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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.


	This manuscript presents a significant contribution to the scientific community by addressing the growing challenge of botnet attacks in Internet of Things (IoT) environments. It offers a practical and scalable solution for real-time threat detection, which is crucial as IoT deployments continue to expand across critical infrastructure and consumer devices. By leveraging deep learning to capture complex temporal patterns in network traffic, this study enhances the accuracy and robustness of botnet detection beyond traditional machine learning methods. The use of the N-BaIoT dataset and rigorous performance evaluation also provides a strong foundation for future research and real-world implementation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is descriptive
	

	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 of the article covers many essential elements, including motivation, methodology (Bi-GRU), dataset (N-BaIoT), and performance metrics. However, it suffers from grammatical issues, awkward phrasing, and lacks clarity in communicating and key results. It can be improved for readability, coherence, and impact.

few Changes
· Rephrase for clarity and remove redundant/awkward expressions.

· Keep focusing on the objective, dataset, methods, and key results.

· Remove vague phrases like “very high possible dangerous attack.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its core methodology and research direction. It correctly identifies the challenge of detecting botnet attacks in IoT networks and proposes a suitable solution using a Bidirectional Gated Recurrent Unit (Bi-GRU) model. The use of the N-BaIoT dataset, along with preprocessing steps such as normalization, one-hot encoding, and feature selection through a Random Forest regressor, reflects a solid understanding of machine learning workflows. Evaluation metrics like accuracy, precision, recall, F1-score, and ROC-AUC are appropriately chosen, and the model’s high performance is supported with relevant visualizations, including confusion matrices and ROC curves.

However, the scientific rigor of the study could be improved in several areas. The evaluation relies solely on a single train-test split without incorporating cross-validation, which limits confidence in the model’s generalizability. The extremely high reported accuracy (99.99%) raises concerns about possible overfitting, yet no analysis of result variance or robustness across multiple runs is provided. Additionally, some metric definitions are imprecise, equations are poorly formatted, and several technical terms are misused or unclear. Addressing these issues would significantly enhance the scientific reliability and overall clarity of the manuscript.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Update the reference list to include 2–4 recent studies (2021–2024) that:

· Validate the use of Bi-GRU in cybersecurity,

· Use N-BaIoT in benchmarking,

· Highlight current trends in IoT threat detection.


	

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


	No, the current language and English quality of the article are not yet suitable for scholarly communication. While the manuscript conveys the core ideas and methodology effectively, it contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent terminology that hinder readability and professional presentation.
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