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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 use of a Bi‑GRU-based IDS on the N‑BaIoT dataset makes a valuable contribution to IoT cybersecurity research:

First, leveraging bidirectional GRUs enables accurate capture of both past and future dependencies in sequential IoT traffic, which improves detection of subtle botnet behaviors. 
Second, the model achieves high performance (ROC‑AUC, accuracy, precision, recall, F1) even under data imbalance—comparable or superior to recent deep-learning models on N‑BaIoT, such as Bi‑GRU variants reaching ~99.3 % F1 score. 

Lastly, real‑time detection capability addresses real-world deployment needs. 
In summary, the study demonstrates rigorous methodology, strong benchmarking, and practical relevance, solidifying its utility for the scientific community.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	Yes, the title of the article is suitable.
	

	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 reasonably informative, but could be more structured and precise to align with scientific best practices.

i) Clarify the research gap and objective.

ii) Instead of general performance metrics, you could have included numerical values (e.g., “achieved 99% ROC-AUC and 98% F1-score”), adding more specificity.

iii) Mention limitations or scope.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	After Reference [19], I’ve noticed numerous citations probably to your own work—specifically 15 papers by “Kalla, D., Smith, N.” and 11 by “Chinta, P. C. R., Moore.” Many of these appear to have a little direct relevance to the current study and lack formal references in the manuscript. 
To strengthen the clarity and focus of your bibliography, I recommend reviewing these self-citations and removing those that do not meaningfully contribute to the central topic. Ensuring each reference serves the study enhances its scholarly rigor and overall impact.


	

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


	Yes.
	

	Optional/General comments


	To strengthen the clarity and focus of your bibliography, I recommend reviewing these self-citations and removing those that do not meaningfully contribute to the central topic. Ensuring each reference serves the study enhances its scholarly rigor and overall impact.
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