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	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 addresses a highly relevant and contemporary research area of artificial intelligence and healthcare systems engineering. The integration of predictive AI techniques with process mining for workflow discovery and optimization represents a meaningful step toward data-driven operational improvement in healthcare environments. The emphasis on remote, reproducible analysis using publicly available datasets further enhances the practical value of the study, particularly for researchers and institutions operating under data access constraints. Overall, the work contributes to the growing body of literature seeking to improve healthcare efficiency through advanced computational methodologies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, The title is appropriate and accurately reflects both the methodological focus and the application domain.
	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured. It effectively outlines. The problem statement and motivation. The dataset employed (Sepsis Cases event log). The analytical methods applied. Key performance metrics. Reported optimization outcomes. Stated limitations and future directions. However, minor refinement is recommended. Specifically:

· The moderate conformance metrics (fitness and precision) should be briefly contextualized to prevent misinterpretation.

· The optimization results should clearly indicate that they are derived from simulated evaluation rather than real-world clinical deployment.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is methodologically robust and grounded in established process mining and machine learning principles. The use of PM4Py for discovery and conformance checking, alignment-based evaluation techniques, and LSTM models for predictive monitoring is consistent with current best practices in the field.

Nevertheless, several aspects require clearer interpretation:

· Conformance Metrics:

The reported fitness (0.609) and precision (0.443) indicate moderate alignment between the model and the event log. While such results are not uncommon in complex healthcare processes characterized by high variability, the manuscript should more critically discuss the implications of these values and provide a clearer rationale for their acceptability.

· Optimization Outcomes:

The reported 18% throughput reduction appears to be simulation-based. The distinction between simulated optimization and validated clinical implementation must be emphasized to avoid overstatement.

· Generalizability:

The study relies on a single publicly available dataset from a specific hospital context. Although this limitation is acknowledged, a more in-depth discussion of potential variability across different institutional settings would strengthen the manuscript.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are extensive and appropriately balanced between foundational literature and recent studies, including publications up to 2025. The manuscript demonstrates adequate engagement with both classical process mining literature and contemporary AI applications in healthcare. The reference base is sufficient for the scope of the study.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally written in academically appropriate language. However, certain sections contain lengthy or complex sentences that may reduce readability. Minor grammatical refinements and stylistic tightening would enhance clarity and improve overall flow, particularly in the Introduction and Discussion sections. A professional language edit is recommended before final 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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