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General Comments from Reviewer: The paper could benefit from some further elaboration on the potential limitations or challenges associated with implementing the proposed MFA system. For example, the paper does not discuss the potential cost implications or technical requirements of integrating fingerprint authentication and OTPs into existing ATM infrastructure. Additionally, the paper does not discuss the potential impact of the proposed MFA system on user experience, such as potential delays or difficulties associated with fingerprint capture or OTP entry.
Comparative analysis: The paper could benefit from a comparative analysis of the proposed MFA system with existing ATM security measures. This could help to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the potential benefits and drawbacks of the proposed system compared to existing security measures.
Introduction: The authors should try to provide examples that sustain their affirmations towards risks in ATMs. Considering the related work section only 5 references are included as example or seed of the proposed solution. Instead of describing in depth the solutions, it would be better to have a more thorough state-of-the-art survey, with the pros and cons of the solutions, and analysing how they fit in the paper ecosystem. Besides it has to be clearly stated what the new solution offers opposite to the others. Besides the solutions showed are not top-edge solutions. For instance, solution [18] could be top-edge from the point of view of the FPGA implementation, but not from the point of view of the idea. 
Methodology: One thing that stood out to me was the use of Proteus Isis as the cornerstone of your work. While I understand the importance of this simulation tool, I would suggest providing a brief explanation or reference for readers who may not be familiar with it. Additionally, I was a bit confused by the mention of "which phase" on line 138. It would be helpful to clarify this further for readers who may not be as familiar with the project.
When discussing KYC norms on line 140, it might be useful to explain what these are and who imposes them for readers who may not be familiar with the term. I was also curious about the ATM Transaction switch mentioned on line 145. It would be helpful to provide more context on this and the overall architecture of your system. Explaining the building blocks and how they interact would be a great way to help readers better understand the project.
Results: In line 164, you mention that a simulation cannot be a proof-of-concept. It would be helpful to explain this further and clarify what you're showing in Fig. 3. Are you using an Arduino in your implementation, or is it only simulated? I was also curious about what you're simulating in your work. Are you simulating the ATM, the user device, or both? Additionally, it would be helpful to explain why it's necessary for the ATM to receive the OTP using GSM connectivity. Have you considered using TOTP instead? When discussing your flow diagram in line 175, it would be better if you provided a more thorough explanation of the diagram in addition to including the figure. This would help readers understand the flow of the system more clearly. In line 218, I noticed that the Results and Discussion section was not well formatted. The section seems to consist mainly of figures without sufficient text explanations or references. Additionally, it's not clear how the results are related to the ATM system as a whole. It would be helpful to include more detailed explanations and analysis of your results to help readers understand the significance of your findings.
The article can be published after minor revision.



