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	Comments for authors-

1. Perform thorough language polishing and maintain a consistent academic tone.
2. Authors are advised to incorporate the foundational prevalence data from northern India, which prompted the therapeutic study, that are lacking in the present study. This highlights the alarmingly high prevalence of Vitamin B12 deficiency (86.36% in pure vegetarians), along with a diverse spectrum of manifestations that are often overlooked or misdiagnosed. [Vitamin B12 deficiency in northern India tertiary care: Prevalence, risk factors and clinical characteristics. J Family Med Prim Care. 2022 Jun;11(6):2381-2388. doi: 10.4103/jfmpc.jfmpc_650_21. Epub 2022 Jun 30. PMID: 36119310; PMCID: PMC9480660.] 

3. A recent case of bilateral macular haemorrhage in a young vegetarian boy due to severe B12 insufficiency supported this epidemiological finding. Both studies emphasize the clinical severity and diagnostic difficulty of B12 deficiency in India, due to unusual presentations and diets. [A strict vegetarian diet may be harmful: bilateral macular bleeding in vitamin B12 deficiency. Oxf Med Case Reports. 2023 Sep 25;2023(9):omad085. doi: 10.1093/omcr/omad085. PMID: 37771684; PMCID: PMC10530286].
4. The study included only 30 patients, yet it reports highly significant results (p < 0.001). However, no justification for the sample size or power calculation is provided.
5. The study is open-label, and outcomes are laboratory-based. Although the endpoint is objective (serum B12), the methods do not address blinding of laboratory personnel.

6. The test product (NASO B12) is manufactured by Troikaa Pharmaceuticals, which is prominently mentioned. Authors are advised to clearly declare conflict of interest and funding source to ensure transparency.

7. No statistical comparison of baseline demographics (age, gender) is provided to ensure equivalence between groups. If possible, authors are advised to add a column for p-values comparing baseline variables in Table 1.

8. The follow-up is only 6 days, making it hard to evaluate sustainability or clinical outcomes. It is recommended that you acknowledge this limitation more prominently and suggest the need for longer-term studies in the last part of the discussion.

9. The study measures serum B12 as a surrogate marker but doesn’t evaluate clinical improvement (e.g., anemia resolution, neurological recovery). Discuss this in the Discussion and highlight that clinical endpoints were not assessed.

10. Ensure references are formatted in the recommended style and are consistent.
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