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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 paper is of significant importance to the scientific community because it directly addresses one of the most pressing challenges in AI, namely the “black box” problem in complex models. This manuscript makes a valuable contribution by not only reviewing existing techniques, but also proposing a neuro-symbolic hybrid framework that integrates logical reasoning into statistical models to produce systems that are interpretable by design. Through a case study in the field of healthcare, this manuscript presents concrete evidence of how this approach can increase trust and adoption of AI by practitioners in high-risk fields. Thus, this research offers a practical blueprint for the development of more transparent, accountable, and trustworthy AI.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of this article is appropriate and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript. The title clearly identifies the main field (XAI), the approach taken (Mathematical Frameworks), and the ultimate goal (Interpretable Machine Learning).
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract of this article is very comprehensive and has effectively summarized all the important elements of the research. The abstract is concise, informative, and meets scientific publication standards. The abstract covers: Background and issues raised. Objectives and proposed methods, including a neuro-symbolic hybrid approach. Key findings from case studies in the field of health, highlighting increased confidence among clinicians. Conclusions and future research directions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, this manuscript is scientifically sound and robust. The proposed methodology is built on a foundation of established theories in computer science and AI, such as symbolic logic, causal inference, and Inductive Logic Programming (ILP). The experimental design through real-world case studies (healthcare) is highly relevant and provides convincing empirical validation of the proposed framework. The conclusions drawn are well supported by evaluation data, both quantitatively (accuracy) and qualitatively (feedback from clinicians). In addition, the authors demonstrate scientific integrity by acknowledging the limitations of their approach, which adds to the credibility of this research.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references used are adequate, relevant, and up-to-date. The author has cited fundamental and influential works in the field of XAI, including seminal papers on LIME, SHAP, and important arguments from leading researchers such as Rudin. However, most of the references are not up-to-date. It is recommended to use references from the last 5 years at most.
	

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


	Yes, the quality of English used is quite good and entirely suitable for scientific communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	To improve methodological transparency and strengthen the ethical aspects of the research, it is recommended that the author add a sentence to the Case Study section confirming that the patient data used has been fully anonymized and its use has been approved by the relevant ethics committee.
Based on the guidelines provided, my recommendation is Minor Revision.

The suggested revisions are very minor, namely the addition of a short sentence to clarify the ethical handling of patient data in case studies, and the use of more up-to-date references.
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	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)
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