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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 scholarly community will find this publication significant as it tackles the crucial problem of cloud-based intrusion detection systems' need to balance detection accuracy with computing economy. Through the integration of bio-inspired algorithms and multi-objective optimization, it enhances research on scalable and resource-aware cybersecurity solutions. The practical applicability of the suggested adaptive deployment architecture for heterogeneous cloud, fog, and edge computing environments is further increased.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It is quite long, alternative can be 
“Multi-Objective Optimization for Resource-Efficient Cloud Intrusion Detection.”
	

	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.


	Generally speaking, the abstract is thorough and provides a clear overview of the topic, methodology, important methodologies (NSGA-III and hybrid WOA-PSO), and significant findings, such as accuracy and feature reduction. It successfully draws attention to the proposed framework's originality and applicability.

To give balanced reporting, it could be enhanced by succinctly noting the primary constraint (such as evaluation on a single dataset). Furthermore, the abstract might be a little shorter if it focused more on the main contribution and practical implications rather than providing extensive mathematical details (such a list of all basic classifiers). Its scientific worth would be further enhanced by adding a sentence discussing the significance or scalability of real-world implementation.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The approach, problem formulation, and experimental design of the manuscript are all sound scientifically. Technically and logically, the suggested optimization framework and assessment method make sense. However, adding statistical significance analysis and validating on more recent datasets would enhance its scientific rigor even more.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript's references are not particularly recent, especially considering how quickly machine learning and intrusion detection are developing. There is a dearth of recent, cutting-edge research on cloud/fog/edge security, effective feature selection, and deep learning-based intrusion detection systems. The literature context would be strengthened and awareness of current trends would be demonstrated by include more recent studies.

To guarantee that the references are adequate and up to date, include recent surveys (2021-2025)on intrusion detection systems, recent optimization-based IDS work, and cloud/fog/edge security articles .
	

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


	The manuscript's general English quality needs to be improved. Although the technical information is clear, the text contains several grammatical mistakes, strange sentence structures, repetition, and formatting irregularities.
 Many of the sentences are too long, which makes them less clear. Before publishing, extensive language editing and expert proofreading are advised to make sure the work satisfies academic communication requirements
	

	Optional/General comments


	Since the methods NSGA-III, WOA-PSO, ensemble learning, and SMOTE are well-established and their combination does not show a great deal of theoretical development, the work lacks considerable innovation.

The manuscript lacks focus and clarity due to its length and superfluous explanations.

Validation or real-world cloud implementation do not support practical deployment promises.

The radar chart is visually cluttered and ambiguous, and the confusion matrix is primarily descriptive. Figures 7 and 8 need to be improved.

Numerous graphs lack readability and analytical utility because they are excessively complicated, poorly scaled, and repetitious of tabular data.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There are no significant ethical problems found. The study doesn't utilize any human or animal participants and makes use of publically accessible datasets. Academic integrity and appropriate citation should be guaranteed.


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	The manuscript shows no signs of conflicting interests. No known financial or non-financial conflicts of interest that might have affected the work have been disclosed by the authors. There aren't any obvious issues with conflicting interests based on the information that has been presented.


	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	no clear evidence of plagiarism
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:

I declare   that I have no conflicts of interest, whether financial, personal, or professional, that would have affected how this paper was evaluated. The writers and the organizations they are involved with are not directly connected to me. My review was carried out impartially and in compliance with academic ethics.



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7
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