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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.


	1. I appreciate the authors for selecting the new idea on applications of Enclave Domination Number.

2. Definitely this manuscript helps the scientific community to carry on with their research work, if few corrections to be done.

3. It helps young researcher to continue their future works on Enclave Domination in special graphs. 

4. In my observation, throughout this manuscript the word “we” is used. Avoid using this word in an article.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	“ Enclave Domination Number and its Applications in Families of Special Graphs”
	

	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.


	1. No need to give the definition in the Abstract

2. Avoid using the word “ we”

3. This paper is yet to publish, so ongoing researches are in present tense only
4. Crisply explain what is discussed in this paper and what it aims at?
5. Rewrite the Abstract with the content of the proposed method
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes but with the following corrections:

1. Citations should be given in square brackets, example; [2].

2. In section 2, Terminology and Notation, this paragraph looks so clumsy, subdivisions can be given and the paragraph can be splitted into small paragraph with section number. 

For example, immediately after defining graph, continued with order of graph followed by floor function, ceiling function, path, cycle and different families of graphs without any gap.
3. Enclave domination number already exists, so domination number definition has to come in terminology and notation section and enclave domination number has to be present in definition 3.1. Both have to be interchanged.

4. The author confused with the numbering, Example 3.1 is for enclave dominating vertex, so the numbering should be Example 3.2, if it is given as 3.1 it refers to the previous definition.
5. Theorem 3.1 is missing.

6. Theorem 3.2 to 3.4, all the theorems are already existing, citation number to be in square brackets.

7. Quality of the Graphs to be improved, originality is missing in graphs throughout the entire study.

8. In theorem 4.3 & 5.2, 5.4, theorem 3.5 & 3.2 are referred,  if theorem 3.1 is inserted , the reference  number will change.
9. Till theorem 5.7, the researcher trying to apply the already existing concepts and at the end of each theorem a small square is present. Check the notations used and recheck it once whether it is typed correctly. 
10. Originality and uniqueness is not present.
11. Significance of the  work is missing.
12. Validation part is missing – comparison with other existing work is not present.

13. In conclusion part, different graph structure influences the behaviour of which parameter. Here this refers to what?

14. Conclusion can be rephrased.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1.Few recent references can be included from 2015 to 2025

2.Need to include more references and recent works to be added

3. Can include few more references and check whether all references are properly cited inside the study.

4. Looking at reference number 9 & 10, the page number usage is different in both the references. Common reference template to be followed as prescribed in the journal  template and guidelines.
	

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


	No, Need to be improved (Avoid Grammatical errors, avoiding past tense for their future work & the usage of ‘we’)
	

	Optional/General comments


	RECOMMEDED WITH CORRECTIONS
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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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