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Abstract

Alzheimer’s Dementia (AD) is a progressive neurodegenera-
tive disease marked by irreversible decline, making reliable
modeling of its progression essential for effective patient
care. Progression-aware methods such as survival analysis
are therefore crucial tools for the early detection and moni-
toring of AD. Recent advancements in deep learning have
demonstrated remarkable performance in survival tasks, but
alarmingly fewer studies have been conducted in the do-
main of AD. Further, the studies that do exist do not consider
learned bias within the model itself, which could result in
unfair and unreliable predictions toward certain marginal-
ized groups. As such, we conduct a rigorous study of fairness
in AD progression analysis along with a thorough feature
importance study to determine the characteristics which are
most important for reliable AD predictions. Furthermore, we
propose two novel fairness metrics, called Time-Dependent
Concordance Impurity and Kaplan-Meier Fairness, to quan-
tify bias with respect to sensitive attributes such as sex, race,
and education in nonparametric survival models. Our study
demonstrates that while deep learning powered survival
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models are robust tools which can aid clinicians in AD care
decisions, they often exhibit considerable bias, representing
important avenues for future research.
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1 Introduction

Alzheimer’s disease (AD) is a progressive neurodegenera-
tive disorder and the most common cause of dementia in
older adults, affecting nearly one in three individuals aged
85 years and older [2]. AD is characterized by irreversible
cognitive decline, including short-term memory loss and a
gradual loss in independence. A key challenge in Alzheimer’s
care is the substantial heterogeneity in disease progression
rates across individuals, even among patients with similar
clinical profiles [8]. This unpredictability complicates clini-
cal decision-making, long-term care planning, and patient
counseling. Additionally, current clinical assessments often
identify AD only after substantial neurological damage has
occurred, limiting eligibility for disease-modifying therapies
and reducing the potential impact of intervention [32, 39].
These challenges motivate the need for predictive frame-
works that models not only whether AD will occur, but when


https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX
https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX
https://arxiv.org/abs/2605.04063v1

IEEE/ACM CHASE 26, August 04-06, 2026, Pittsburgh, PA

clinically meaningful transitions are likely to take place. This
challenge naturally aligns with the framework of survival
analysis, which aims to predict the time until the occurrence
of a specific event and is particularly well suited to degener-
ative conditions like AD, where disease processes are irre-
versible and occur over an extended time frame. In contrast
to traditional classifiers that detect AD only after progression
has occurred, survival models enable estimation of an indi-
vidual’s risk trajectory, such as the time to conversion from a
non-AD state to AD diagnosis. By modeling disease progres-
sion over time, survival analysis supports more informed
clinical decision-making and enables proactive intervention
aimed at slowing disease progression.

While traditional survival modeling techniques have seen
success, modern advancements in deep learning (DL) have
resulted in rapid growth in high-dimensional tasks [42].
These advancements have enabled researchers to model
disease progression in AD [1, 14, 36, 41], cancer [35, 43],
embolism [15], and relapse [7] tasks, highlighting its effec-
tiveness in critical domains. Moreover, DL has facilitated
the development of nonparametric deep survival models
(NDSMs), which can effectively produce individualized sur-
vival distributions (ISD) without imposing restrictive model-
ing assumptions (detailed further in Sec 2). While NDSMs
have demonstrated strong discriminative performance in
survival modeling [40, 41], existing studies largely confine
their evaluation to performancec-centric metrics. In particu-
lar, most prior work emphasizes discrimination—often mea-
sured solely through the Concordance Index [3]—while over-
looking other critical aspects of a robust survival modeling
framework, such as calibration, fairness, and interpretabil-
ity. Meanwhile, other lines of work have begun to explicitly
investigate properties such as interpretability [21, 22] and
fairness [46] in survival modeling. However, these studies
are typically validated on synthetic data or relatively low-
complexity benchmark datasets, rather than on heteroge-
neous, high-dimensional real-world clinical cohorts. As a
result, it remains unclear whether their proposed approaches
retain these desirable properties when applied to challenging
real-world settings such as AD progression modeling.

