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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part in the manfour puscript. It is mandatory that authors should 
write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
1. Literature survey is not proper. Need to explore some of the recent 

solutions regarding the use of honeypots and DMZ for the campus 
security 

2. Detailed methodology not explained properly in methodology section. 
The stages of the four stage penetration testing is not explained in the 
methodology. 

3. Writing errors are there in the paper. The figure 3.1 is mentioned in 
paper and there is no figure in paper with number 3.1. Likewise many 
grammatical and writing mistakes are there in the paper 

4. More study required with respect to the security solutions 
5. Proper result analysis should be presented. The evidence of better 

results of fusion of DMZ and honeypots for the security of campus is 
not presented properly. 

6. There is mentioned in paper that the algorithm is mentioned in 
Appendix 4 but no appendices present in the paper 

7. Recent works regarding the security is not included in paper. 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 

1. Proper formatting in the paper is not there. 
2. Can show comparison of your work with other approaches.  
3. More research papers need to be studied 
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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her 
feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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