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	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	The Title of the article  is 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.


	1. The applicability of the method. Why do we need application linear Diophantine fuzzy framework in this study? I did not see the author discussing the reason. Therefore, it is impossible to prove the superiority of this model combination in this article. Need detailed further explanation.

2. Insufficient expression on innovative explanations. Does the practical significance of this innovation exist? There is a lack of comparison with previous studies of the same kind. For this point, the innovativeness of the author's statement needs further explanation.

3. There is no explanation of the reasons for implementing Entropy and TOPSIS methods. Why should we do that? There are numerous papers in literature with application of Entropy and TOPSIS with fuzzy and its generalizations in MADM field, but I didn't see the discussion of that papers. You must discuss these papers and show why is your model superior vs existing MADM tools.

4. Why did you implement Entropy method for determining criteria weights? Why not CRITIC, WENSLO or LOPCOW methods for determining criteria weights? Suppose you have a good reason    for implementing Entropy method, you should discuss that. These methods should be discussed as well.

5. Why did you use TOPSIS for evaluation? Why not MABAC, MAIRCA, VIKOR or RAFSI? What are the advantages of TOPSIS in comparisons to these methods? This must be discussed (advantages and limitations of these methods in comparisons with the TOPSIS).

6. Section 1 is not well presented. Add separate subsections with clear motivations for research and research gap. In the present paper these sections exist but are not well presented. These sections must present discussion in terms of the case study and methodology you implemented.

7. Literature review. Add more recent papers published in the last three years. Remove papers published before 2019. Based on the LR you should define the scientific gap. For one aspect, fuzzy sets and their generalizations are essential in MADM and TOPSIS, but is there any specific focus is   not recognized in the present work.

8. Clearly define steps of the proposed MADM methodology. Methodology must be presented through steps and clearly define a part for evaluation and a part of determining criteria weights. This should be supported with proper discussion of the flowchart.

9. Model selection problem. The author points out that it uses a MCDA model (Entropy -TOPSIS methods) and wants to illustrate its innovation in model selection. But in the research question of this article, does the new method get better results than the other methods? There is no comparative proof, no analysis of the superiority of the method. Lack of comparison of results under different models.

10. The method innovation and application value of the improved multi criteria decision model in this paper need the author to provide numerical comparison demonstration. 

11. In the part of research status, the outline of the whole research is not clear enough, and more content of multi criteria decision model (method) needs to be added.

12. The results of the application part of the model need to be rearranged, the readability is too poor, and the graphical results provided can't make people see the differences under different scene settings.
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