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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.
	This manuscript makes a valuable contribution to the study of generalized separation axioms by introducing meekly SC∗-normal spaces, a concept that extends and unifies several forms of normality in topology. The results enhance understanding of topological structures and
provide a framework for further theoretical exploration. The work also has potential relevance to applied areas such as digital topology and computational modeling.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The original title is suitable and requires no major change
	

	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 informative but can be made more precise and focused. It currently includes too much background detail and not enough emphasis on the paper’s main contributions. I recommend briefly stating the motivation for introducing meekly SC∗-normal spaces, clearly highlighting the key results and relationships with existing normal-type spaces, and ending with a short statement on the significance or possible applications. In short, it should
be more concise, result-centered, and reflective of the paper’s novelty.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and mathematically consistent. The definitions and theorems are well formulated, and the results logically follow from established topological principles. However, a few proofs are presented too briefly and would benefit from clearer justification—particularly Theorem 1.5.3 and Example 1.5.4. With these minor clarifications, the paper’s findings appear correct and make a valid contribution to the field of generalized
topology.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are relevant, sufficient, and reasonably current, covering both classical and recent studies in the field. I suggest only minor updates—adding final publication details and DOIs for recent arXiv papers and ensuring consistent formatting of author names and journal
titles. Overall, the reference list supports the manuscript well.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The manuscript’s language is clear and appropriate for scholarly communication. Only minor edits are needed to improve sentence flow, reduce repetition, and correct small grammatical inconsistencies. Overall, the English quality is good and needs only light proofreading
	

	Optional/General comments
	This is a clear and well-organized manuscript that introduces a meaningful new concept in topology. The results are sound, and the examples effectively support the theory. With minor improvements to clarity, motivation, and formatting, the paper will make a valuable contribution to research on generalized normality and separation axioms.
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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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