Motivated by this, we propose a comprehensive evaluation
pipeline for trustworthiness in AD progression modeling.
This pipeline examines NDSM suitability in real world tasks
by providing a well-rounded framework for analyzing model
performance. Additionally, we claim that established fairness
metrics [45, 46] are not suitable for nonparametric survival
models, and introduce the Time-Dependent Concordance Im-
purity (CI-td) and KM-Fair Calibration metrics to quantify
the bias of NDSMs. Formally, we present our contributions as
follows: (1) We introduce two novel bias quantification met-
rics to allow for the evaluation of fairness in nonparametric
deep survival models. (2) We present a rigorous evaluation
pipeline to analyze NDSM suitability for real-world AD pro-
gression modeling by analyzing discrimination, calibration,
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fairness, and interpretability. (3) We conduct an extensive
analysis of bias in deep survival models across sex, ethnic-
ity, and education to evaluate the fairness of state of the art
models.

2 Related Work
2.1 Survival analysis

Parametric methods assume that the survival function ad-
heres to a specific prescribed distribution such as Weibull
[4], Log Normal [29], or Asymmetric Laplace [38]. These
models then aim to estimate the the associated parameters
and sample ISDs from the learned distributions.

Meanwhile, semi-parametric methods such as DeepSurv
[19] instead operate under the proportional hazards assump-
tion, which assumes that there exists some "baseline hazard
function" hy, which describes the average hazard of the pop-
ulation. Proportional hazards models then predict a scalar
value, known as the hazard coefficient, that linearly scales hg
to create the ISD for a given patient.

While these methods saw some success, more recent work
instead aims to directly predict individualized survival distri-
butions in a nonparametric manner. This is typically achieved
by decomposing the time horizon into T discrete bins and
estimating the probability of event occurrence at each inter-
val. Under this formulation, Negative Log-Liklihood (NLL)
can be extended to support right-censored data [25, 26]. Sim-
ilarly, Ranked Probability Scoring (RPS) [16] also predicts
the event probability at each time interval but instead aims
to improve model calibration by simultaneously considering
the entire time horizon. While these methods sacrifice some
fine-grained survival information by binning the study win-
dow, they achieve superior performance due to their ability
to model survival distributions at the individual level.

Beyond theoretical contributions to deep learning, the
medical community has worked to apply these survival mod-
els to Alzheimer’s Dementia disease progression. Huh et al.
[14] apply traditional (non-DL) methods to data from the Ko-
rean National Health Insurance Service to quantify the risk
of patients from different population subgroups. Meanwhile,
[1] conducts a comprehensive feature importance study from
Alzheimer’s data provided by the Alzheimer’s Disease Neu-
roimaging Initiative (ADNI). Finally, [36] evaluates the per-
formance of deep survival models on data from the National
Alzheimer’s Coordinating Center (NACC) and apply recur-
sive feature elimination to determine the most important
features for AD progression prediction. Notably, none of
these works utilize NDSM framework for their analysis.

2.2 Fairness

Fairness refers to the process of ensuring that a deep model
evaluates all subgroups of a population equally. These sub-
groups can be stratified based on sensitive attributes such as
sex or ethnicity. A "fair" model should then behave similarly
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across each group, attaining similar evaluation metrics [46].
Bias refers to the task of quantifying the model’s bias toward
any one specific group. This concern is particularly relevant
in AD, where disparities in diagnosis, progression rates, and
access to care across demographic groups have been well
documented, raising the risk that biased models may further
amplify existing inequities [27, 30].

There exists rich literature which studies the topic of bias
and fairness in machine learning [12, 28, 44], but these meth-
ods typically rely on the presence of a class label - a feature
which is notably absent in the survival framework due to
data censorship. As such, little work address the issue of
censorship as it pertains to bias and fairness. Further, the es-
tablished metrics [45, 46] are not suitable for nonparametric
survival models due to their reliance on hazard ratios gener-
ated by semi-parametric methods, representing an important
gap in the literature.

3 Method
3.1 Problem formulation

We consider the task of Alzheimer’s Dementia progression
modeling as a time-to-event prediction problem, where we
are interested in estimating the likelihood of a non-AD sub-
ject to receive a clinical AD diagnosis at a given point in time.
Consider a longitudinal study which monitors N potential
AD patients over some time horizon. We construct a survival
dataset D = {X;, 8;, ti}ﬁo, where X; is a clinical feature vec-
tor, §; is the event indicator, and #; is the time until event
observation or censorship for some subject i. Specifically,
§ = 1if the event was observed within the study window and
d = 0 otherwise. The latter is referred to as right-censorship,
and is an integral component of the survival modeling pro-
cess because it is unknown if/when the event will occur in
the future. In these cases, we record the last visit as the time
of censorship.

