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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 design and optimization of a high-precision, wide-field stellar simulator. Such simulators are critical for the calibration and testing of star sensors, which are widely used in aerospace for spacecraft attitude determination and navigation. The paper provides detailed analysis of optical design strategies, performance evaluation (MTF, distortion, dot plots), and adapts CODE-V simulation to achieve practical design outcomes. The research contributes to enhancing the accuracy and reliability of space instrumentation. It is valuable for the scientific community because it bridges theoretical optical design with practical aerospace applications and provides insights that can guide future high-precision simulator development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable, clear, and directly reflects the manuscript’s content. An alternative could be:

“Design and Optimization of Optical Systems for High-Precision Stellar Simulators”

but the current title is also acceptable.
	

	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, but it could be improved by:

Explicitly mentioning the key performance outcomes (e.g., RMS dot plot value = 3.001 μm, MTF > 0.85).

              This will make the contribution stand out more clearly.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The design process is systematic, equations are presented clearly, and results (dot plots, distortion, MTF analysis) align with standard optical evaluation methods. However, in some sections (e.g., 3.2.3.2 distortion), the mathematical derivation could be expanded for clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and mostly recent (2020–2024 included). However, some references are duplicated (e.g., [2] and [3] cite the same work). The author should carefully revise and remove duplications. Additionally, adding a few recent international works (2021–2023) on advanced optical calibration systems would strengthen the literature review.
	

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


	The English is understandable but requires minor language polishing. Some sentences are too long and would benefit from simplification. For example:

“The static star simulator, as the core equipment of the ground detection system for star sensors, is mainly used to simulate the brightness and position information of stars in the real starry sky in a laboratory environment.”

→ could be simplified to:

“The static star simulator is core equipment for ground testing of star sensors, designed to simulate brightness and position information of stars under laboratory conditions.”
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the paper is technically solid and has practical importance. With minor improvements in abstract clarity, language polishing, and reference cleanup, it will be suitable for publication.
The manuscript is scientifically sound and well-structured. Only minor improvements are needed:

1. Abstract should highlight key results.

2. References should be revised to remove duplicates and possibly include more recent works.

3. Language polishing for clarity.
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