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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.
	By expanding the notion of generalized continuity within ideal topological spaces, the manuscript significantly advances the study of general topology. Researchers now have new frameworks to examine links between existing classes of continuous mappings thanks to the development of contra (R-I)-continuous and virtually contra (R-I)-continuous functions. The paper's characterizations and features could be used as a starting point for further research on ideal topologies and related mathematical structures. Furthermore, the study of contra (R-I)-closed and severely contra (R-I)-closed graphs contributes to the existing literature and creates avenues for further theoretical advancements and applications in sophisticated topological research.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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)                                                                            Yes, the title is appropriate for the study's scope and is straightforward and succinct. By highlighting contra-continuous functions in the context of ideal topological spaces, it appropriately captures the main notion of the paper. The main mathematical ideas under investigation are succinctly explained in the title, which also fits in nicely with the paper's theoretical contributions. However, a little more focused title might also be taken into consideration if the authors want to emphasize the recently introduced ideas more clearly.

	

	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
	Yes (4)
	

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

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

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

	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


	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	




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.

	The article's title is appropriate and effectively conveys the manuscript's substance. It makes it evident that the study's focus is on contra-continuous functions in the context of ideal topological spaces, enabling readers to recognize the topic and extent of the work right away.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
A methodical theoretical study of contra (R-I)-continuous and nearly contra (R-I)-continuous functions in ideal topological spaces is presented in this work. The findings support the continued advancement of generalized continuity concepts and seem to be mathematically coherent. The objectives are clearly addressed through suitable definitions, assertions, and characterizations, and the paper is well-organized. 

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes                                                                               In general, the references listed in the paper are pertinent and adequate for building the study's theoretical framework, especially in relation to seminal works on generalized continuity and contra-continuity in topology. The new ideas have a suitable foundation thanks to the inclusion of classical contributions. The work might benefit from adding a few more recent publications about ideal topological spaces, generalized continuity, and recent advancements in this field, as the reference list seems to focus primarily on prior research. The scholarly background would be strengthened and the proposed conclusions' present relevance would be emphasized by including recent literature.

	

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

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

	N o
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