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Executive Summary
Overall Score: 79 /100

Editorial Decision: Major Revisions (borderline — the manuscript sits at the threshold of Minor
Revisions; the required changes are light but substantive enough to warrant a brief re-review).

Decision Rationale: This is a technically clean, correct, and clearly written theoretical
contribution with excellent scholarly integrity. It is not held back by errors — there are essentially
none. It is held back by a contribution whose scope is modest and idealized, a literature
foundation weighted heavily toward the author's own prior work, and a few analytical and
numerical claims that are demonstrated by example rather than fully established. Addressing
these would very likely move the paper to acceptance.

Primary Strengths:

e Correct, internally consistent derivations with no detectable technical errors.

e Perfect citation integrity (every reference is used; nothing missing) and no plagiarism
concerns.

e Exemplary transparency: every modeling assumption is stated, justified, and tied to
where it is used.

Primary Concerns:
e The literature foundation relies heavily on the author's own publications, narrowing
engagement with the independent recent literature.

e Two analytical claims (the convexity argument in the optimal-power-split result, and the
dominance of the joint design over TDM/FDM benchmarks) are asserted rather than fully
proven.

e Performance gains are shown at a single operating point rather than across the
parameter space.
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Timeline for Resubmission: Approximately 4—6 weeks is a reasonable target for the required
revisions; much less with legitimate Al assistance.

Comprehensive Evaluation Results

Citation Integrity Verification (Step 1) — Status: PASS
e \Verification level: 100% — every citation checked.

e Total bibliography entries: 25; entries cited in text: 25 (100%); missing/phantom citations:
0.

e Formatting consistent; no placeholder or to-do notes; no duplicates; all figures original to
the author.

e Self-citation rate: 40% (10 of 25). Transparent and disclosed; noted as a scholarship-
breadth consideration (see Conceptual Foundation), not an integrity problem.

Citation Integrity Conclusion: bibliographic integrity is excellent and supports confidence in the
scholarship; the only forward-carried item is the elevated self-citation rate.

Plagiarism Content Assessment (Step 2) — Status: PASS

e Tool: Premium Professional Service similarity: 9% (green band). Adjusted similarity: ~0—
1% after removing legitimate matches.

e All flagged matches resolve to shared citations of canonical works, standard
terminology/required boilerplate (e.g., conflict-of-interest and license statements), or the
author's own indexed prior publications (properly self-cited).

e The technical core — main theorem, corollaries, proofs, numerical results — returned no
external matches, confirming the originality of the contribution.

Plagiarism Conclusion: no plagiarism concerns. The original results are genuinely original.

Quality Evaluation Results (Step 3) — Overall: 79 / 100

Conceptual Foundation — 23 / 30

The manuscript identifies a clear and well-documented gap: the integrated-sensing-and-
communication CRB—Rate literature and the GNSS delay-estimation literature have developed
largely separately, and no prior work derives a closed-form CRB—Rate region in which the
sensing parameter is the propagation delay and classical GNSS dilution of precision emerges
as a limiting case. The motivation that GNSS is itself an integrated sensing-and-communication
system is compelling, and the objectives are stated precisely with consistent, well-defined
notation throughout.

The foundation would be stronger with broader engagement of the independent recent
literature. The reference base is weighted toward the author's own prior work, and the recent
ISAC frontier is cited as a block in several places rather than critically compared. The
“foundational for 7G” positioning is also more aspirational than demonstrated at this stage.

Key Strengths: clearly articulated gap with explicit motivation; precise, consistent terminology
and definitions.

Areas for Improvement: add and critically engage 2—3 independent recent sources; trim or
explicitly justify the prior-work citations in the concluding section; align the 7G framing with what
is demonstrated.

Methodological Rigor — 24 / 30
The analytical approach — Fisher-information/Cramér—Rao analysis for the ranging branch,
Shannon capacity for the residual-power data branch, and an orthogonal-subspace argument
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that decouples the two — is exactly matched to the questions asked, and the algebra is correct
throughout. The closed-form expressions are fully specified, and the stated parameters make
the results reproducible from the equations alone.

Two execution gaps should be closed. The convexity/monotonicity claim underlying the optimal-
power-split result is asserted without the supporting derivative argument, and the dominance of
the joint design over the time- and frequency-division benchmarks is attributed to Jensen's
inequality without an explicit inequality chain. The step extending the single-source result to the
multi-satellite geometry is also compressed.

Key Strengths: method-to-question alignment is excellent; derivations are error-free; results are
reproducible.

Areas for Improvement: add the explicit concavity derivation and the Jensen inequality chain;
expand the single-source-to-multi-satellite transition; consider a short figure-
generation/reproducibility note.

