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THE QUESTION BEHIND DISCLOSURE 

 

New editorial concept illustration: a membrane coupon, annular test rig and imagined unmanned craft. The scene 

represents the research question; it is not a photograph of NRGscapes hardware. 

What would we actually have to recover 

Imagine recovering a vehicle with no familiar engine, no 

obvious exhaust and an exterior that seems to participate 

in its operation. Identifying the alloy would be a beginning. 

Understanding how the object moved could require 

something far harder: reconstructing the relationship 

between its materials, internal energy, timing and 

surrounding environment. 

That is where the public recovery controversy intersects 

with NRGscapes LAB's engineering work. David Grusch's 

allegations ask whether extraordinary technology has 

been withheld. Boundary-coupled mobility asks what an 

organised, field-mediated craft would need to do. The 

connection is a technical question, not evidence that the 

two describe the same programme. 

NRGscapes places the active interface at the centre of 

the proposed vehicle. A conductive membrane, controlled 

plasma and distributed boundary sectors would form a 

coordinated system. Power would sustain it; phase and 

timing would organise it; the boundary would mediate 

interaction with the environment. In that sense, the craft is 

the engine. [8,9] 

The controversial possibility 

The strongest implication is that the performance of an 

unfamiliar craft might depend less on a single remarkable 

component than on an operating state. A fragment could 

retain its composition while losing the organisation that 

made it useful. Even an intact object 

 
might reveal little if its startup sequence, reference signals 

or environmental coupling were missing. 

This is an engineering interpretation of the recovery 

problem. It does not establish that such hardware exists. 

It does, however, offer a more demanding question than 

whether a material looks exotic: what measurements 

would connect a specimen to a reproducible function? 

The object may be recoverable. Its operating state 

may be the real discovery. 

The following pages connect Grusch's public claims to the 

documented history of advanced aerospace studies and 

to the specific concepts on the NRGscapes engineering 

webpage. They also follow the proposal outward, from 

material panels and resonant rigs to trans-medium craft, 

orbital operations and the much more difficult interstellar 

frontier. 

The engineering poster webpage extracts offer a practical 

way to examine that question. Their material details, 

power pathways, boundary states and proposed rigs 

expose the dependencies hidden inside a finished craft 

illustration. The comparisons here use those details to ask 

where the public controversy meets an engineering 

problem, and where the evidence still stops. 

The following comparisons also examine how the 

NRGscapes NHI encounter record informed its 

engineering direction. Reported symbols, geometries and 

technical scenes can shape a research question without 

resolving their origin. Recent Grusch material makes the 

possible relationship between biologics, occupants and 

technological interfaces part of that inquiry. 
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GRUSCH AND THE ENGINEERING QUESTION 

 

Figure 1. Claim cross-reference. Grusch provides attributed recovery and access allegations; NRGscapes provides 

candidate engineering questions. The links are thematic comparisons, not programme or technology identifications. 

[1,2,8,9] 

What Grusch put into the public record 

In his July 2023 written statement, Grusch said he had 

been informed of a multi-decade crash-retrieval and 

reverse-engineering programme and denied additional 

access. He described information supplied by military and 

intelligence personnel. He also framed disclosure as 

potentially relevant to propulsion, materials and energy. 

These are his public allegations and expectations, rather 

than published demonstrations of recovered technology. 

[1] 

During the hearing, he attributed assessments of 

nonhuman biologics to people he said had direct 

programme knowledge. He offered further documentation 

in a secure setting. That testimony adds a biological 

allegation; it does not supply a mobility mechanism or 

establish any connection to NRGscapes' biological design 

analogues. [2] 

Three questions hidden inside one claim 

Recovery concerns provenance: where an object came 

from, how it was collected and who held it. Reverse 

engineering concerns function: what its parts do and how 

they work together. Reproduction concerns causation: 

whether another team can build or operate a system that 

produces the claimed effect. Those questions demand 

different records and different experiments. 