The goal is then to learn a function fy (X;) which estimates
an individualized survival distribution S¢(¢|X;) = P(T > t),
representing the probability of a subject not receiving a clin-
ical AD diagnosis by time ¢. The primary benefit of utilizing
NDSMs is their ability to directly learn Sy(¢|X;) from the
data without imposing strong distributional assumptions
or using proportional hazards. However, this process also
reduces the overall trustworthiness of the survival model
as it is more difficult to truly understand decision making
dynamics then their (semi)parametric counterparts. For this
reason, NDSMs require a more robust evaluation framework
to validate their efficacy in real world scenarios. We argue
that a well rounded analysis of an NDSM should evaluate
its discrimination, calibration, fairness and interpetability. In
this section, we outline each of these categories.
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3.2 Quantifying NDSM performance

Discrimination measures the model’s ability to properly rank
elements in order of risk. If subject A is known to observe
an event before subject B, then a properly trained survival
model should rank their risks accordingly. However, this
does not provide guarantees that the model’s predictions ac-
tually align with the true underlying survival distributions.
Instead, this quality is measured through model calibration
[26, 33, 34]. Importantly, strong performance in discrimina-
tion does not imply well aligned calibration, and vice versa.
In fact, there is often a trade-off between these two objec-
tives, known as the discrimination-calibration tradeoff, where
one metric weakens while the other improves [33]. For this
reason, it is imperative that NDSMs are evaluated through a
combination of discrimination and calibration metrics.

3.2.1 Discrimination. The Time-dependent Concordance
Index (C-td) [3] measures the ratio of correctly ordered el-
ements to the number of total comparable pairs. A pair of
elements i, j are considered comparable if element i is known
to be observed before j, or formally, §; =1 and t; < ¢;.

We can then express the model’s belief that an event will
occur at or before some time ¢ via the Cumulative Incidence
Function (CIF), defined as:

t

F(t]X) = Z softmax( fy(X)); (1)

i=0
where fp(X) is a deep neural network parameterized by
0, and t is the time horizon. Finally, C-td is computed as:

Ay * L(F(51X;) > F(6:1X;))
iz Aij
Here, A; j is the set of all comparable elements, defined as
Ajj = 1(; = 1,t; < t;). Higher is better for C-td, where 1
corresponds to perfect ranking, 0.5 is complete randomness,
and 0 is inversely perfect.

C-td =

@)

3.2.2 Calibration. The Kaplan-Meier (KM) curve [18] rep-
resents the general population-level survival distribution of
a group and can easily be calculated non-parametrically with
only time and event labels. As such, it serves as a good target
distribution for model alignment since it is impossible to ob-
tain ground truth ISDs. KM-Cal (K) [6] measures calibration
by computing the KL-divergence between the Kaplan-Meier
curve and the average of all ISD predictions from the test
set, defined as:

K = KL(Skm(1)[1S(1)) 3)

where Sk is the survival distribution predicted by the KM
estimator and S(¢) is the average of all survival distributions
predicted by fy(+). If these distributions are similar (small KL
divergence value), then the model is likely to be calibrated.
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3.2.3 Integrated Brier Score. The Brier Score (BS) is a
metric which evaluates the model’s accuracy at a specific
point in time t. This is effectively quantified as the mean
squared error between the survival prediction S(t]X) and 1
if the event was observed at t and 0 otherwise. This formu-
lation can be further decomposed into three additive compo-
nents: BS = CAL — RES + UNC [31]. Here, CAL refers to the
model’s calibration. RES (resolution) measures how much
the conditional probabilities deviate from the prediction av-
erage, essentially penalizing the model for repeating the
same probabilities across many samples. Finally, UNC refers
to the overall uncertainty of the prediction. Thus, the Brier
Score cannot explicitly be considered a measure of discrimi-
native performance, nor calibration. Instead it represents an
aggregation of overall performance.

