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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
A pertinent study on optimizing facial biometric recognition for crime-control applications using an Aquila-enhanced recurrent neural network is presented in the manuscript. Although the paper needs significant improvements in terms of methodology clarity, equation correctness, completeness of experimental details, figure availability, and English language quality, the topic is significant for the biometric security community. Stronger elaboration is required for a number of components, including dataset description, algorithm explanation, optimization parameters, RNN architecture, and rationale for methodological decisions. Although the study looks promising, considerable editorial and technical changes are needed.


	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.


	By investigating the integration of metaheuristic optimization with deep learning models, this manuscript adds to the expanding field of intelligent biometric systems. The growing need for automated surveillance and identification systems worldwide makes facial biometric recognition for crime control an extremely pertinent field of study. The study makes an effort to improve model accuracy with the Aquila Optimizer, which could stimulate more research on optimization-based improvements in biometric applications. If improved, this research may offer helpful information for implementing effective, real-time facial recognition systems in security settings.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title reflects the core components of the study.
Minor suggestion:
“Optimized Facial Biometric Recognition System for Crime Control Using an Aquila-Enhanced Recurrent Neural Network” is acceptable, but the term “Aquila-Optimized RNN” could improve clarity.


	

	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 informative but too lengthy.

The camera specifications and dataset environment should be stated.

Remove repeated or nonessential sentences.

Make the contributions more explicit and concise.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In part.
Problems identified:


A number of formulas are presented incorrectly or incompletely, particularly in histogram equalization.
The search ranges and Aquila Optimizer parameters are absent.
There is insufficient description of the RNN architecture.
There is no explanation of sequence formation for RNN input.
There are missing figures that are mentioned in the manuscript, such as Figs. 1–5.
Comparisons with more robust baseline models (CNN, LBP, or public datasets) are absent from the results.
There is no mention of an augmentation technique or validation dataset.
For complete scientific soundness, these concerns must be resolved.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	In part.
Problems:
A number of the references are out of date (1990s–early 2000s).

There are significant contemporary facial recognition projects missing, such as ArcFace, FaceNet, InsightFace, and deep metric learning.
A few references seem to be repeated.
References are not consistently formatted.

Suggestion: Include recent works (2020–2024) on deep face recognition and metaheuristic optimization.


	

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


	
Not yet.

Problems noted:

Many grammatical errors, long sentences, and unclear phrasing.

Technical terms inconsistently used.

Requires thorough proofreading and restructuring for clarity.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Include a thorough flowchart of the suggested AO-RNN.

Give specific, not generic, AO pseudocode for this study.

Add ablation studies, ROC/DET curves, and training/validation curves.

Explain the computational time (total, per epoch).

Make sure all equations are correctly typeset and make formatting improvements.
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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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