The diagram above makes this separation explicit. A 

materials analysis might answer part of the first question 

without answering the second. An operating manual might 

illuminate the second without proving extraordinary 

performance. A repeatable apparatus could establish a 

new effect without revealing anything about a historical 

recovery programme. 

 
NRGscapes' contribution belongs principally to the 

functional question. Its architecture identifies 

relationships that an investigator would look for: 

sectorised actuation, a common power backbone, timing 

references, membrane properties and the interface 

through which the craft exchanges energy or momentum. 

[9] 

What a serious cross-reference can establish 

The useful comparison is between a claimed capability 

and a technical dependency. If a craft allegedly moves 

without a visible propulsive system, where does its 

momentum go? If apparently related objects operate in 

different media, what persists across the transition? If a 

fragment is unusual, which measurable property would 

make it an actuator rather than an interesting sample? 

These questions do not require accepting every recovery 

account. They make those accounts more exacting. They 

also prevent secrecy from becoming a universal 

explanation for missing engineering evidence. Restricted 

access may obstruct investigation, but it cannot substitute 

for the eventual measurements. 

An allegation can identify a question. An experiment 

has to identify the cause. 

The controversy therefore deserves two forms of 

attention: investigation of custody and access, and 

investigation of function. Neither should be made to stand 

in for the other. The first can reveal what institutions 

possess; the second can reveal what the physical world 

permits. 
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GRUSCH THE RECENT INTERVIEW AND THE INTERFACE 

 

Figure 2. Three questions raised by the September 2026 interview are cross-referenced to distinct NRGscapes research 

routes. These are comparisons between attributed statements and proposals, not identifications of a common 

technology. [17,18] 

The discussion has moved beyond the recovery 
allegation 

Grusch's 30 September 2026 appearance on The Joe 

Rogan Experience adds material relevant to this article. 

He discusses speculative plasmoid probes and plasma 

surrounding physical craft, says he saw video of bodies 

associated with a recovery, and suggests an organic 

interface with technology. These remain attributed 

statements and hypotheses; the interview does not supply 

independently examinable specimens or a demonstrated 

engineering mechanism. [17,18] 

The useful development is the breadth of the interface 

question. A recovery investigation might have to examine 

a vehicle, an occupant and the relationship between 

them. An encounter account might describe an 

environment, a perceived presence and an apparently 

technical interaction. Engineering can ask which parts of 

either description can be translated into observables 

without presuming their origin. 

Plasma appearance does not select one mechanism 

At approximately 52:55-54:40, Grusch discusses both 

plasmoid and craft-sheath possibilities and refers to 

magnetohydrodynamics. His organic-interface discussion 

appears near 2:29:32; the recovery-video account begins 

around 1:00:34. Transcript timings are approximate. [18] 

These passages make the NRGscapes boundary 

hypothesis a relevant comparison. They do not establish 

equivalence. Magnetohydrodynamic interaction with a 

conducting medium, a luminous plasma envelope and a 

 
proposed translation through field or coordinate 

relationships are different models. Each needs its own 

predictions. A similar visual appearance could arise from 

different physical processes. 

Biologics and an experiencer pathway 

Grusch's July 2023 biologics allegation concerned 

material reportedly associated with recoveries. The newer 

interview makes the possible relationship between 

occupants and technological systems worth considering 

more explicitly. The NRGscapes experiencer work 

approaches a related question from reported interaction 

rather than possession of a biological sample. [2,19,20] 

That distinction allows a productive comparison. If 

encounter reports contain recurring scenes of instruction, 

symbolic communication or interaction with craft-like 

environments, they can generate questions about 

information exchange and interfaces. They cannot 

authenticate a recovered body. Conversely, an 

authenticated biological specimen would not explain how 

an experiencer acquired a particular idea. 

A possible relationship between organism, 

encounter and technology is a research question 

that can be pursued through several kinds of 

evidence. 

