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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.


	Overall, this paper is acceptable with major corrections as written in the section below. The authors are suggested to make the corrections to improve this academic manuscript, as it can be a reference for other researchers. This project is important, especially in rural areas, offline zones, and can help prevent cheating during voting.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Ok. Acceptable. 
	

	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 generally well written and includes the introduction, problem statement, methodology, key results, and conclusion. However, for improvement, it is recommended to clearly state the main objective of the project and mention the specific type of microcontroller used.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Introduction
· There is no citation in this part. The fact or statement from other sources, need to be cited and include the references. 
Literature review

· 2nd paragraph: The statement "Recent studies have investigated the incorporation of machine learning models into face recognition systems to strengthen voter verification and prevent impersonation [3]" is not suitable for journal writing. It is suggested that the authors use academic writing by citing the author's name directly, for example, "Kumon et al. demonstrated..."

· The literature review is acceptable, but the elaboration on each referenced paper is insufficient. It is suggested to add one or two sentences to discuss the significant results and findings of each study, followed by a critical analysis highlighting their relevance or limitations.
Methodology

· The components used have been listed. However, the specifications and functions of these components in the project are not clearly explained. It is recommended that the authors provide more detail so that other researchers can replicate the system as a reference.

· It is also suggested that the authors include a program flowchart before presenting the selected Python code. This will help readers better understand the system flow and the transitions between each step.

· The use of both LBPH and KNN for face recognition is confusing. The abstract states that LBPH was used, while the methodology section describes the use of KNN. The authors should clarify and ensure consistency in both sections.

Results and Performance

· Again, in the results section, KNN is used, which does not match the method stated in the abstract. Please correct this.

· The terms FAR and FRR are mentioned, but the equations are not defined or explained. Authors are suggested to add the equation used in the methodology part. 

· The equation "Confidence Score=11+d\text{Confidence Score} = frac{1}{1 + d}" is incorrectly written. Please correct the equation and use proper equation formatting.

· The section titled "4.5. Samples Face Recognition Image:" looks like a table. If it is meant to be a table, it should be properly formatted and labeled as Table 1: Sample Face Recognition Image.
· The section "TABLE 1. Cost of the Project" is not suitable to be placed after the future work. It is suggested to remove the cost, but keep the component list. This list can be moved to the methodology section with a few sentences of explanation. The explanation can also be combined with the block diagram to avoid repetition.
· It is suggested to move Section 5, "Limitation of the Project," to the methodology section, while Section 6, "Future Works," should be placed after the conclusion.
Conclusion

The conclusion is not written correctly. It is suggested that the authors to revise by responding objectives of the project. The key findings and main contribution should be clearly highlighted. Also, the conclusion should be written as one concise paragraph.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· There are 34 references listed. However, authors not using all of them. Most of the references are not cited in the manuscript. It looks like the references have not been used. Authors should review the reference list, cited the relevant at the suitable text and sections. Also, remove the unrelated references.  
· All the references are not following the reference’s format style. Kindly recheck the template or formatting style for a good academic writing manuscript. 
	

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


	The grammar and formatting style are poor. It is suggested that the authors proofread the manuscript before final submission.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Avoid using ‘-‘ dash in text. Please remove the dash as it is not suitable for a formal journal publication. Such as in abstract, ‘seconds—demonstrating’, literature review, ‘technologies—such as’, ‘detection algorithm—widely adopted’, and many more. 
2. Figures. All the figures, including Fig. 1, Fig. 2, and others, are not introduced in the text. The authors should introduce each figure and include a few sentences to explain them clearly.
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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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