The Integrated Brier Score (IBS) simply calculates the av-
erage BS across all intervals in the time horizon. IBS can take
on any value in a range [0, 1], where lower is better. [10].

3.3 Evaluating fairness

3.3.1 Time-Dependent Concordance Impurity. Con-
cordance Impurity (CI) [46] measures the variation in dis-
criminative performance for different subgroups of a pop-
ulation. For example, consider the sensitive attribute "sex".
We first partition the dataset into male and female popula-
tions, then calculate the overall concordance with respect
to each group. This value is called the concordance fraction
(CF). However, the original authors [46] utilize risk scores
to determine the concordance of two elements. This limits
Concordance Impurity to parametric and semi-parametric
methods as NDSMs do not have a notion of "risk". To adapt
CI to the nonparametric framework, we instead evaluate
the concordance directly through the predicted survival dis-
tribution. Specifically, we consider an (i, j) patient pair to
be concordant if S(#;]X;) < S(¢; |X;), so long as such pair is
comparable. This allows us to extend the impurity metric
to function with nonparametric survival models, allowing
for the fairness evaluation of NDSMs. Once the CF is calcu-
lated for each group, the largest difference in CF across all
subgroups is returned as the impurity score:

CI-td = min{CF,, — CF,, i # j} (4)

where g;, g; refer to the groups specified by the sensitive
attribute.

3.3.2 KM Fair Calibration. Similar to Concordance Im-
purity, calibration fairness can be calculated by assessing
variation in calibration across subgroups of a population.
Previous work [46] have utilized the Hosmer-Lemeshow
goodness-of-fit statistic [13] to analyze the agreement be-
tween predictions and observed outcomes. This results in a
clean decision rule which can be used to classify models as
"fair-" or "biased-calibrated", defined as:
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twax (KMig — p2)n;
g/ "9
HLy(S(t]X)) = )| —————
i=0 plg(l_plg)
where g is the group identifier, p; is the predicted prob-
ability at time i and n; is the number of observations at i.
However, this statistic is scaled by the number of event obser-

®)

vations at a given time interval. For highly underrepresented
populations which may only have a limited number of el-
ements in the dataset, this could lead to greater statistical
uncertainty [46]. Instead, we chose to develop a novel metric,
KM-Fair, which extends KM-Cal for fairness evaluation.

To do this, we compute the group-wise KM distribution
KM,(t) and corresponding model predictions S(t) to deter-
mine the KM-Cal score for each group in the population. To
improve the statistical certainty of the individual scores, we
bootstrap the process by repeating the calculation B times
with random subsets of the group population. This results
in a vector I?gi of B KM-Cal scores for each group g;. We use
a value of B = 1000 in our experiments.

We perform pair-wise bias analysis by measuring the dif-
ference between the bootstrapped group KM-Cal scores be-
tween two populations. Specifically, let I%diff =K .= Izgj
be a vector which contains the difference in bootstrapped
calibration scores between two groups. If the model exhibits
more bias toward g;, then Ky rf be almost entirely negative.
Similarly, if there is substantially more bias toward g;, then
Ky 7 will be mostly positive. With this in mind, we compute

the 95% confidence interval [a, b] for I%di rr and formalize
the decision rule as follows:

-1, a,b<0
KM-Fair =40, a<0<b (6)
1, 0<ab

This formulation provides insights into the model’s overall
fairness as well as to which direction it tends to exhibit bias.

3.4 Interpreting NDSM predictions

To improve model interpretability and assess the robustness
of the learned representations, we performed permutation-
based feature importance analysis on our trained survival
models. After model training, the best-performing check-
point for each model, selected according to the validation
concordance index, was loaded and evaluated on a held-out
test set. Baseline predictive performance was measured us-
ing the C-td. Feature importance was estimated by indepen-
dently permuting each input feature across samples within
the test set while leaving all other features unchanged. This
permutation preserves the marginal distribution of feature
values but disrupts their correspondence with individual
samples. The trained model was then re-evaluated on the
permuted test set, and the change in C-td relative to baseline
performance was recorded. To reduce variability introduced
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by random permutations, the procedure was repeated 10
times per feature using independently generated permuta-
tions. The mean decrease in C-td across repetitions was
used as the feature importance score, where larger decreases
indicate greater dependence of model performance on the
corresponding feature. All evaluations were conducted un-
der identical inference settings to ensure that performance
changes were attributable solely to feature permutation.

