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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 review offers a comprehensive synthesis of multidisciplinary research on Unidentified Anomalous Phenomena (UAP), focusing on Scalar Resonant Mobility Systems (SRMS) as a theoretical framework linking plasma physics, scalar-field coupling, and advanced propulsion concepts. It integrates historical, observational, and theoretical perspectives, transforming a fragmented field into a structured scientific discussion. The manuscript is valuable because it establishes testable hypotheses and fosters a scientific approach to a subject often considered speculative.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The title clearly reflects the interdisciplinary nature and key focus areas of the work. No change needed.
	

	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 well written and informative, summarizing the purpose, scope, and outcomes effectively.
Suggestion: Add one clarifying sentence to highlight that the SRMS model remains theoretical and requires empirical validation — e.g., “While the SRMS concept is hypothetical, it identifies measurable parameters for laboratory and field testing.”

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically structured and conceptually coherent, but several claims on scalar resonance and non-Newtonian propulsion are speculative. The author acknowledges this limitation. Including a clearer distinction between verified results and conceptual extrapolations would enhance scientific robustness. Overall, the paper remains a strong and credible synthesis.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The references are extensive, spanning classic works and recent literature (up to 2025). The coverage across physics, optics, plasma science, and metamaterials is excellent. No additional citations are required.

	

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


	Yes. The manuscript demonstrates very good academic English. Minor grammatical adjustments in long sentences could further improve flow, but the paper is readable and precise.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is an ambitious and original review that bridges theoretical physics, observational data, and engineering analogues. It establishes a credible multidisciplinary context for UAP studies and introduces a structured research direction.
Recommendations for improvement:
- Clarify which results are established versus conjectural.
- Condense Sections 2.2–2.3 slightly for tighter focus.
- Emphasize near-term experimental validation in the conclusion.
Overall, this paper provides a well-organized, insightful, and forward-looking framework that deserves publication after minor revision.
The manuscript is thorough, well-organized, and intellectually stimulating. It provides a robust synthesis supported by recent literature and testable theoretical insights. Minor clarifications are needed regarding the speculative scope, but overall it meets scholarly standards and should be accepted after revision.

	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)


	


Reviewer details:

Taniya Rose Abraham, Mahatma Gandhi University Kottayam Kerala, India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

