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Compulsory REVISION comments
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? The study report presents a methodical analysis of the connection between Nigerian monetary
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript) policy and institutional quality measures. There's a chance the scientific community will become
interested in the manuscript.
2. Isthetitle of the article suitable?
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3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Results of quantitative analysis should not be included in an abstract. It should include a brief
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in light of the aforementioned recommendation.
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? It is recommended that the author include subsections on "Research Gap", "Objectives"”,
“Implications” and “Limitations”. The manuscript lacks these subsections.
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? OK
6. Arethe references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of The references are sufficient.
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