4 Data
4.1 Survival data

We utilize follow-up data from the National Alzheimer’s
Coordinating Center (NACC) [23]. This dataset contains
over 200,000 records from 55,000 unique patients. Within
this, there are approximately 1,000 unique features which
encompass demographic, clinical, cognitive, and diagnosis
information. Of these features, we identify three sensitive at-
tributes which we use for our fairness analysis: sex, race, and
education. Figure 1 provides a breakdown of the population
representation for each of these attributes.

Notably, NACC does not explicitly include the proper
channels to model survival information, namely event indi-
cator and time labels. We first define the the positive event
to be the case in which a given patient converts from a non-
AD diagnosis to AD. Then, the survival time is recorded
as the difference between their initial visit and the visit in
which they received an AD diagnosis. For example, a pa-
tient with Mild Cognitive Impairment (MCI) at month 0 that
later converts to AD at month 12, will be recorded as the
tuple (X,6 = 1,t = 12). Otherwise, if the patient still has
not received an AD diagnosis by their last visit, we consider
them to be censored and record their time of censorship in a
similar manner. Since NDSM model survival over discrete
intervals across the time horizon, we then binned the con-
tinuous time labels into 10 intervals using the pipeline laid
out in [24].

One such challenge with defining the survival data for the
NACC dataset is that the only definitive way to determine
an AD diagnosis is post-mortem. This means that patient
diagnosis is not always definitive and may oscillate between
positive and negative diagnoses. To account for this, we take
the last known diagnosis as the final, most accurate diagnosis
label for determining converters. With this approach, a sub-
ject who receives a positive AD diagnosis at one month but
later is changed to non-AD at a later time will be recorded
as censored for the purpose of our data.

4.2 Feature selection

While deep learning facilitates high-dimensional survival
modeling, it is often convention to exclude irrelevant and
redundant features from the feature set to create a smaller,
more manageable environment for the survival model. As
such, we manually selected a subset of 98 features which
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capture demographic, genetic, behavior, risk, and clinical
assessment data to construct our survival dataset. Further
details can be found in Appendix A. These features were se-
lected based on relevance to Alzheimer’s Dementia diagnosis
and alignment to other AD studies [37].

4.3 Data processing

Our data processing pipeline consists of 3 main steps (1)
truncation of survival data (2) data imputation, and (3) nor-
malization and one-hot encoding

Truncation: Generally speaking, survival data should only
contain patients who are “at risk" during observation. This
means that subjects with an observed event at their baseline
visit should not be considered for the purposes of the study.
This is because these elements could introduce bias in the
survival modeling process. To understand this, consider two
subjects who received an AD diagnosis at their baseline visit
(i.e. 6; = 1,t; = 0). These elements can be thought of as
being left-censored, meaning that their event time occurred
before the study window. We will consider these cases as
having “negative" time. Therefore, if subject A developed AD
1 month prior to their baseline visit (¢ = —1) and subject B
12 months prior (¢ = —12), the survival model will still treat
both subjects as at the same risk, despite subject B being
further in progression than subject A. For this reason, we
truncate the survival data by dropping all elements where
(Si = 1, ti =0.

Imputation: There were missing elements from many of
the selected features in our dataset. A common method to
handle such cases is through data imputation, where missing
elements are replaced with estimates (usually the mean or
mode of the feature) to ensure stability during training. As
such, we imputed all continuous valued features with the
mean value of all available elements and used the mode for
categorical features. To avoid excessive imputation, we also
dropped all features that we missing more than 30% of their
values.

Normalization and one-hot encoding: We finalize our pre-
processing pipeline by normalizing all continuous value fea-
tures to be in range [0, 1] through the min-max normalization
scheme:

X — Xmi
X* — min (7)
Xmax - Xmin
We then one-hot encoded non-binary categorical variables
(i.e. race) into binary categories.

5 Experimental Setup

We evaluate the survival and fairness performance across
a suite of commonly used state-of-the-art NDSMs. These
models include Negative Log-Liklihood (NLL) [24], Neu-
ral Multi-Task Logistic Regression (N-MTLR) [9], Deep-
Hit [25] and Ranked Probability Scoring (RPS) [17], and
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Figure 1. Breakdown of NACC demographic characteristics use for NDSM fairness evaluation.

