text clearly for better integration (e.g., difference between vegan and vegetarian).

· Subheadings, such as "3.2.1" and "3.2.2", are helpful but should follow a consistent format.

· This manuscript could use a short table comparing the nutritional deficiencies associated with vegan diets, compared with those fulfilled by milk.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	None

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	None
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism is suspected; content appears original and well-cited.
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	This reviewer has nothing to declare relating to my contradictory interests.
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