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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 The Title of this study needs a little correction “ COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

OF ARIMA: PRE AND POST INTERVENTION MODELLING OF CRUDE OIL 
PRICES IN NIGERIA” 

 The introduction of this study is very small. The author should add at least 
two or three citations about the history of the crude oil prices in Nigeria. This 
will support the reason why ARIMA Modelling was used. 

 The conclusion of 5.4 is not supporting the ABSTRACT and the whole study. 
This conclusion is a part of the abstract. The author needs to present a 
completely different CONCLUSION. The author must portray the reasons of 
the results (What happened and why?) and must tell the likely solutions of 
the problems in the conclusion. 
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There are punctuation and tense-verb agreement mistakes in the paper. It is not language 
communication. It is language mechanics and some grammatical mistakes.  
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