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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 is very important as it brings to light policy analysis issues of multiple threshold levels in uncertainity analysis. 
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	


4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	


4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	


5
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

        5 
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
        4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

          5 
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
         4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
         5
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	

        4 
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	

         5 
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Not really. It should include reference to the health malignancy example results used in the threshold analysis. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	         Yes,
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	         Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	
          No 
	




PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

1. Paragraph 3.6.1- Regret Behavior Under Posterior Variance Inflation. It is argued that “Under threshold-type decision loss (e.g., binary action with 0–1 misclassification cost), posterior variance inflation can increase the probability of decision error when operational thresholds remain fixed, particularly when posterior mean estimates lie near the decision boundary”. This perhaps forms the strongest point for evolution and application of the epistemic zone boundaries that translate directly into decision thresholds. However, what is not clear is how does this decision threshold tool (ie μ ± kσpost.) performance relates to situations where scientific knowledge already establishes two or three threshold levels, ie we do not have binary threshold levels which are prone to misclassification, but instead we have multiple threshold levels? 

2. Paragraph 3.7 -Replacement of Arbitrary Thresholds: states that The admissible decision thresholds are defined as: Decision Threshold =μ ± kσpost. This means that both the standard deviation/ dispersion σ and constant k are important in definition the threshold outcomes. However, I am not sure if the basis for the determining the value of the k has been given/ explained. 

3. Para 7. Discussions. The moderate-uncertainty scenario further demonstrates that epistemic credibility depends not only on dispersion magnitude but on alignment between the operational value and posterior belief. Despite relatively wide uncertainty at small sample sizes, thresholds remained within the Trusted zone when centered appropriately, supporting conditional operational stability…..I am not sure the analysis did some simulations involving determination of different thresholds levels under big and small (or truncated) data sets, in order to arrive at this statistical conclusion that  and analysis that “despite relatively wide uncertainty at small sample sizes, thresholds remained within the Trusted zone”. 

4. In relation to the above, could the application of the Generative Adversals Network (GAN) tools, eg with multiple outcomes, in the face of small samples have helped to prove that small sample sizes do not matter in terms of established the different decision zones?  Refer: Muhammad Mubashar and Fabio Cuzzolin “Epistemic Generative Adversarial Networks”. March 2026.  arViv:2603.18348v1;  
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2603.18348.

5. Some editorials…. Have a look at the page numbering
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