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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may 
be required for this part.
	The manuscript addresses an important macroeconomic issue for Nigeria, where petrol price changes affect household welfare, business costs, and sectoral inflation. Its focus on food, transportation, health, and education price indices is relevant because these categories directly shape living standards. The use of quarterly data from 2001Q1 to 2023Q4 and a two-state Markov-switching framework has potential to add value by distinguishing high- and low-volatility regimes. However, the manuscript requires substantial revision to strengthen data consistency, methodological transparency, language quality, and interpretation before publication.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory; it summarizes aims, data, method, and findings, but should state variables and contribution more precisely.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory; background is relevant but needs tighter organization and stronger sourcing for recent figures.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses 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 and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory; relevant studies are included, but several references appear incomplete or outdated and the review needs synthesis rather than listing.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory; Markov switching is potentially appropriate, but the model specification, transformations, controls, lag structure, and diagnostics need clearer justification.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A - The study uses secondary macroeconomic data; no human-subject ethics issue is apparent.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory; results are useful but tables require correction, clearer labeling, and consistency between variable names.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3 - Satisfactory; tables are relevant, but Table 2 contains unrelated variable names and figures need clearer presentation.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory; discussion links findings to prior studies, but the comparison is brief and needs deeper economic interpretation.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory; conclusions broadly follow the results, but policy recommendations should be more specific and tied to evidence.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 - Poor; limitations are not adequately discussed.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory; references are mostly relevant, but several entries need verification, correction, and updating.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2 - Needs Improvement; there are many grammatical, spelling, and style problems that affect readability.
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

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

	YES. The title is suitable, though “consumer price indices” may be more precise than “price level.” Suggested title: “Premium Motor Spirit Prices and Consumer Price Indices in Nigeria: Evidence from a Markov-Switching Model.”
	

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

	PARTLY. The abstract is informative but should improve wording, specify the variables and controls, and briefly state the contribution of using the Markov-switching model.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	PARTLY. The core question is scientifically relevant, but the manuscript has technical inconsistencies. For example, Table 2 mentions crude oil, natural gas, hydropower, and solar energy prices, although these are not variables in the stated model. The authors should reconcile variable names, justify stationarity decisions for Markov switching, report full model equations, and clarify whether logs/differences are used.
	

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

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

	NO. The references are relevant but need careful correction and updating. Some citations in the text do not appear fully aligned with the reference list, and several reference details are incomplete or appear inaccurate. Add more recent official NBS/CBN data sources and peer-reviewed studies on 2023-2025 subsidy removal and inflation pass-through.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO. No ethical issue is apparent because the study uses secondary aggregate data. The authors should, however, clearly cite all data sources and make the dataset or extraction procedure reproducible where possible.
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