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	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	Illicit drug use among university students is a growing public health challenge across sub-Saharan Africa. This notwithstanding, there is still a shortage of institution-specific, evidence-based data to guide targeted interventions in Nigerian higher education settings. This study addresses this gap by focusing on the University of Port Harcourt thereby contributing context-specific findings to the broader Nigerian and West African literature on student substance use. The research is valuable because it disaggregates knowledge of drug-use risk factors by age, gender, academic level, and residential status, providing nuanced insight that could inform the design of differentiated, equity-sensitive campus health programmes. Furthermore, the finding that overall knowledge falls within only a “Fair” category despite widespread awareness underscores the importance of distinguishing surface-level of familiarity from deeper, actionable understanding. Finally, the study’s methodological use of a locally validated instrument (KRFIDUQ) adds an instrument-development contribution that may be adapted or refined by future researchers working in similar low-income and middle-income universities settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, “Knowledge of Risk Factors of Illicit Drug Use Among Students in University of Port Harcourt, Rivers State, Nigeria” is largely appropriate for the study because it is descriptive and identifies the key variables, the population and the study site. However, the phrase “in University of Port Harcourt” is grammatically awkward. It should rather read “at the University of Port Harcourt.” Even with the above grammatical correction, the title could better be refined: “Knowledge of Risk Factors Associated with Illicit Drug Use among the students of University of Port Harcourt, Nigeria.”
	

	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 provides a reasonably compact summary of the study’s purpose, design, sample, instrument, statistical methods, and main findings. However, some improvements are recommended:

a) The abstract should explicitly state the key findings related to the hypothesis test, as this is one of the study’s stated objectives. Currently, the hypothesis results are conspicuously absent from the abstract.

b) The abstract mentions “four objectives, four research questions, and one hypothesis,” yet the manuscript body lists five objectives and five research questions. This discrepancy must be reconciled.

c) The phrase “0ne hypothesis” (with a numeral “0” in place of the letter “o”) appears to be a typographical error and should be corrected. The sentence “Higher knowledge aligned with lower use” introduces a finding (drug use behavior) that was not actually measured in the study. The study assessed knowledge only, not self-reported drug use behavior. This sentence should be removed or reframed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	While the study addresses a relevant topic, several scientific and methodological concerns need attention:

a) The introduction states that the study was conducted across nine departments, but the body of the methodology describes selecting five faculties and then six departments from each. This detail in the methodology section would imply thirty departments, which is far more than nine reported in the introduction. This internal inconsistency undermines confidence in the sampling description and must be clarified. The reported population (3,600 in the Faculty of Education) is also at odds with the mention of five faculties, which are never mentioned by name.

b) As noted elsewhere in this review, the abstract reports four objectives and four research questions, while the body of the manuscript presents five of each. Research Question 4 appears displaced and is presented as Research Question 5 in the results section. This creates structural incoherence.

c) The study instrument measures knowledge of risk factors. But several passages in the discussion imply that higher knowledge indicates lower drug use (for example, “males are more likely to use illicit drugs than females” based on knowledge scores alone). Knowledge scores cannot be used to infer actual drug use behavior. This conflation is a significant conceptual error that recurs throughout the Discussion and must be corrected.

d) Some cells in Table 3 and Table 5 show correct and incorrect response percentages that do not add up to 100%.  Table 3, Item 10 for 26-35 years: 11% + 99% = 110%; Table 5, Item 14 for 400L: 52% + 38% = 90%. These are some of the discrepancies in the tables. These errors must be reviewed and corrected for all tables.

e) There is no item 3 in Table 3. It seems the researcher(s) skipped the item in numbering. This should be resolved.

f) The aggregate scores in Table 3 and Table 5 appear to pool raw frequencies across all items and all respondents rather than reporting item-level averages. The rationale for this aggregation method and how it maps onto the grading scale (Fair/Good/Excellent) should be explicitly described in the methods section.

g) Despite the hypothesis being listed as a research objective, no Chi-square result (χ², degrees of freedom, p-value) is reported anywhere in the results. The hypothesis test outcome is completely absent, which is major omission.

h) Two different grading scales are used across the tables without justification. Table 2 uses (<50% Low; 50–59% Fair; 60–69% Good; ≥70% Excellent) while Tables 3–6 use (0–39% Low; 40–59% Moderate; 60–79% High; ≥80% Very High). This inconsistency makes cross-table comparisons invalid and must be standardized.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is partially adequate but has notable problems:

a) At least two references appear entirely irrelevant to the topic of drug use. Lasong et al. (2020) reports on contraceptive use among women in Zambia, and Asiedu et al. (2025) reports on cocoa bean processing chemistry. These must be removed immediately as they appear to have been included erroneously.

b) Three references appear to be duplicated verbatim: Foster et al. (2023), Nkporbu & Stanley (2023), and Compton et al. (2014) each appear twice in the reference list.

c) References are inconsistently formatted. Some follow APA style while others do not. 

d) Most references are recent (2019-2025). This is positive. However, some key citations are dated (Compton et al., 2007; Kermode et al., 2007; Blum et al., 2014) and could be supplemented with more recent literature.

e) The discussion cites “Blum et al. (2014)” and “Abu et al. (2019)” and “Hakimi et al. (2018),” none of which appear in the reference list.

