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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 paper propose a new, testable phenomenological framework, which associates group-theory character integrals, toroidal scalar fields, and the observed patterns in the hierarchy of fundamental interactions. Testing these quantitative predictions could pave the way for a new kind of topological and particle physics from the dual perspective of SU(2)/SU(3) correlations and enticing experimental signatures, such as those with Zγ/WW/δ_CP signatures. They also establish an unambiguous validation path and candidly acknowledge limitations, which enhances credibility and scientific value, this is essential to shifting the burden of proof.

	

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

	
The current title (as in the manuscript) is broadly appropriate given the paper's scope, but it is long and technical. Please change to a shorter, clearer alternative title.
	

	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 extended and covers significant results, uncertainties, and predictions. Two suggestions to clarify: (a) upfront state the circularity caveat for U(1)/EM derivation (so readers can see at once which results are independent predictions), (b) emphasize that the gravity result is iso(3,1)-local approximation (and carries less confidence ~70–85% as it awaits full Diff(M) treatment).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	
The manuscript is scientifically appealing and consistent at the level of a phenomenological proposal. For SU(2) and SU(3), the computational work seems to be well done and the stability/representation checks are a plus.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
There are many relevant references which are are both modern experimental and theoretical in nature (see reference list in manuscript). The bibliography already cites collaborations and an array of experiments in recent decades, a move in the right direction.

	

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

	
Although the english is good, the manuscript is readable. That would be improved by a little careful copy-edit (some long paragraphs could be tightened, a small number of grammar slips fixed, and a little more standardization in notation/figure captions). Places which would require careful editing include the lengthy methodological sections (Section 3) as well as the rather dense sections of Section 2, where formal technical language and analogies (impedance, reflection coefficient) are introduced



	

	Optional/General comments

	
•  Section 7.11 provides a nicely detailed roadmap for validation, and it is refreshing how well the authors disclose limitations. This transparency adds to the strength of the paper and is current best practice for publication now alongside planned parallel validating.
• Facilitating reproducibility of the U(1) result: A concise supplement should include the calibrated parameters for the EM calculation, complete with code snippets (it is already mentioned, but it should be attached).
• Suggest authors provide a brief “how to reproduce” appendix (random seeds, sampling techniques, convergence diagnostics) for important numerical tests.


Imaginative and bold, with simple ideas that are readily testable. This work would pass the next delta of the theoretical publishing filter with more verification of the U(1) calculation, a more proper gravitational derivation, and slight editing.


	





	PART  2: 


	
	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)

None are apparent. The manuscript does not report human/animal data, and there are no obvious ethical concerns in the computational/theoretical work.
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