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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 advances neutrosophic graph theory with a novel matrix-based MST algorithm, improving uncertainty handling in network analysis and offering practical applications for complex real-world decision-making problems.
	

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

	Yes, the title 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.

	The abstract presents a partially comprehensive overview but has several shortcomings that require attention to improve its clarity and effectiveness. While it appropriately introduces the problem of uncertainty in real-life situations and the proposed solution—a matrix-based Minimum Spanning Tree (MST) algorithm utilizing single-valued neutrosophic numbers—it includes redundant phrasing and lacks specific results. Notably, the phrase "complicated, ambiguous, and uncertain real-life problems" is repeated unnecessarily. Additionally, the reference to "pentagonal" in the title is absent from the abstract.
Moreover, although the abstract mentions a numerical example, it fails to summarize the key findings or outcomes derived from that example.
Suggestions for Improvement: Clearly articulate the main contributions of the work, such as the algorithm's suitability for MATLAB implementation or its enhanced capacity to address indeterminacy compared to classical methods.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	While the references adequately cover the foundational theories, they exhibit gaps in terms of recent publications and the diversity of sources.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language and quality of the English used in this article do not meet the standards expected for academic communication and require substantial enhancement. It is essential to have the paper thoroughly proofread to correct any errors. I recommend that it be reviewed by a specialist in English language editing to ensure clarity and precision.
	

	Optional/General comments

	 Revisions Required. The authors should focus on professional language editing, abstract refinement, and updating the references to enhance the manuscript's clarity, impact, and suitability for publication.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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