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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 
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Add more research artcilcles for particular this study
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
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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
Nill
	


	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Yes
Add some evidence
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
No
Sholud ne add some important Reffarances
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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