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	PART  1: Comments


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

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 a critical problem in satellite communication systems—Multi-Access Interference (MAI)—in scenarios involving medium Earth orbit (MEO) satellites. By proposing a hard decision-based parallel interference cancellation (PIC) algorithm augmented with coherent accumulation and signal reconstruction, the authors present a robust acquisition strategy for DS-CDMA systems. The study is particularly relevant for environments with weak signals and strong interference, which are common in MEO systems. Its findings and proposed hardware validation offer practical value for the development of next-generation satellite communication receivers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	
Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the content and focus of the manuscript. No changes are required.
	

	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 technically comprehensive, summarizing the problem, method, and main results effectively. However, a slight rephrasing for clarity and conciseness could help general readers. Suggested edit:

"This study presents an enhanced signal acquisition method for DS-CDMA satellite receivers, integrating parallel interference cancellation (PIC) with coherent accumulation. Simulation and hardware results demonstrate a detection probability (Pcd) of 0.95 at 20 dB ISR, confirming the algorithm's robustness under heavy MAI."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	
Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is clearly explained, the mathematical modeling is rigorous, and the simulation results align well with theoretical expectations. The hardware validation further strengthens the reliability of the proposed method.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes, the references are sufficient and include recent literature, especially key works from 2021–2023. The citation of foundational works (e.g., on DS-CDMA and PIC) is also appropriate. No additional references are required.
	

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

	
Yes, the English is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. Some minor edits for fluency and grammar would enhance readability, particularly in the introduction and conclusion.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
· Figures are well-designed and relevant. Ensure all figures are referenced clearly in the text.
· Consider including a brief discussion on computational complexity and scalability, especially if intended for real-time satellite applications.
· A clearer distinction between simulation and hardware result interpretations in the conclusion could be helpful.
This score reflects a well-executed and technically robust study with minor issues in clarity and presentation that can be easily improved.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)
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