RPS+Rank [17]. DeepHit and RPS+Rank utilize an addi-
tional ranking loss component which adapts the idea of Con-
cordance to learn the proper ordering of uncensored individ-
uals and can be expressed as Lpeepnir = LNLL + LRanking
and Lrps+Rank = Lrps + -ERanking, respeCtiveIY'

All models were trained using the Adam optimizer [20]
with a learning rate of 1 X 1074 and a batch size of 128 for
20 epochs. We present our results as an average across three
random seeds, with the corresponding standard deviations
included in parenthesis.

6 Results

We provide our primary results for survival and impurity,
averaged across three random seeds, in Table 1. Figure 2
then shows a visualization of the pair-wise KM-Fair scores
for each sensitive attribute. These matrices showcase the
average decision score from Eq. 6 across 3 seeds, where
negative values (colored blue) indicate that the model tends
to bias toward the row attributes whereas positive values
(colored red) correspond with a bias toward column attributes
in terms of fairness. We also note that we only include NLL as
arepresentative example for brevity. The remaining KM-Fair
plots can be found in Appendix C

While all models overall performed well for the survival
task, we observe that the discrimination-calibration trade-
off is apparent. RPS, which is explicitly trained to optimize
calibration, outperforms NLL, DeepHit, and N-MTLR meth-
ods in terms of calibration, but is considerably weaker in
discriminative performance. Even further, across all tested
models, RPS suffers the greatest instability in discrimination,
being the only method with a standard deviation >0.1. Sur-
prisingly, we also note that NLL, which is the simplest of
the analyzed methods, yields the strongest discriminative
survival performance. This could indicate that additional
complexity introduced by the subsequent methods may not
be necessary for the AD progression task.

In terms of fairness, our experiments show that all models
exhibit low impurity scores for the sex attribute. This could
be due to the fact that the dataset is somewhat balanced in
terms of sex (~42/48% male/female split). Even so, from Fig-
ure 2, it can be seen that despite having the lowest impurity
score, NLL exhibits a bias toward male subjects.

When considering attributes with larger skew in repre-
sentation such as race and education, NDSMs exhibit consid-
erably more bias. Here, RPS based methods have superior
impurity with respect to race, but are simultaneously worse
in education fairness. Meanwhile, the reverse is true for the
remaining NDSMs, which demonstrate high race impurity
and low education impurity. Additionally, the results in the
KM-Fair analysis align with general intuition of bias in ML
methods. It can be seen that all models are generally biased
toward populations with larger representation in the dataset
such as white and black patients as well as ones with Bache-
lors degrees.

6.1 Impact of sensitive attributes during training

Here, we consider the impact of the sensitive attributes in the
training process. For this evaluation, we omit the selected
attribute during training and then evaluate the resulting
changes in both survival and fairness. Table 2 shows the
change in performance with respect to the primary results
due to the omission of the sensitive attributes. For clarity, we
have highlighted the cells which demonstrate a significant
change in performance relative to initial results in Table 1.
We define significance as a change which is greater than the
corresponding standard deviation reported in Table 1.

We can see that the inclusion of sex generally has minimal
impact on the overall performance of the evaluated NDSMs,
with its omission only yielding significant changes in a hand-
ful of categories. Meanwhile omitting race attributes results
in substantially better performance for nearly all models
in terms of both survival and fairness. NLL, DeepHit, and
N-MTLR each see a considerable improvement in discrimina-
tive performance with NLL and N-MTLR also experiencing
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Model C-td7 IBS | KM-cal | CI-td (sex) | CI-td (race) | CI-td (educ) |
NLL 86.52 (0.06) 8.89 (0.06) .6035 (.0015) 2.14 (0.24) 17.27 (2.58) 6.71 (1.20)
DeepHit  86.23(0.04) 9.70 (0.16)  .6011 (.0021)  3.42(0.69)  18.89 (4.68)  7.64 (1.23)
N-MTLR  86.39 (0.02) 8.94(0.09) 5743 (.0066)  2.98 (1.44)  18.60 (4.85)  4.48 (1.92)
RPS 86.04 (0.21)  9.24(0.06) 5598 (.0023)  5.42(0.98)  14.88 (3.32)  10.67 (0.61)
RPS+Rank  86.06 (0.23)  9.26 (0.08) .5588 (.0026) 5.67 (1.18)  16.21(3.20)  11.08 (0.86)

Table 1. Metrics for primary experiments. T indicates higher values preferred, | indicates lower values preferred. Values in

parentheses represent standard deviations.

