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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	This manuscript significantly contributes to survival analysis through the introduction and the application of the Weibull-Fréchet proportional hazard model, which thus far extends the Weibull PH model. Using real-life TB data, it is shown that the new model has more flexibility and fits better when the hazard rates are indeed non-monotonic. The highlight of the study is that it is related to a public health issue, TB death, while much more complex statistical techniques are employed to make risk prediction more scientific. The use of Weibull-Fréchet within the PH framework is an innovative approach and, hence, will provide another tool for researchers who deal with survival analysis where the hazard function is intricate.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the scope and methodology of the study.
	

	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 complete and well structured. It effectively summarizes the aim of the paper, the methodology that was followed, the data, major findings, and contributions. 

Some suggestions are as follows:

Slight refinement for clarity: Avoid the repetition of the phrase "Weibull-Fréchet Proportional Hazard Model" in back-to-back sentences.

Break up the longer sentences if it assists with clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodological derivations are clear and appropriately referenced.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and fairly recent.
	

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


	While the manuscript is in general well written, it does employ scholarly language, appealing to the learned reader consisted in some instances of minor grammatical errors. There should also be clear sentence construction.

Suggestive do's and don'ts:

Keep the tense running consistently (i.e., use past tense for already-completed analysis).

Proofread for any glaring typographical and syntactical errors.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The inclusion of a visual comparison (e.g., Kaplan-Meier curve vs. fitted WFr and Weibull models) could improve clarity.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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)
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