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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 evaluates trend modeling and valuation of asset prices using deterministic functions, error metrics, and two-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) applied to Fidelity Bank asset data. Identifying appropriate growth patterns and statistical models for financial instruments is an important area of research in empirical financial mathematics. However, the practical and theoretical scientific contribution of this study is severely constrained because the dataset evaluated exhibits exact deterministic scalar multiplication ($1\times, 2\times, 3\times$) rather than realistic stochastic market dynamics. While the integration of statistical testing (ANOVA, Q-Q plots) with trend metrics is relevant to applied mathematics, the manuscript requires significant foundational corrections before it can provide meaningful insights to the scientific community.

	






PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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


	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	




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.

	NO. The title specifies a comparative study of "Trend Functions Under Deterministic Linear Growth", but Section 2.3.1 introduces quadratic and cubic models that are not actually fitted or compared in Table 1. The data merely shows column-wise exact proportional scaling ($1\times, 2\times, 3\times$). 

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	NO. The abstract contains typographical errors ("Quadratic, Cubic and Cubic trends") and asserts that all three trends have "different significant impacts", which is contradicted by the paper's conclusion that the linear model fits with zero error. The abstract should accurately reflect the exact numerical findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	
  Section 2.3.1 describes equations (1.2)–(1.4) by stating: "wheredenotes three cement companies at time t...", whereas the title, abstract, and data pertain to Fidelity Bank. 
  Section 2.1 provides polynomial derivative proofs (Theorems 2.1–2.3), but Section 2.3.1 formulates the problem using exponential functions ($S_0 e^{rt}$). 
  Section 2.3 introduces MAE (1.8) and RMSE (1.9) formulas, but no computed MAE or RMSE values are reported in the results section. 
  Below Table 1, the text states "Asset 1 has highest mean 664... Asset 4 has lowest mean 97.6". In Table 1, 664.00 is the row mean for Row 1, and 97.60 is the row mean for Row 4. Calling rows "Assets" conflicts with the column headers labeled "Asset-1", "Asset-2", and "Asset-3". 

	

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

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

	YES. References are up to date
	

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

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

	 no
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