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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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. This manuscript makes a meaningful contribution to the study of semigroup theory by providing a clear characterization of unit regular elements in the space of transformations on arbitrary sets. 
2. By extending these results to continuous transformations on topological spaces, the work bridges algebraic structures with topological concepts, thereby enriching both areas. 
3. The characterization theorems presented offer deeper insight into the structure of transformation semigroups, which are increasingly relevant in modeling dynamic and non-invertible systems. 
4. Overall, the results not only advance theoretical understanding but also create potential pathways for applications in computational algebra and related disciplines.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       3 = Satisfactory
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A = Not Applicable
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A = Not Applicable
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title is generally suitable. It clearly reflects the main focus of the paper—unit regular elements in transformation spaces—and aligns well with the content of the manuscript. However, it could be slightly improved for clarity and precision by indicating the inclusion of both general and continuous transformations. For example: “Unit Regular Elements in Transformation Semigroups and Continuous Transformation Spaces.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the abstract is not fully comprehensive. While it briefly states the main objective of characterizing unit regular elements in transformation spaces, it lacks detail about the methods used, the key results obtained, and the significance of those results.
A clearer version could briefly mention the main characterization theorems and highlight the extension to continuous transformations on topological spaces, along with a short statement on the importance or potential applications of these findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct. The definitions, theorems, and proofs are consistent with established concepts in semigroup theory and topology, and the logical progression of results is sound. The characterization results for unit regular elements are well-supported by appropriate arguments and align with known literature in the field.
However, minor improvements could be made by ensuring clearer explanations in some proofs and providing additional references or examples to enhance readability and accessibility for a broader audience.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO.
The references are not sufficient or recent. While they include some classical and foundational works (e.g., 1960s–1990s), the list lacks adequate representation of recent research developments in semigroup and transformation theory. Modern literature (e.g., works published in 2022–2025 on transformation semigroups and unit regularity) shows that the field is still actively evolving .
Suggestions for improvement:
· Include recent journal articles (last 5–10 years) on transformation semigroups and unit regular elements. 
· Add references specifically related to unit regularity in transformation semigroups, as several recent studies address similar themes. 
· Balance classical references with current research papers (2020 onward) to demonstrate awareness of ongoing developments in the field.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO.
There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript. The work is theoretical in nature, properly cites prior literature, and does not involve human subjects, data privacy concerns, or conflicts of interest.
	





PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript presents a clear and mathematically sound study on unit regular elements in transformation semigroups and their continuous analogues. The results are well-structured and contribute to the existing literature by providing useful characterizations in both algebraic and topological settings. However, the paper would benefit from a more detailed and comprehensive abstract, as well as the inclusion of more recent references to reflect current developments in the field. Additionally, improving the clarity of some proofs and including illustrative examples would enhance readability and make the work more accessible to a broader mathematical audience.
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