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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 (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 manuscript proposes a novel framework (SRMS: Scalar Resonant Mobility Systems) to unify various UAP observations through scalar-field resonance and boundary-layer engineering. It surveys plasma analogues, scalar-field theories, propulsion concepts, observational campaigns, lensing/modulation optics, historical/political context, and contemporary work.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, "Boundary-Layer Signatures and Resonant Mobility in UAP: A Multidisciplinary Literature Review", is suitable and precise. It accurately reflects the manuscript's core focus on observable features (boundary-layer signatures) and the proposed mechanism (resonant mobility), while correctly identifying its nature as a literature review.
	

	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 and effectively summarizes the manuscript's scope, methodology, and conclusions. It clearly states the problem (UAP characteristics defy conventional models), introduces the SRMS framework as a proposed solution, and outlines the evidence and testable predictions.

Suggested Addition:

Briefly mention the primary limitation: that the SRMS framework is currently a speculative synthesis of disparate ideas without direct experimental evidence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in its synthesis of the cited literature. It accurately represents the claims and findings of the sources it reviews, from plasma physics to speculative propulsion concepts. However, the central SRMS hypothesis itself remains highly speculative and is not yet supported by empirical validation. The scientific correctness of the SRMS framework is a proposition for future testing, not an established fact.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive and includes a mix of historical texts, recent preprints (e.g., 2024-2025), and peer-reviewed journal articles. It is sufficient for a review of this nature.
	

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


	The language is of a high standard and is entirely suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, formal, and well-structured.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Ambitious and systematic synthesis of a highly interdisciplinary and fragmented field.

· Well-organized with clear thematic sections and useful summary tables.

· Correctly focuses on generating falsifiable predictions, which is the cornerstone of good scientific practice.
· The line between reviewing literature and advocating for a specific, unproven theory is occasionally blurred.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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