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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 the important question of whether the one-way speed of light can be directly measured and whether latent anisotropy exists. The idea of synchronizing remote atomic clocks using a distant space probe is original and intriguing. However, the paper is highly conceptual and lacks experimental or simulation support. It also relies heavily on older references and does not sufficiently address practical constraints or cite recent advances in precision measurement technologies.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suitable
	

	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 needs to be modified. It is preferred to consist of introduction, purpose, method, results and conclusion (two sentences at most for each part). 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Needs enhancements
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references list is too old and needs to be updated, it includes only one reference for years 2016 and 2024.


	

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


	No
	

	Optional/General comments


	**Content **: The manuscript raises an important issue, but it needs stronger justification for why the proposed scheme is viable compared with other state-of-the-art methods in experimental relativity. Consider discussing recent experimental efforts (e.g., optical cavity tests, satellite-based time transfer, optical lattice clocks).

2. **Methodology**: The synchronization scheme via a distant probe is interesting, but it lacks rigorous analysis of the required precision, noise factors, and technical constraints. Adding quantitative estimates of synchronization accuracy and measurement uncertainty would greatly improve the credibility of the proposal.

3. **References**: Many of the cited works are decades old. The paper should engage more thoroughly with recent literature, especially on high-precision optical clocks, space-based tests of relativity, and advances in one-way time transfer technologies.

4. **Clarity and Structure**: Some sections, especially the synchronization discussion, contain long paragraphs with overlapping ideas. Condensing these sections and focusing on the core would improve readability.

5. **Figures and Tables**: Figures referenced in the text (e.g., Figures 1–3) are critical, but they are not included in the manuscript provided. These figures should be clear, accurately labeled, and directly support the arguments made.

6. **Formatting and Style**: The manuscript is generally consistent, but a few grammatical improvements and reference formatting corrections would enhance its quality.
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