Education

°
3
8
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-0.25

-0.50

' -
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Figure 2. KM-Fair analysis for NLL model where - indicates a model which is biased toward row attributes and -

indicates one which is biased toward column attributes.

further improvement in IBS. In terms of fairness, nearly every
method improves for race and sex, with the RPS based meth-
ods improving in education fairness as well. Finally, when
omitting education information, most models again improve
with respect to fairness in the case of education. However,
unlike the race attributes, there are fewer improvements in
fairness across sex and race.

These results indicate that is it generally acceptable to omit
demographic features such as sex, race, and education from
the training data as such features introduce additional bias
without providing improvements in survival performance.
In fact, these signals can introduce additional complexity
which hinders the overall survival performance, particularly
in the NLL, DeepHit, and N-MTLR methods. It should also be
noted that N-MTLR was the only method which did not have
any fairness improvements across each of the three ablation
experiments. This suggests that its bias is entirely learned
implicitly from the non-demographic variables, which should
be carefully considered when designing experiments for AD
progression analysis pipelines.

6.2 Permutation-Based Feature Importance Analysis

Figure 3 provides a representative example of the permuta-
tion feature importance analysis for the NLL model, averaged

across three seeds. The remaining feature importance plots,
along with relevant feature definitions, are provided in Ap-
pendix B. The top five features were consistent across all
models and appeared in the same order, with MEMORY, ORI-
ENT, NACCAGE, JUDGEMENT, and CDRSUM ranking as
the most influential predictors of AD progression. Overall,
13 features appeared within the top 20 importance rank-
ings across all models, indicating substantial overlap in the
predictors driving model performance despite differences in
training objectives. This consistency suggests that model per-
formance is primarily driven by stable clinical and cognitive
indicators rather than loss-specific optimization effects.

7 Discussion

Our study finds that NDSMs are capable of capturing com-
plex AD disease dynamics to attain strong discriminative
performance while remaining calibrated with respect to the
overall population. However, these methods often exhibit
systematic fairness disparities across sensitive subgroups
such as sex, ethnicity, and education. We find that these dis-
parities can be partially mitigated at little to no cost to overall
survival performance by omitting the relevant sensitive de-
mographic features from the training data. While this does
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Model C-td IBS KM-cal CI-td(sex) CI-td (race) CI-td (educ)
NLL -0.07 -0.09 -.0007 -0.39 -2.07 0.32
DeepHit 0.03 -0.26 -.0022 -1.06 -3.24 -0.28
N-MTLR 0.09 -0.11 .0028 -0.51 5.32 0.42
RPS -0.03 0 0 -0.97 -1.28 -1.03
RPS+Rank -0.03 -0.06 -.0017 -1.19 -2.51 -1.16
-Race
NLL 0.11 -0.14 -.0016 -1.95 -8.15 0.03
DeepHit 0.13 -0.12 0 -2.6 -8.6 -0.63
N-MTLR 0.21 -0.18 .0074 -1.16 0.16 -1.68
RPS 0 0.04 -.0010 -1.38 -3.62 -0.88
RPS+Rank 0.01 0.01 .0002 -1.66 -4.46 -1.08
-Education
NLL -0.01 -0.12 -0.0027 0.22 -4.09 -1.82
DeepHit 0.07 -0.27 -0.0029 -0.69 -4.01 -2.12
N-MTLR 0.03 -0.10 0.0018 3.41 3.85 -1.14
RPS -0.12 -0.01 -0.0018 -1.71 -1.74 -2.93
RPS+Rank -0.16 -0.05 -0.0017 -1.98 -2.68 -3.1

Table 2. Change in performance with respect to Table 1, where (-feature) indicates a model trained without feature. For clarity,
cells which demonstrate a significant performance improvement (outside corresponding standard deviation range from Table
1) are colored green while ones which show worse performance are red .

