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	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 provides a significant methodological contribution to applied statistics and statistical decision theory by introducing a quantitative metric for representing epistemic decision strength under uncertainty. The proposed framework extends conventional uncertainty quantification by incorporating credibility-weighted evidence fusion, moving beyond reliance on probabilistic estimates or statistical significance alone. In addition, the approach offers an interpretable statistical structure for integrating heterogeneous data sources within decision-making processes. Consequently, the study opens new directions for the development of statistically grounded decision governance metrics in complex data environments.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the main methodological contribution of the study. It effectively highlights the focus on a credibility-weighted quantitative metric for decision governance under epistemic 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 generally clear and covers the main points of the research, including the problem, the DES metric, and its applications. It could be improved by adding a brief example, simplifying complex sentences, and mentioning its limitations or scope.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The proposed Decision Epistemic Strength (DES) framework is logically developed, mathematically consistent, and supported with simulated and real-data examples. The methodology is coherent, and the conclusions align with the results. A potential enhancement could be the inclusion of additional formal equations to explicitly capture all computational steps of DES, which would improve reproducibility, theoretical clarity, and rigor, and can be considered a methodological advantage.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and relevant, covering key methodological and applied sources on decision-making under uncertainty and epistemic reasoning. Most are recent (2020–2026), with some foundational older works (e.g., Savage, 1954). Adding a few recent studies on explainable AI could further strengthen the manuscript. 
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. Minor grammatical improvements and sentence refinements could enhance readability, but overall the manuscript is understandable and professional.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents an innovative framework for decision governance under epistemic uncertainty. Its strength lies in structured credibility weighting and practical examples across clinical, policy, and AI applications. While the methodology is clearly explained, the manuscript could benefit from slightly more mathematical formalization to support the conceptual framework. Additionally, some equations contain empty squares within the same paragraphs, likely due to file conversion between different programs, and should be corrected. Overall, it represents a valuable contribution to the literature on decision science.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There are no major ethical concerns.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No clear competing interest issues are detected.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	There is no evidence of plagiarism
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