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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.


	The paper relies on standard CODE-V optimization and there are no simulation or experimental validations. Also, the paper poor clarity and has numerous errors, make it unappropriated for scientific community. Several unclear figures (figures without appropriate labelling) make the content very weak.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The content shows more of optimization while the topic doesn’t reflect this. I think a topic like: “Design and Optimization of Optical Systems for High-Precision Static Star Simulators” would be a better option for this paper.
	

	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.


	No, it has lots of irrelevant claims like “simulating stellar evolution and nucleosynthesis”. Also, lack of design outcomes, contents like “MTF values, etc.”. 
I suggest to remove claims about stellar evolution. Clear the focus on static star simulator design, and include key results.

 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Unfortunately not. 

i. Lack of experimental and simulation validation.
ii. Poor explanation on equations.

iii. Heading numbers, jumping from 3.1 to 3.2.2, etc.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, there are many errors there. References 2 and 3, 6 and 7, and 9 and 10 are duplicated. References 1, 4, 6, 8, and 9 are incomplete or non-existent. Ref 2 is incorrectly formed. The references need a deep revision.
	

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


	No, unsuitable. Many errors like non-understandable sentences are in the paper.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Paper relies on standard CODE-V optimization without explanation of new methods, materials, or algorithms. The contribution is also unclear and there is lack of experimental evaluation. The paper suffers from unclear figures, figures with no appropriate labelling, figures with Chinese text, figures with no explanations in text, etc. Also, it suffers from mathematical equation unclarity, many of the terms are not represented in the content.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Navid Nasiri, Sultan Qaboos University, Oman
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