Top 20 feature importances: NLL
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Figure 3. Permutation-based feature importance analysis of
NLL model.

improve overall fairness, it does not fully mitigate bias, sug-
gesting that NDSMs implicitly develop bias toward highly
represented subgroups (e.g. white subjects). Finally, a permu-
tation importance analysis revealed that the most important
predictive features across all five NDSMs were identical, in-
dicating that such features are strong biomarkers for AD
progression analysis, independent of the NDSM framework.

We additionally identify some important considerations of
our approach. First, AD diagnosis is inherently noisy and sub-
ject to longitudinal instability, as the only definitive method
to diagnose AD is post-mortem autopsy [11]. As a result,
clinical diagnoses can fluctuate between visits due to evolv-
ing symptom presentation, changes in diagnostic criteria,
or inter-rater variability. Although we use each subject’s
final recorded diagnosis to define disease conversion, this
approach does not eliminate the risk of misclassifications. Di-
agnostic noise directly impacts survival time estimation and
complicates fairness evaluation, as fairness metrics implic-
itly assume that the model’s target labels are correct. In the
absence of a definitive ground truth for AD progression, ob-
served performance differences across demographic groups
may therefore reflect diagnostic variability rather than true
differences in disease dynamics.

Second, our analysis relies on standard survival model
assumptions regarding censoring that may not indeed hold
true. In particular, the assumption of independent censoring
may be violated if patients who drop out of the study differ
systematically from those who remained in data collection.
Differential loss to follow-up may be associated with disease
severity, socioeconomic factors, or access to care, and these
factors may themselves vary across different demographic
groups, potentially biasing our results.

Finally, the use of NACC data introduces potential sample
bias, as participants in this data collection effort are typically
recruited through specialized AD research centers and re-
ceive frequent structured follow-up assessments [5]. As a



Trustworthiness of Deep Survival Models

result, this cohort may not be representative of the broader
populations of individuals with AD, particularly those with
limited access to specialty care. Consequently, this study’s
model performance and fairness conclusions may not gener-
alize well to under-resourced clinical settings.

8 Conclusion

This work introduces a comprehensive evaluation frame-
work for nonparametric deep survival models in Alzheimer’s
disease progression analysis, moving beyond discrimination
alone to jointly assess calibration, fairness, and interpretabil-
ity. Within this framework, we propose two complementary
fairness metrics— Time-dependent Concordance Impurity and
Kaplan—Meier Fairness—designed to quantify subgroup dis-
parities in predicted survival dynamics rather than static risk
scores. Our analysis further provides a systematic investiga-
tion of feature stability via permutation-based importance,
revealing a core set of biomarkers that consistently drive
predictions across five distinct NDSMs, suggesting the pres-
ence of robust, model-agnostic signals of disease progression.
Collectively, these results highlight the importance of mul-
tidimensional evaluation for determining clinical readiness
and provide a foundation for developing more reliable and
equitable deep survival models.
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Permutation Importance
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els are related to the Clinical Dementia Rating (CDR) exam,
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Top 20 feature importances: MTLR
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Top 20 feature importances: RPS_Ranking
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Figure 5. Permutation-based feature importance analysis of DeepHit (top-left), N-MTLR (top-right), RPS (bottom-left), and

RPS+Rank (bottom-right).

which aims to assess the level of impairment a subject faces
across a range of tasks. For example, MEMORY, ORIENT, and
JUDGMENT quantify impairment in memory, orientation,
and problem solving tasks. Additionally, CDRSUM quantifies
the total impairment scores over the entire assessment. Other
notable features which appear commonly among all experi-
ments include NACCFAM (indicates whether a first-degree
family member has cognitive impairment), INDEPEND (level
of independence), and MEMPROB (whether the subject per-
sonally feels they have more memory problems than most).

C KM-Fair Analysis

We provide the KM-Fair analysis for DeepHit, N-MTLR, RPS,
and RPS+Rank in Figure 6. Here we observe that all mod-
els generally exhibit similar bias toward highly represented
populations (e.g. white subjects and those without graduate
degrees). Interestingly, despite the sex category being more
or less balanced, NLL, RPS, and RPS+Rank are still biased
toward the male population.
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Figure 6. KM-Fair analysis for all models where - indicates a model which is biased toward row attributes and -

indicates one which is biased toward column attributes.
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