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	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 tackles a key research gap in IoT intrusion detection by systematically comparing eight different LSTM-based architectural variants. These include attention-enhanced and hybrid models, all assessed under realistic memory limits. The study goes beyond reporting on a single model; it offers a clear comparison across architecture depth, bidirectionality, and attention mechanisms. By introducing multi-head attention within LSTM frameworks, this work becomes more relevant for edge computing environments. It provides both theoretical insights into architectural trade-offs and practical deployment guidance. This information is valuable for researchers and practitioners in IoT cybersecurity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the core contribution of the study.
	

	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 well-structured and clearly states: the research problem, the dataset used (CICIDS2017), eight architectural variants, key performance results, memory constraint, and parameter efficiency comparison. Suggestions for improvement: Briefly clarify the validation strategy, such as stratified split or SMOTE on training only, mention statistical validation or whether the differences between models were significant, and slightly reduce numeric density to improve readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically solid and methodologically thorough. The architecture designs are clearly defined, and the parameter counts are openly reported. 
Major suggestions for strengthening scientific rigor: - include formal statistical significance testing, such as paired t-test., provide confidence intervals for the reported metrics, discuss calibration performance, including reliability diagrams or the brier score,  if possible, add evaluation on the full dataset or further justify the limitation of 400,000 samples beyond memory constraints.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate. However, the manuscript would benefit from including references from 2023 to 2024, as recent work on transformer-based IDS is promising. Overall, the references are sufficient, but they could be updated to include the latest advancements.
	

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


	Yes. The manuscript shows strong academic writing quality. The structure is logical. Technical explanations are clear, and the terminology is used consistently.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper is well structured and technically sound. However, it can be improved with more detailed statistical support and some minor clarifications.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No.
	

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