Evidence & Reasoning — 16/ 20

The analytical claims are supported by proofs, and the performance claims are supported by a
numerical study reporting the joint design's advantage over the separation benchmarks and a
representative position-accuracy figure. The logical flow from model to region to boundary-case
to optimal allocation to numerical demonstration is sequential and valid, with no contradictions.

The numerical support is, however, thin: a single ranging bandwidth, three SNR points, and one
geometry. The headline performance gains (approximately 24% and 21%) are therefore
demonstrated at one operating point rather than shown to hold across the parameter space.

Key Strengths: claims are matched to evidence; reasoning is coherent end to end.

Areas for Improvement: sweep bandwidth, SNR, and geometry, and report gain ranges so the
abstract's headline figures are substantiated broadly.

Transparency and Integrity — 9/ 10

This is a particular strength of the manuscript. Every modeling assumption is explicitly
enumerated, justified, and invoked at the point where it is used, and the concluding section
maps each assumption to a concrete future extension. The treatment of assumptions is
essentially exemplary.

The one improvement is to add a few sentences candidly bounding the applicability of the
present results — how restrictive the idealizations are for real systems — distinct from the
forward-looking research program.

Key Strengths: complete, well-justified statement of assumptions; honest mapping of
simplifications to extensions.

Areas for Improvement: add a brief, candid limitations discussion focused on the current claims.

Contribution and Impact — 7 /10

The manuscript makes a genuine and clearly demonstrated original contribution: a formal
statement that the classical GNSS position-accuracy formula is a boundary case of an ISAC
CRB-Rate region, together with a clean closed-form optimal power allocation. This is a valuable
unification that opens a coherent research direction.

The contribution is, at present, modest in scope: it is a clean derivation from standard tools
rather than a new method, and its practical impact is constrained by the idealized single-
antenna, narrowband, orthogonal-signaling setting, with the more applied extensions deferred to
future work.
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Key Strengths: a genuine first result; a clean, interpretable closed-form contribution.

Areas for Improvement: strengthen the impact case by sketching at least one extension under a
realistic relaxation, or by tying the closed-form allocation to a concrete operating benefit.

Revision Requirements
Priority 1 — Essential for acceptance

1. Broaden the literature foundation: add and critically engage independent recent ISAC
sources, and reduce or explicitly justify the prior-work citations concentrated in the
concluding section.

2. Complete the analytical arguments: add the explicit concavity/monotonicity derivation in
the optimal-power-split result, the explicit Jensen inequality chain for the benchmark-
dominance claim, and an intermediate step in the single-source-to-multi-satellite
transition.

3. Broaden the numerical validation: sweep ranging bandwidth, SNR, and geometry, and
report gain ranges so the headline performance figures are substantiated beyond a
single operating point.

Priority 2 — Strongly recommended

e Temper the “foundational for 7G” framing to match what is demonstrated, or substantiate

it with a concrete design implication.

e Add a brief, candid discussion of the present results' limitations, separate from the
future-work program.

Priority 3 — Minor polish

e Optionally add a short symbol glossary or a one-line unpacking of the Fisher-information
step for non-specialist readers.

Summary of Evaluation Scores

Categor Score
A — Conceptual Foundation 23

B — Methodological Rigor 24

C — Evidence and Reasoning 16

D — Transparency and Integri 9

E — Contribution and Impact 7
TOTAL 79

Citation Integrity: PASS
Plagiarism Assessment: PASS
Editorial Decision: Major Revisions (borderline with Minor Revisions)

Decision Thresholds

Minor Revisions

Major Revisions 70-79 « This paper
Major Revisions (Uncertain 60-69

Reject (May Resubmit 50-59
Reject 0-49
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Next Steps: Address Priority 1 items, prepare a point-by-point response, and resubmit to the
same email address, with subject line: RESUBMISSION - AIR-2026-000793 [version 2].
Resubmission Fees: First resubmission within 7 days: Free. After 7 days or 2nd+
resubmissions: $10.

Closing Remarks

This is a careful and well-crafted piece of theoretical work. The derivations are correct, the
writing is precise, the citations and originality are beyond reproach, and the handling of
assumptions is a model of transparency. The path from the current version to acceptance is
short and clear: deepen the engagement with independent literature, close a small number of
asserted analytical steps, and broaden the numerical evidence so the performance claims hold
generally rather than at a single point.

We would be glad to see a revised version. The required changes do not touch the core results
— they reinforce and generalize work that is already sound — and we estimate a strong
likelihood of acceptance once the Priority 1 items are addressed. Yet, we highly recommend
addressing Priorities 2 & 3 items as well.

If you have questions about any aspect of this evaluation, please contact us at the same email
address and include your Submission ID.

We wish you success with the revision.

AIR Journals Editorial Team
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