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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.


	The manuscript deals with an important and timely problem in medical decision support systems such as, the management of uncertainty in the diagnosis of pulmonary tuberculosis. The use of fuzzy logic in clinical reasoning is appropriate given the inherent imprecision of medical data, particularly in resource limited settings. The manuscript is clear in its description of the motivation, methodology and findings of the research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title “vague expert system,” may appear and be interpreted ambiguously. The term “fuzzy expert system” is more standard in the literature and appears to be the actual methodology used. The authors are encouraged to revise the title to ensure terminological consistency and alignment with established academic conventions.
	

	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 manuscript is slightly comprehensive and presents a promising approach to addressing diagnostic uncertainty in pulmonary tuberculosis using fuzzy expert systems. With a little input to improve methodological transparency, validation rigor, and clarity of presentation, the study has the potential to make a meaningful contribution to the field of medical decision support systems.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, and the approach has potential practical value. However, several methodological, clarity, and reporting issues need to be addressed to strengthen the scientific value and reproducibility of the work.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Given the nature and area of interest of the research, the references appear quite sufficient, adequate and rcent.
	

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


	The language and use of English are pretty much consistent with scholarly and academic writings
	

	Optional/General comments


	The evaluation in the manuscript appears to rely on simulated clinical scenarios. Although this is acceptable at a preliminary stage, the manuscript should clarify how representative these scenarios are of real world clinical cases. If no real patient data were used, this limitation should be explicitly acknowledged, and future validation plans should be discussed.
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