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	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.


	The manuscript presents an optimized facial biometric recognition system using an Aquila-enhanced Recurrent Neural Network (AORNN) for crime control, addressing critical challenges in real-time surveillance identification. Its importance lies in advancing security technology by improving accuracy, speed, and reliability in suspect identification, which is essential for law enforcement and public safety. The integration of a metaheuristic optimizer (Aquila) into deep learning architecture adds a novel contribution to biometric security systems, promising practical deployment potential. Given the increasing reliance on automated biometric systems in security, this work is timely and relevant for both academic research and real-world applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable. It reflects the main components of the study—the optimization approach, facial biometrics, crime-control application, and the AO-RNN model. But for conciseness, the author may consider “Aquila-Optimized Recurrent Neural Network for Enhanced Facial Biometric Crime-Control Systems” as its title.


	

	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 clearly outlines the problem, method, dataset, key metrics, and contributions. Yet, a few refinements may improve clarity:

Suggested improvements:

· Consider shortening some sections to increase readability, as it currently packs a lot of technical detail.

· Mention the practical implication more succinctly (e.g., “suitable for real-time deployment”).

· Avoid listing too many numerical results; keep only the most essential ones for readability.

Overall, the abstract is strong and informative.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound. It clearly describes the methodology, including preprocessing steps, algorithmic formulations, optimization flow, and performance metrics. The comparison between baseline RNN and AO-RNN is appropriate and supported by confusion matrices and biometric evaluation indicators. The integration of Aquila Optimizer appears consistent with standard metaheuristic optimization approaches.

Minor scientific concerns:

· The manuscript does not specify whether cross-validation or multiple runs were used to avoid overfitting, although the dataset seems sufficiently large.

· The AO-RNN is compared only against a vanilla RNN, not against other modern architectures (LSTM, GRU, or CNN-RNN hybrids), which limits the depth of comparison.

· Algorithm 3.1 is described textually but could use clearer pseudocode for reproducibility.

Despite these, the scientific workflow is coherent and well-structured.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a strong list of references, ranging from classical foundational works to recent papers from 2023–2025. This shows adequate engagement with current literature. But some duplicates appear (e.g., reference 27 and 28 are identical).


	

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


	The manuscript is readable and the English quality is acceptable for scholarly communication. The tone is formal, and technical explanations are generally clear.

Minor issues noticed:

· Occasional grammar issues and long sentences that could be simplified.

· Some sections contain redundant explanations.

· Figures and tables would benefit from more consistent labelling and captions.

Overall, the language is sufficient for publication with minor polishing.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper is quite lengthy; consider condensing the methodology explanations, especially in the optimization algorithm section. Consider adding a short subsection on ethical implications of facial biometrics for crime control. Visual results (e.g., example images, ROC curves) would further strengthen the study. The GUI screenshot is helpful, but more explanation about system deployment would be beneficial.
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