
Review Form (Review)
	Journal Name:
	Asian Basic and Applied Research Journal

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ABAARJ_2755

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Modern Network Security Architectures: A Critical Review of Networking and Cyber Defence Strategies

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE




PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 manuscript addresses an important and timely area of network security. It brings together several major architectural approaches, including Zero Trust, SDN, NFV, SASE, micro segmentation, cloud-native security and network detection, and discusses their benefits as well as limitations. The comparative and integrated view is useful because much of the existing literature treats these technologies independently. The manuscript can provide useful guidance to researchers and practitioners by highlighting that modern network security requires a combination of controls rather than dependence on a single architecture.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The title clearly reflects the scope and review-oriented nature of the manuscript.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The abstract gives a good overview of the scope, major technologies, findings and overall conclusion.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The keywords are relevant and cover the major themes discussed in the paper.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The background is comprehensive and logically connected to the research problem.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The objectives are explicitly stated and are consistent with the review scope.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The selected literature is closely related to the architectural and security issues discussed.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The review includes recent studies up to 2025/2026, although some foundational older references are also used appropriately.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

The search sources, search period, search terms and eligibility criteria are reasonably well described.

	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The manuscript goes beyond summarising studies and discusses evidence quality, limitations, operational applicability and architectural trade-offs.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	4
Several research gaps are identified, particularly concerning enterprise-scale validation, interoperability and operational evidence.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The conclusions follow logically from the comparative discussion and support a layered, integrated security approach.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The limitations are clearly acknowledged, including selection bias, heterogeneous evidence, simulation-based studies and limited enterprise deployment data.

	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The references include recognised journals, conferences and authoritative NIST publications, with appropriate DOI information.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The manuscript is generally clear and technically sound, though some sections could be shortened to improve readability.
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title is relevant and accurately represents the manuscript. No major change is required.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor improvements recommended. The technical content is sound and well supported by references. The comparison of security benefits and risks is a key strength. A final check of terminology and references is recommended.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor improvements. The technical discussion is sound and well supported. The comparison of benefits and risks is a strength. A final check of terminology, references, and consistency is recommended.

The manuscript is relevant, well structured, and provides a useful review of modern network security architectures. Its strength is the clear discussion of common issues such as identity, policy enforcement, telemetry, centralization, and resilience. I recommend Minor Revision to improve conciseness, add a few recent references, and clarify the practical contribution of the proposed integrated defense strategy.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, generally. The references are relevant and include recent studies. A few more recent studies on SASE, cloud-native security, and Zero Trust would strengthen the paper.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO. No major ethical issues were identified. The manuscript is a literature-based review and does not involve human participants or personal data.
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