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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 is important for the scientific community because it addresses a critical gap in medical decision-support system by explicitly modelling uncertainty in the diagnosis of pulmonary tuberculosis. By integrating fuzzy logic with a rule-based expert system, the proposed approach more accurately reflectshuman clinical reasoning than traditional Boolean-based systems. The work provides a transparent that can support clinicians, particularly in resource limits settings where data are often incomplete or imprecise. Furthermore, the methodology presented can be extended to other infections and chronic diseases, contributing to the broader advancement of intelligent, uncertainty aware medical diagnostic system.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	1) A Fuzzy Rule-Based Expert System for Managing Uncertainty in Pulmonary Tuberculosis Diagnosis Emphasizing decision support;
2) An Uncertainty Aware Fuzzy Expert System for the Diagnosis of Pulmonary Tuberculosis 
	

	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 comprehensive and clearly present the problem, methodology, implementation, and main findings of the study. However, it would benefit from a brief explicit statement of the novelty of the proposed system compared to existing deterministic tuberculosis diagnostic approaches. 
Clarifying that the evaluation was based on expert-defined or clinically inspired simulation scenarios would improve transparency. optionally, emphasizing its applicability in resource-limited or data-scarce clinical setting could further relevance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes the manuscript is scientifically sound and conceptually correct. The theoretical foundations of expert systems, fuzzy logic, and accurately described and are appropriately applied to the medical diagnosis of pulmonary tuberculosis. The rule-based fuzzy inference approach is consistant with established methodologies in artificial intelligence and medical decision support, and the diagnostic and therapeutic rules are aligned with WHO recommended tuberculosis treatment protocols. While the study is primarily methodological and simulation- based, its assumptions, reasoning framework, and conclusions are scientifically valid and well supported by existing literature 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally sufficient and relevant, as they cover foundational work on fuzzy logic, expert systems, and their applications in medical diagnosis, including tuberculosis. However, several of the core references are classical or relatively old, and the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of more recent studies (last 5-7 years) , particularly those addressing fuzzy systems, hybrid AI models, or decision disease diagnosis. Adding recent WHO tuberculosis reports and contemporary AL- based diagnostic studies would strengthen the manuscripts scientific currency
	

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


	The language and English quality are understandable and adequate for scholarly communication, but the manuscript would benefit from minor to moderate linguistic revision. Improvements are recommended in grammar, article usage, sentence flow, and consistency of technical terminology. A careful language edit or professional proofreading would enhance clarity, readability, and overall presentation without altering the scientific content.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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)


	


Reviewer details:

Pranjali Dilip Thakare, SGBAU, India


Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

