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	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 addresses a pressing public health problem in a low-resource context by consolidating fragmented evidence on youth substance use determinants in South-East Nigeria. Its systematic approach and adherence to PRISMA make the synthesis transparent and reproducible, while the mapping of consistent drivers, especially peer influence, gender, age, educational and accommodation status, offers actionable targets for prevention programming and policy. By highlighting that alcohol and tobacco dominate use patterns and by surfacing structural factors such as access and availability, the paper provides a concrete evidence base for multi-sector interventions. Importantly, it also exposes gaps (e.g., limited longitudinal work and underrepresentation of certain states), thereby setting a clear agenda for future research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is broadly accurate but could be refined for precision and contemporary, non-stigmatizing terminology. I recommend replacing “substance abuse” with “psychoactive substance use,” specifying the age band more clearly, and standardizing the regional hyphenation. A tighter option that mirrors the manuscript’s scope and synthesis would be: “Determinants of Psychoactive Substance Use among Adolescents and Young Adults in South-East Nigeria: A Systematic Review.” This phrasing improves indexing, aligns with modern usage, and signals the population and method unambiguously.
	

	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.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive and well structured (Background/Methods/Results/Conclusion), but it can be strengthened with a few specifics. In the Methods, name every database searched (e.g., PubMed/MEDLINE, Scopus, AJOL, Google Scholar), state the exact date range covered, clarify that screening and data extraction were done in duplicate, and identify the quality appraisal tool (e.g., JBI) explicitly. In the Results, add a few concrete numbers: total records retrieved and screened, the number included (already mentioned as five), and, if available, the total sample size across included studies and the most frequently identified determinants (e.g., peer influence, male sex, older age, access/availability, school accommodation). If no meta-analysis was performed, say so and avoid causal language. In the Conclusion, keep it brief and impact-oriented, and consider using non-stigmatizing terminology (“psychoactive substance use” rather than “substance abuse”). If you registered a protocol (e.g., PROSPERO), include the ID; if not, state that the review was unregistered.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its framing and largely consistent with accepted standards for narrative/systematic syntheses in this topic area. The research question is clear, the eligibility criteria are stated, and the determinants are extracted in a way that aligns with the stated aims. A few issues need tightening to meet best practice: explicitly list all databases searched and the complete date range; state whether screening/data extraction were performed in duplicate; and name the critical appraisal tool used with a brief summary of ratings by study. Because the included studies appear to be predominantly cross-sectional, causal language should be avoided; keep findings descriptive (associations, not effects). If no quantitative synthesis was feasible, say so and justify; consider a small harvest plot or vote-counting table to make the evidence signals transparent. With these modest corrections, the scientific correctness is acceptable.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are broadly sufficient and include several recent sources (e.g., WHO 2022, national/NDLEA reporting, and studies up to 2024), which align with your stated inclusion window of 2014–2024. That said, a few methodological citations should be modernized: you currently cite JBI (2014) and related guidance; please add the JBI Manual for Evidence Synthesis (2020+) and PRISMA 2020 reporting paper to reflect current best practice. It would also strengthen context to cite the latest UNODC World Drug Report (2023/2024) alongside the 2018 report and to keep the Nigeria National Drug Use Survey (2018) in view. Finally, consider pruning or contextualizing much older background sources (e.g., Odejide 2006) unless they offer historically unique insights, and ensure that each determinant highlighted in the Discussion is backed by at least one study within the 2014–2024 window.
	

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


	The English is clear and suitable for scholarly communication, with coherent structure and readable prose. I recommend a light copyedit for consistency (e.g., “South-East” vs “South East”), non-stigmatizing terminology (“psychoactive substance use” rather than “substance abuse”), and tense alignment between Methods (past tense) and Conclusions (present). Also standardize acronym handling (define on first use; use PRISMA/JBI capitalization consistently) and smooth a few long sentences to avoid comma splices.
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