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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 investigates the novel concept of "meekly SC*-normal spaces" in topology, establishing hierarchical relationships with existing generalizations of normality. While the work possesses a solid literature foundation and rigorous mathematical structure, it exhibits significant deficiencies in language expression, symbol consistency, and argument completeness.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	suitable
	

	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 overly generic, lacking inclusion of key definitions, core theorems, or principal examples. It omits quantitative results (e.g., how many hierarchical relationships were established, how many theorems were proven).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	1. Symbol System Inconsistencies : SC*-closure definition. 2. Theorem 1.5.3 proof: The construction U = int(A) in the key step is not justified.  Theorem 1.5.8 proof: The statement "Since X is extremally disconnected, the closures of open sets are themselves open" is an incorrect inference.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are outdated: Among the core references, there are too few from the last 5 years (2020-2025), resulting in insufficient cutting-edge content. Reference [14] is labeled as "arXiv preprint arXiv:2506.15248 (2025)", but the citation context suggests it is from 2024, creating a chronological inconsistency. Reference [35] is also a 2025 preprint, yet it is cited throughout the text as if it were already a published work.
	

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

	
Add a "Notation and Terminology" table at the beginning of the manuscript to explicitly define all custom symbols.
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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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