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	 3 = Good (YES good abstract, BUT, Abstract is written as ONE block paragraph in italic format of between 200-250 words with ONE strong recommendation In the last sentence
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	4 = Good 
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
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	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, (but Provide one main suggestion at the end of the abstract paragraph), Abstract is written as ONE block paragraph in italic format of between 200-250 words, with ONE strong recommendation in the last sentence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 
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