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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
Congratulations to the author(s) for their paper. The paper explores the effects of crude oil 
prices volatility in Nigeria on the performance of the revenue from crude oil sale in future. 
The topic of the manuscript is very relevant and in line with the aims and scope of the 
journal which makes this manuscript interesting. However, I have some minor concerns 
that need to be addressed. I’ll explain them in the order of importance. 
 
1) Tables are structural forms with rows and columns. For this reason, shape and table 
separation should be done well. 
2) The novel contribution of the manuscript shall be made clear in the introduction. What 
does the paper adds to international literature?  
3) General statements shall be removed. 
4) The adopted methodology shall be described. All methods used, assumptions made 
shall be justified.  
5) Conclusions shall be specific and connected to your analysis of previous sections.  
6) The English are very weak. There is a need for English Editing. 
7) In my opinion, the policy recommendations do not have justification in the empirical 
results. 
8) Please clearly highlight the literature gap this study tries to fill in. 
9) It should be explained more clearly why these years are especially preferred. (2010-
2021) 
10) Why the method used was chosen. You explained in the conclusion but it should be 
explained in detail before conclusion. How this method is essential to address limitations in 
this area? Please justify on why ARIMA-GARCH modeling is the most appropriate method 
for examining the selected thematic. 
11) And lastly, the writing needs to better. Although there are not a lot of obvious mistakes, 
the style is clunky and I advise that the manuscript is proffered by a native English speaker. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
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