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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.


	The manuscript addresses an important topic related to decision-making under epistemic uncertainty. It proposes a new conceptual framework which has potential relevance for decision theory, statistics, and uncertainty modeling. The topic is timely and meaningful for interdisciplinary research. However, it needs clearer structure, stronger validation, and better linkage to existing research to make a solid scientific impact.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and reflects the core idea of the manuscript. No alternative title is required.
	

	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 gives a general idea of the work, but it is too conceptual. It should clearly state the methodology, key components of the framework, and how the model is evaluated. The authors should reduce not clear statements and add specific technical content.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The idea is scientifically meaningful, but the manuscript lacks clear methodological formulation. Many concepts are described theoretically without clear mathematical definitions or operational procedures. More technical clarity and formal structure are required.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list, although relevant, should be strengthened by including more recent and methodologically aligned studies that address uncertainty modeling, credibility-weighted frameworks, and quantitative decision governance. In particular, the authors are encouraged to cite recent works that contribute to structured mathematical modeling, robustness analysis, and computational decision frameworks, such as: Adaptive Finite Difference Image Fusion (AFDIF): A Novel PDE-Based Approach, Mathematical Methods in the Applied Sciences, DOI: 10.1002/mma.70297; Mathematical Modeling and Numerical Analysis of Diffusion Processes in Image Processing, Journal of Applied Math., DOI: 10.59400/jam2736; Infrared and Visible Image Fusion Using Multi-scale Decomposition and PDEs, International Journal of Applied and Computational Mathematics (Springer), DOI: 10.1007/s40819-024-01768-8; Novel Algorithm for Multifocus Image Fusion using CNN and PDE Integration, Surveys in Mathematics and its Applications; MNSCT: A Novel Modified NSCT-Based Algorithm for Enhanced Medical Image Fusion, Medical Imaging Process & Technology, DOI: 10.24294/mipt10655. These additions would improve the manuscript’s scholarly grounding and strengthen its connection to recent advances in mathematical and computational decision frameworks.
	

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


	The language is understandable but needs improvement for academic clarity. Many sentences are not clear and repetitive. Professional language editing is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is conceptually interesting, but it lacks:

clear mathematical formulation

proper validation

comparison with existing methods

structured methodology

real-world application examples

The paper requires major restructuring and strengthening of the technical content.
The manuscript has potential, but major improvements are required in methodology, validation, structure, clarity, and literature integration before it can be considered for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues are identified. The manuscript is theoretical/methodological in nature and does not involve human or animal subjects.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues identified.
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	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.
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