The next two pages make one such route concrete: the 

longitudinal encounter record and the subsequent 

development of engineering questions. The historical 

relationship is an influence on inquiry; whether that 

influence involved an external intelligence remains open. 
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WHAT THE EXPERIENCER DATA ACTUALLY RECORD 

 

Figure 3. Selected categories in the analysed experiencer corpus. Counts describe primary encounters coded in a 

single-person longitudinal study; categories overlap. Nested subphases are not additional participants or independent 

encounters. [19] 

A longitudinal record with an engineering consequence 

The paper Structured Patterns in Anomalous Experience, 

published in Limina in 2026, analyses a longitudinal UAP 

experiencer record through a ten-category taxonomy and 

a six-stage developmental model. The analysed corpus 

contains 41 primary encounters and 22 nested 

subphases, giving 63 analytical units. It follows one 

individual across nearly five decades. These figures 

describe the study corpus, not a population survey or the 

size of every subsequent archive. [19] 

The record includes reported entities or NHI, altered 

states, environmental reconstruction, spatial 

displacement, geometric or energetic phenomena and 

symbolic gestures. Later stages include geometrical 

structures and scenes interpreted as technical 

demonstrations. This is pertinent to NRGscapes because 

the engineering programme developed alongside inquiry 

into the experiences, rather than existing as an unrelated 

collection of aerospace illustrations. [19,20] 

Recurring structure and uncertain origin 

A repeated motif can matter even while its cause is 

unresolved. Symbols may suggest a design vocabulary; 

geometry may suggest relationships between fields or 

boundaries; a scene may suggest a process or apparatus. 

The analytical task is to preserve what was reported, 

identify the later interpretation and document what 

engineering work followed. Those are three different 

records. 

 
The chart selects six categories from the larger taxonomy. 

Its counts are not additive: an encounter can include both 

an entity and an altered environment. The 22 nested 

subphases describe additional structure within episodes. 

Treating all 63 units as independent observations would 

overstate the evidence. 

How the relationship can be investigated 

The strongest available claim is that the experiences 

informed a research pathway. A stronger claim, that 

information originated with NHI and conveyed workable 

technology, would require additional evidence. Dated 

accounts, original drawings, versioned interpretations, 

literature searches and laboratory records would allow 

others to assess chronology and technical novelty. 

Retrospective reconstruction and author-led coding limit 

independent assessment. Internal coherence can support 

the usefulness of a taxonomy without establishing an 

external source. Sleep-related experiences, imagery, 

perception and other explanations remain possible. 

Multiple independent accounts and blind coding would 

help determine which patterns survive changes of 

observer and method. 

From reported scene to a bounded question 

NRGscapes describes a pathway from observations and 

recurring structures to variables, hypotheses, controls 

and failure criteria. The reported boundary between 

perception and an apparent environment may motivate an 

interface question; repeated geometry may motivate a 

field configuration. Their common cause is not assumed. 

The engineering question becomes meaningful when it 

predicts a result that can also fail. [20] 
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FROM ENCOUNTER SYMBOLS TO ENGINEERING QUESTIONS 

 

Figure 4. Reported route from encounter symbolism to porphyrin and membrane inquiry, with a materials detail from the 

engineering poster. Arrows trace the development of ideas; they do not establish NHI technology transfer or completed 

hardware. [12,20,21] 

The porphyrin example makes the connection specific 

In the account of the research pathway, I describe 

interpreting encounter symbols in relation to haemoglobin 

and chlorophyll, then considering porphyrin ring 

chemistry, membranes, electrical excitation and plasma 

containment. This results in a concrete encounter-to-

engineering connection. The subsequent NRGscapes 

concepts include active materials and controlled 

boundaries rather than merely a visual resemblance to a 

reported craft. [12,21] 

The sequence matters as the reported symbolism is the 

originating experience but recognising a chemical 

relationship is an interpretation. Selecting material 

classes and proposing an electrically driven membrane is 

engineering development. A promising association at one 

stage does not establish the performance or origin of the 

next. 

