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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? 
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If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 
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.
	Yes
  Overall assessment (on the title) summarizing what needs fixing before submission 

  Abstract structure – non-standard "Premise of Research" header instead of Background/Objective 

  Sampling limitation – convenience sample of n=60, not flagged as a limitation 
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