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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 addresses a critical and timely challenge in cybersecurity: the effectiveness of Intrusion Detection Systems (IDS) in high-speed networks operating at 10-100 Gbps. As modern network infrastructures rapidly evolve toward 5G, edge computing, and IoT ecosystems, traditional IDS architectures face severe performance degradation. The study's comprehensive simulation-based evaluation framework combining NS-3, GNS3, and hybrid ML pipelines provides valuable empirical evidence for the superiority of hardware-assisted and hybrid IDS architectures. The proposed Hybrid Hardware-Assisted IDS (HHA-IDS) model offers practical guidance for next-generation security deployments in carrier networks, data centers, and high-throughput environments. This work fills important gaps in standardized evaluation methodologies and provides reproducible benchmarks for the research community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is appropriate and accurately reflects the manuscript's content. It clearly indicates the focus on IDS effectiveness, the context (high-speed networks), and the methodology (simulation). No alternative title is 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 communicates the study's scope, methodology, key findings, and contributions. However, at approximately 300 words, it is somewhat lengthy and dense with technical details that may reduce accessibility for a broader readership. 

I suggest the following refinements: 

a. streamline the opening sentence by reducing technical jargon such as "inherent performance constraints" to improve readability; 

b. Condense the methodology description by consolidating mentions of simulation tools (NS-3, GNS3) and datasets (CIC-IDS2018, NSL-KDD) into a single concise statement rather than listing them separately; 

c. Correct the grammatical error in "The research is of (i)" to "This research contributes (i)" for proper sentence structure; 

d. Reduce the level of numerical detail in the results section. While specific metrics like "12% packet loss at 10 Gbps" and "5-fold reduction in processing latency" are valuable, presenting too many figures makes the abstract cluttered; and 

e. Strengthen the concluding statement by explicitly highlighting the practical implications for network operators and security practitioners, such as "These findings provide actionable guidance for designing scalable IDS architectures in next-generation 5G, edge, and IoT networks." Overall, tightening the language and reducing technical density while maintaining scientific rigor would enhance the abstract's impact and accessibility.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound with the following strengths:

· Rigorous methodology: Multi-layer simulation framework with controlled, reproducible experiments

· Appropriate statistical analysis: Paired t-tests, coefficient of variation, and significance testing (p < 0.001)

· Valid performance metrics: Comprehensive evaluation using precision, recall, F1-score, FPR/FNR, throughput, latency, and resource utilization

· Proper dataset usage: CIC-IDS2018 and NSL-KDD with appropriate preprocessing (SMOTE, PCA, stratified splits)

· Transparent limitations: Section 6 acknowledges synthetic traffic limitations and lack of adversarial testing

Minor technical concerns:
· The FPGA/GPU "emulation" approach is reasonable but should be more explicitly validated against published hardware benchmarks

· Some figures (especially Fig. 2 heatmap) lack detailed axis labels and legends in the description


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally adequate with over 40 citations spanning from foundational works (Denning 1987, Sommer & Paxson 2010) to recent studies (2022-2024), demonstrating good coverage of IDS fundamentals, machine learning approaches, hardware acceleration, and simulation methodologies. However, several gaps should be addressed to strengthen the manuscript's currency and comprehensiveness.
	

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


	The language and English quality are generally suitable for scholarly communication but require moderate editing before publication. The manuscript demonstrates solid technical vocabulary and clear articulation of complex concepts. However, several recurring issues affect readability: 

(i) Inconsistent hyphenation (e.g., "high-speed" vs. "high speed") that should be standardized; 

(ii) Grammatical errors including missing articles, comma splices, and run-on sentences, particularly in the Introduction and Background sections where some sentences exceed 60 words; 

(iii) Verb tense inconsistencies such as "The paper will build" instead of "This paper builds"; 

(iv) Excessive parenthetical citations that disrupt flow; and 

(v) Inconsistent capitalization of technical terms like "Deep Learning" vs. "deep learning". Despite these issues, the scientific content is well-organized and technically accurate. I recommend professional English language editing to address these stylistic and grammatical concerns, simplify overly complex sentences, and ensure consistent terminology throughout. With these revisions, the article will meet the high standards expected for scholarly publication.
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