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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.


	This manuscript addresses a highly relevant and timely problem in the domain of IoT cybersecurity by systematically comparing multiple deep LSTM architectures enhanced with attention mechanisms for intrusion detection. Its importance lies in bridging the gap between theoretical deep learning advancements and practical deployment in resource-constrained IoT environments. The study contributes meaningful empirical evidence on the trade-off between model performance and memory efficiency, which is valuable for both academic researchers and industry practitioners. By proposing deployment guidelines and evaluating architectures under realistic constraints, the work advances the scientific understanding of efficient AI-driven cybersecurity solutions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable and accurately reflects the scope, methodology, and contribution of the study. It clearly communicates the focus on comparative analysis, deep LSTM architectures, attention mechanisms, and IoT intrusion detection while highlighting the memory-efficient aspect of the work. The wording is precise and informative, allowing readers to immediately understand the technical emphasis of the manuscript. No major changes to the title are necessary.
	

	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 comprehensive and effectively summarizes the research objectives, methodology, dataset, architectural comparisons, and major findings. It clearly presents quantitative performance results and emphasizes the practical significance of the memory-efficient approach. However, the abstract could be slightly improved by briefly highlighting the broader practical implications of the study, such as its relevance to real-world IoT deployment or cybersecurity policy. Additionally, a concise statement about the novelty of the proposed hybrid architecture could further strengthen the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound and methodologically rigorous. The experimental design is well structured, with consistent preprocessing pipelines, controlled comparisons across architectures, and appropriate evaluation metrics. The use of benchmark datasets, attention to reproducibility, and discussion of computational constraints enhance the credibility of the findings. The conclusions are logically supported by the presented results. Minor clarifications in the discussion section regarding limitations and potential generalization to other datasets could further strengthen the scientific robustness.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient, relevant, and appropriate for the research topic. The manuscript cites foundational works and recent studies in deep learning and intrusion detection, demonstrating awareness of the current literature. However, the inclusion of a few more recent publications (last 2–3 years) focusing on lightweight or edge-based intrusion detection systems and transformer-based cybersecurity models would further enhance the literature coverage and contextual relevance.
	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is appropriate for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, formal, and technically precise, with well-organized sections and logical flow. Terminology is used consistently, and the manuscript maintains a professional academic tone throughout. Only minor editorial polishing may be needed to improve sentence conciseness in a few dense technical passages.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this is a well-structured and technically strong manuscript that makes a meaningful contribution to the field of IoT intrusion detection. The comparative framework and focus on memory efficiency are particularly valuable for practical deployment scenarios. Future work could explore validation on additional datasets and real-time implementation aspects to further demonstrate generalizability. With minor refinements, the manuscript has strong potential to serve as a useful reference for researchers and practitioners in cybersecurity and applied deep learning.
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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? 


	No significant ethical issues are apparent in this manuscript. The study utilizes a publicly available benchmark dataset that contains synthetic network traffic and does not involve human subjects, personal data, or sensitive identifiable information. The research focuses on defensive cybersecurity applications and complies with standard ethical practices in AI and data science research. The methodology and reporting appear transparent and reproducible. Therefore, no ethical concerns are identified at this stage.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interests or conflicts of interest are evident based on the information provided in the manuscript. The research appears to be conducted in an academic and objective manner without indication of financial, institutional, or personal conflicts that could bias the results. It is recommended that the authors explicitly include a formal conflict-of-interest declaration statement in the manuscript if not already present.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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	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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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)
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