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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.


	Meta drug complexes are increasingly area of focus in medicinal chemistry research for stability, solubilty and biological activity. By synthesizing and characterizing a Ni(II)–lomustine complex, the study provides useful preliminary insights into how coordination chemistry may modulate the pharmacological properties of a well-established anticancer drug.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	1. Should be concise, specific, and scientific (e.g., “Synthesis, Characterization, Antimicrobial, and Pharmacological Evaluation of a Ni(II)–Lomustine Complex”).

2. “Physiochemical” is a misspelling. It should be Physicochemical.
	

	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.


	Improve the background section of the abstract and Insert numerical data and avoid speculative conclusions.
1. Lacks quantitative results (e.g., inhibition zones, % cytotoxicity). Gives only qualitative claims.

2. “Significant activity” is vague; needs statistical values.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. IR, UV, thermal methods mentioned, but no instrument details (model, scan range, resolution).

2. Cytotoxicity assay method not fully described (what cell line? what assay – MTT, Trypan blue?).

3. Results inconsistent and sometimes contradictory.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Several classical references (1969, 1983, 2006) used where modern studies are available.
	

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


	1. Several sentences are too long with multiple references crammed in, which reduces readability. Example: “Lomustine, a nitrosourea compound, is commonly used in the treatment of various cancers, particularly brain tumors
2. Inconsistent tensesin methodology: sometimes present, sometimes past. Should be consistently past tense.

3. Some contradictory wording: e.g., In antimicrobial study, “more effective” is written where data shows lower inhibition.


	

	Optional/General comments

1. 
	2. Table 3 says B. subtilis has 31 mm vs 28 mm (control), labeled as +10.71%, but in the conclusion it’s wrongly stated as “−10.71%.”

3. This discrepancy undermines data reliability.

4. Cytotoxicity results lack error bars, p-values, or replicates → no statistical validation.

5. IR shifts reported in text vs tables do not always match.

6. Similar Ni(II)–drug complexes have been reported before (Hanif et al., 2017; Chohan & Supuran, 2005).
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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