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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 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 
 

 
1. Acknowledge the source of data for the study. 
2. Statistical software package used should be stated. 
3. By retaining the null hypothesis, the author should comment on the alternate hypothesis 

and decisions made to that effect. 
4. The author should add the decision based on the obtained p-value (0.0549>0.05) to the 

conclusion. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. The data for this work was from secondary source ( i.e. it’s a 
secondary data) and its been well acknowledged. ( see “4. Data 
Description”) 

 
2. Statistical software package used in this work is well stated. ( 

check the bottom part of  “4. Data Description”) 
 

3. “From results of model estimation, we found that the intervention 
due to the Amnesty programme had no impact on crude oil 
production since the null hypothesis that  is 0 was retained”. 

From the highlighted part, it’s obvious and statistically clear that 
the Null Hypothesis was accepted while the Alternative 
Hypothesis was rejected. (see the Abstract) 

 
4. The decision has been already stated and doing this again, will 

be REPEATITION.  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. The author should include digital geographical profile (GPS) of the studied area to the introduction. 
2. The author should elaborate the p-value obtained in relation to the level of significance. 

1. Provided. (See the bottom part of the “Introduction”) 
2. Needless since the impact parameter was non-significant. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Generally, the research is good and it should be considered for publication. 
Thank you. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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