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	PART 1: Comments

	
	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.
	The manuscript studies the enclave domination number for a wide range of well-known graph families and several classical special graphs. Since domination parameters continue to be an active area of research in graph theory, the paper contributes to this ongoing line of work by extending the relatively new notion of enclave domination to many structured graph classes. The results are clearly stated and, in most cases, the authors provide explicit characterizations of enclave dominating vertices along with the corresponding minimum enclave dominating sets. This type of systematic study is useful for researchers working on domination variants and helps build a foundation for future work on more complex graph operations. The applications section, although brief, shows that the concept can be meaningfully interpreted in real-world scenarios.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title accurately reflects the content of the paper. It clearly indicates that the manuscript focuses on enclave domination numbers for special graph families and includes applications. I do not see a need for modification
	

	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 clear and summarizes the main objective of the paper. However, it may benefit from a slight tightening of language. For example, the sentence “along with an applications of enclave dominating sets” could be corrected for grammar. The abstract could also briefly mention the specific graph families studied (e.g., jellyfish, jewel, lollipop, windmill, etc.) to give readers a better sense of scope.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript appears mathematically correct. The definitions are consistent with the literature, and the proofs for the various graph families follow logically from the structure of the graphs. In several places, the authors rely on known results such as the domination number of paths, which is appropriate. Some proofs (e.g., Theorem 5.5) are stated as “similar to earlier theorems” without full detail; while acceptable, adding a short justification would improve completeness
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and include both classical sources and recent works (including papers from 2023–2025). The manuscript cites the foundational literature on domination as well as recent papers on enclave domination. I do not see any major omissions. If anything, the authors might consider adding one or two more recent papers on domination in special graphs, but this is optional.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English is understandable throughout, but there are several grammatical issues and occasional awkward phrasing. These do not obscure the mathematics but a careful proofreading would improve readability. For example, some sentences in the introduction and applications section are long and could be made more concise.
	

	Optional/General comments
	· The applications section is interesting, but it reads more like a conceptual discussion than a formal application. Adding a small illustrative example or diagram could strengthen it.
· Some theorems (e.g., Theorem 4.4) are quite long and involve many subcases. A summary table at the end of the section might help readers.
· Figures are referenced but not always clearly labelled; ensuring consistent figure numbering would help.
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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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