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	Author’s Feedback (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.


	A significant concern that this manuscript addresses is an increasingly important consideration that predictive modelling must contend with, the issue of responsible decision making in complex, uncertain environments. By providing a formalism to incorporate the credibility of evidence before decisions are combined, the study shows that decision legitimacy can be assessed independently from statistical accuracy or probability estimates. Our framework promotes a more transparent, auditable, and governance-centric utilization of data-driven systems, and this is increasingly necessary in high-stakes fields like healthcare, public policy, and financial risk management. Therefore, the research adds to current work on making decision systems not only accurate, but accountable and EP-grounded.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear and technically accurate with content, but is a bit heavy and abstract for a large scientific community. The term “Decision Epistemic Strength” (which is key but obscure) and “governing decisions under epistemic uncertainty” (which may be too conceptual rather than immediately practical). A somewhat more focused and application oriented title might make it more accessible without losing the essence.

A better one would be:

“Decision Epistemic Strength: A Credibility Weighted Framework for Decision Governance Under Uncertainty.”
This retains the key term DES, labels it as a framework and uses more commonplace language for decision governance and uncertainty.
	

	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 well organized with clear motivation and descriptions of the new metric and its role in decision governance under uncertainty. It does convey that the work is about decision legitimacy (not traditional prediction accuracy), and that is an important difference. It is ­however a little dense and abstract and would benefit from some clarification on high-level on how one computes DES, i.e., how one goes about estimating it, stating that it is a kind of credibility weighted aggregation is certainly enough and also that it is normalized dominance between decisions. You could also add one short sentence clearly articulating the practical benefit (safer/more accountable decision support in high stakes domains, etc.). At the same time, perhaps you can trim down the list of technical properties somewhat (e.g., Is Bounded, Is Monotone) in the abstract, as these type of details are better suited for the methods (or validation) sections. In general, the abstract is very good, but a little more concrete and a little less of a methodological laundry list would do it good.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The writing is scientifically consistent with respect to Its logic and the formulation of the internal statement. The definition of DES, the process of credibility weighted aggregation, the mathematical properties (e.g. boundedness, monotonicity, deterministic behaviour) that are claimed, are all logically consistent and perfectly defined within the framework presupposes itself. There are no obvious mathematical or conceptual mistakes in the way the metric is constructed or interpreted. Nevertheless, higher-level scientific rigor (in the sense of methodological correctness) depends on the specification of the weights of credibility and of the epistemic zones, which in this work are in a large part politically or experientially determined rather than statistically inferred. In other words, this does not imply that the framework is flawed but indicates that the validity of the results is possibly highly sensitive to the choice of zoning, weighting, and design of governance. These illustrations are largely for demonstration purposes and not to provide empirical validation; therefore, while the framework is methodologically rigorous, its performance, and the extent to which framework design may confer robustness more generally, remains to be cemented by further real world evaluation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The above references on the whole cover much of the relevant core concepts around uncertainty, decision support, and AI governance, and are to some extent up-to-date. However, in the reviewer's eyes, it could be improved by including a few more recent and well-known references to place this work in context with related work on decision theory, ensemble decision measures and explainable AI. It would demonstrate familiarity with both the foundational literature as well as the state-of-the-art.
	

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


	Yes, the language quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The conceptual contribution is interesting and relevant, and the framework is internally coherent, but the manuscript overstates methodological and relies mainly on illustrative rather than empirical validation. Stronger positioning relative to existing decision and weighting frameworks, along with real data–based evaluation and sensitivity analysis of credibility weights, would significantly strengthen the scientific impact.
The manuscript develops a conceptually appealing framework for credibility weighted decision governance and fills a crucial gap between predictive modelling and operational decision legitimacy. The subject is related to interdisciplinary areas including decision science, AI governance, and uncertainty management. The positioning and rigor of the script would be strengthened if more detail was given on how the proposed metric compares to existing weighted decision/voting mechanisms, by further demonstration using real-world data sets, and by sensitivity analysis on credibility weights. There is a need for substantial revision to improve the scientific grounding and real-world validation.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	NO, There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript.


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	NO, There are no obvious competing interest issues in the manuscript
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	NO clear signs of plagiarism in the manuscript.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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