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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 introduces a holistic, data-driven framework that uniquely integrates machine learning with diverse data sources—including clinical, operational, and environmental—to simultaneously address complex ER challenges in patient flow, resource allocation, and staff burnout. It provides the scientific community with a valuable, practical blueprint for applying predictive analytics to demonstrably improve operational efficiency and the quality of care in high-pressure clinical settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes. The current title is suitable and relevant.
	

	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 well-structured but could be more comprehensive by including key quantitative results. Currently, it effectively introduces the problem, the proposed CCDA framework, the methodology, and the potential impact. However, it lacks specific, measurable outcomes from the study, making its conclusions feel general rather than data-supported.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the manuscript's concept is sound, but the results section has significant scientific gaps that must be addressed for it to be considered scientifically correct. 
Key issues are: 
1. Undefined Prediction Goal: The paper presents detailed results for a classification model but never defines what the model is predicting (i.e., what the 19 classes are), making the results scientifically impossible to evaluate. 
2. Incomplete Results: The methodology section describes multiple models, such as those for patient flow forecasting and staff burnout, but the performance results for these key models are missing from the paper. 
3. Questionable Accuracy: The reported 99.8% accuracy is exceptionally high for a complex clinical problem. The authors need to provide more detail to prove this result is credible and to rule out potential methodological flaws like data leakage.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
The references are generally recent and provide a good context for the problem, but the list requires critical corrections and could be strengthened with sources that are more focused on the proposed methodology.
	

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

	While the manuscript's core ideas are understandable, its English quality requires a thorough copyedit to meet the standards for scholarly publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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