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



	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.


	This manuscript makes a significant contribution to the scientific community by providing focused empirical evidence on the specific impact of recurrent infrastructure expenditure, a critical yet often undifferentiated component of public spending. By applying the ARDL methodology to Nigeria's long-term data (1981-2023), it offers robust insights into the distinct short-run and long-run dynamics of such spending on economic growth. The findings are crucial for policymakers in emerging economies, highlighting the strategic importance of maintenance and rehabilitation investments alongside new capital projects for sustainable development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the study's focus.

Alternative suggestion (for slightly more precision):
The Impact of Recurrent Road and Construction Expenditure on Economic Growth in Nigeria: An ARDL Analysis
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive, covering objective, method, key findings, and conclusion.

Suggestion for addition: Briefly mention the theoretical foundation (e.g., Keynesian theory/Unbalanced Growth theory) to frame the study's rationale. For example, add after "from 1981 to 2023":
"Grounded in Keynesian theory, the study employs..."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. It follows a standard empirical research structure, employs appropriate econometric methodology (ADF, ARDL Bounds test, ECM), and interprets results logically with reference to theory and prior literature. Diagnostic tests are performed, and limitations are acknowledged.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient, with a strong foundation of classic theory and relevant regional studies. However, they could be more current.

Suggestion for addition: Include more recent (2020-2024) empirical studies on infrastructure spending and growth in Sub-Saharan Africa to strengthen the contemporary context. Examples might include recent IMF working papers or World Bank reports on Nigeria's infrastructure gap.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication, with a clear and formal tone. However, it requires thorough proofreading to correct numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and minor typos (e.g., "RSULTS," inconsistent tense, article usage). These do not undermine the scholarly intent but should be fixed for polish and clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-executed and policy-relevant study. The application of ARDL is appropriate, and the distinction between short-run and long-run effects is a key strength. To elevate the manuscript, consider providing a brief economic intuition in the discussion to explain the counterintuitive short-run negative result (e.g., potential crowding-out, implementation lags, or data composition). Additionally, explicitly stating the optimal lag selection criteria (e.g., AIC/SIC) for the ARDL model would enhance methodological transparency. The conclusion and recommendations are practical and well-supported.
The manuscript has a strong empirical foundation, a clear research gap, and valuable findings. However, it requires significant revisions to its language and presentation (extensive proofreading for grammar and clarity), a more robust theoretical framing and discussion to interpret counterintuitive results, and the inclusion of more recent references to solidify its contemporary relevance. The core research is sound, but these enhancements are necessary for publication readiness.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No, there are no apparent ethical issues. The study uses publicly available secondary data from official sources (CBN), which is standard and ethically sound for this type of econometric analysis. The manuscript does not involve human subjects, primary data collection, or disclosure of sensitive information.
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