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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 work is of fundamental significance to the scientific community since it fills the gap between standard statistical survival models and recent deep learning strategies. This work includes interpretability as well as uncertainty estimation within deep survival models, thereby addressing important issues regarding transparency and trust in decision support systems based on AI, especially for healthcare. The developed framework enhances predictive accuracy as well as the reliability of survival predictions without compromising theoretical integrity in handling censored data. Lastly, this research contributes to explainable and trusted AI for safer and more
informed clinical and scientific application.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the current title "Interpretable Deep Learning-Based Cox Proportional Hazards Model with Uncertainty Quantification" is brief, technically accurate, and strongly aligned with the manuscript's goals. It effectively conveys the main three contributions: interpretability, deep learning incorporation, and uncertainty estimation within the CoxPH framework.
	

	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 short, well-structured, and reasonably comprehensive, covering problem, methods, innovations, validation results, and study implications to good effect. It concisely communicates the integration of deep learning into the CoxPH model, focus on interpretability and uncertainty, and validation measures defining model performance. A slight adjustment would make it even better. The contribution can be articulated more explicitly by putting across that the approach bridges the gap between traditional survival analysis and existing deep learning. The results can be provided with some short context to highlight their possible application relevance, such as providing better predictive performance and robust uncertainty estimates over traditional models. Minor editorial changes, including replacing "non-linear" with "non linear," shortening "post hoc interpretability" to merely "interpretability," and breaking up long sentences for clarity, would improve readability. Further, a reference to the way censored data is handled would add strength to the abstract since this
is one of the hallmark features of survival analysis.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and demonstrates good mastery of both classical survival analysis and modern deep learning methodologies. It correctly describes the Cox Proportional Hazards (CoxPH) model, partial likelihood, and censored data handling that are the foundations of survival analysis. Some minor improvements, such as terminological consistency and additional references to competing risk models, can further strengthen the manuscript. Overall, the paper is scientifically accurate, methodologically appropriate, and a valuable addition to
the survival analysis literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	A few of the most important, classical references such as Klein and Moeschberger (2005), Cox (1972), and Kaplan & Meier (1958) are cited along with important recent deep learning techniques such as DeepSurv, DeepHit, Dynamic DeepHit, and Deep Survival Machines. BNNs, Monte Carlo Dropout, and healthcare interpretability based on uncertainty quantification are also correctly cited. Some citations are, however, redundant (e.g., Klein and Moeschberger, Cox, DeepSurv, DeepHit, and Deep Survival Machines), and they should be combined to remove redundancy. While references are generally 2018–2021 for deep learning, publications within the last few years in 2022–2024 on deep survival models, uncertainty-aware survival analysis, or explainable AI applied to healthcare would render the manuscript more up-to-date. Additionally, references from clinical fields such as cardiovascular risk or oncology studies would render the practical applicability of the
methodology even more obvious.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English standard and vocabulary of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The presentation is formal, precise, and employs the correct technical terms for survival analysis and deep learning, intricate concepts well elucidated in an objective business professional tone. Some fine-tuning would make it even easier to read and understand. For instance, hyphen consistency, such as employing "non-linear" instead of "non linear," is required. Some excessively long sentences can be reworded or broken up for easier flow without losing technical jargon. Minor improvements in grammar, such as replacing "the understand or explain predictions" with "to understand or explain predictions," would also improve clarity. Adequate space between
parentheses and punctuation also needs to be included.
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