I would suggest the researcher add the following references:

a) World Health Organisation (2022). Global status report on alcohol and health 2022. WHO Press.

b) Lawal, A., Abdullahi, S. B., Olorukooba, A. A., Hamza, K. L., Usman, B., Abdulkadir, A., Abba, S. K., Yahaya, S. S., Nass, N. S., Amadu, L., Shuaibu, Z. B., Belgore, S., Iliyasu, H., Umar, U. M., Jibril, B. M., Bashir, S. S., Ahmad, A., Saulawa, F. A., Babale, M. S., & Abubakar, A. A. (2025). Prevalence and factors associated with substance abuse among adolescents in public and private secondary schools in Katsina State, Nigeria. BMC public health, 25(1), 531. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-025-21739-y
	

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


	The language quality of this manuscript is well below the standard expected for scholarly publication. For this reason, the manuscript needs thorough revision before it can be considered further. The issues appear in virtually every section of the manuscript. The following are specific examples:

Typographical and spelling errors:

a) In the Abstract, the numeral zero is used in place of the letter “o” in the phrase “and 0ne hypothesis.”

b) Both in the Abstract and Results (Table 1 narrative) sections, the researcher(s) write “majority leaved on campus.” From the context of the study, I believe the researcher(s) intended to communicate the past tense of “live”. “Leaved” is not a standard English form; the correct past tense of “live” is “lived”

c) In the Discussion (subsection: Level of knowledge based on residence) and the Results section (Table 6 narrative), the non-word “respondence” is used in place of “respondents”: “despite the respondence population figures was lesser.”

d) In the Recommendation section, mid-sentence capitalization appears without any justification for it: “should Implement awareness programs” and “should Design and deliver.”

Run-on sentences and syntactic incoherence are also observed:

a) The Abstract contains an extremely long run-on sentence beginning with “it was found that the students’ level of knowledge....” This strings together multiple findings separated only by commas, with no clear syntactic structure. Again, in this same sentence, a new sentence begins mid-way without capitalization: “it was found....” The pronoun “it” is not capitalized after the preceding full stop.

b) The Background section contains the following run-on: “...which create hurdle toward progressive youths Furthermore, evolving social and cultural norms....” “Furthermore” begins what should be a new sentence but is joined to the preceding clause without a full stop or semicolon.

c) In the Discussion (subsection: Level of knowledge based on age), the sentence beginning “The statistic result revealed that student between the ages of 16-25 years are more likely to be prone to illicit drug use on the aggregate 192 respondents (61%) provided correct answers...” runs together two separate ideas with no conjunction or punctuation between them.

d) In the same subsection, the sentence “Nkporbu & Stanley (2023) finding varies from this study in term of demographic variable worked on except the age” is grammatically incomplete and unclear.

Colloquial register:

a) In the Discussion (subsection: Level of knowledge based on class level), the researcher(s) write: “so you will agreed with me that there are so many factors to this increased stress and pressure experienced by final-year students.” This sentence is colloquial, directed at the reader in second person, ungrammatical (“will agreed”), and entirely inappropriate for scholarly writing. It must be removed and replaced with a formal, evidence-based statement.

b) The Background section describes illicit drug use using the casual abbreviation “prescription meds” instead of the formal term “prescription medications,” and attributes this definition to “(researcher)”. This is a non-standard and informal citation practice.

Inconsistent tense:

a) The Results section switches between past and present tense without grammatical justification. For example, in Table 1’s narrative: “The result revealed that the respondents were predominantly young adults: 53.3% were 16–25 and 27.8% are 26–35". “were” and “are” are mixed within a single sentence describing the same group at the same point in time.
b) The Discussion also alternates between past tense (“the study demonstrated”, “this result suggested”) and present tense (“500-level students show high knowledge”, “Peer pressure and association with deviant peer groups are significant factors”) without any discernible rationale.

In no way should it be understood that the issues are limited to these examples. The issues appear throughout the manuscript. Thes are but specific examples.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

None is evident
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