A cue can change the direction of research 

A cue may direct attention to ring structures, coordinated 

surfaces or containment. Established chemistry and 

physics then constrain what can be fabricated and 

measured. A symbol-to-structure match is more 

informative when recorded before the engineering result. 

Encounter scenes interpreted as demonstrations need 

the same treatment: preserve the original description, 

then state the inference. A laboratory-like setting or 

perceived instruction does not establish a laboratory or 

transmitter. It can nevertheless motivate a traceable 

apparatus or test. 

 

The proposed connection with biologics 

This is where the relationship to Grusch becomes richer 

than a materials comparison. One line concerns alleged 

biological material accompanying recovered technology. 

Another concerns reported interaction with apparent 

entities and technical environments. A third concerns 

biological chemistry as a route into active-surface design. 

Together they motivate a hypothesis about relationships 

among occupants, experiences and engineered 

interfaces. [2,12,19] 

These lines are not interchangeable evidence. Porphyrin 

chemistry does not identify a recovered organism. A 

symbolic encounter does not show that a membrane will 

work. The possible connection becomes stronger only 

when chronology, source attribution and a reproducible 

technical result can be examined together. 

Tests that can survive a different interpretation 

A coupon experiment can compare measured electrical or 

optical responses across candidate materials. A 

membrane experiment can map plasma onset, 

containment and losses against commanded conditions. 

A geometry experiment can compare predicted field 

distributions with independent measurements. These 

tests remain useful even if the original experience is 

eventually explained differently. 

Reported experiences can generate engineering 

ideas. Engineering results can test those ideas. 

Establishing the source of the information requires a 

further investigation. 
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HISTORY WITHOUT AN INVENTED LINEAGE 

 

Figure 5. A chronology of public studies, a proposed programme, testimony and official assessment. It shows different 

evidentiary categories. It is not a continuous history of a confirmed recovery programme. [2-7] 

Studies are real even when the strongest story is 
disputed 

The historical record contains genuine interest in 

unconventional aerospace physics. The Defense 

Intelligence Agency's public reading room indexes 

reference studies associated with AAWSAP and AATIP, 

including programmable matter and advanced propulsion 

topics. The 2023 House hearing repository also contains 

a submitted paper on vacuum or spacetime metric 

engineering. A documented study demonstrates that a 

subject was examined; it does not establish that its 

proposed technology worked. [3,4] 

This distinction gives the history its engineering value. 

Researchers did not have to wait for a proven recovered 

craft to consider materials, field effects or new propulsion 

regimes. They could investigate a design space on the 

basis of theoretical possibilities, observations and 

strategic interest. NRGscapes now addresses some 

related questions through an explicitly organised 

boundary architecture. 

The lesson of KONA BLUE 

AARO's 2024 historical report describes KONA BLUE as 

a proposed Department of Homeland Security 

programme that was not approved or established. Its 

anticipated access to extraordinary material did not 

become a documented recovery capability. A proposal, 

an expectation of specimens and a funded operating 

programme are different historical facts. [5,6] 

The distinction is especially relevant when a programme 

name becomes shorthand for a hidden technological 

 
achievement. A label can persist in later accounts after 

the underlying proposal has been misunderstood. 

Evaluating the claim requires its administrative history 

and the actual custody records, not simply the recurrence 

of the name. 

Testimony and official disagreement 

The July 2023 hearing made Grusch's recovery allegation 

part of a formal public record. That same event included 

David Fravor's first-person account of the 2004 

encounter, including an object without visible wings, 

rotors or exhaust. Those statements address different 

issues: reported performance and alleged institutional 

possession. They should not be merged into one 

evidentiary claim. [2] 

AARO's 2024 report stated that it found no empirical 

evidence that the US government or private companies 

had reverse-engineered extraterrestrial technology. That 

is an official assessment of the material it reviewed. It 

must be represented alongside the allegations, rather 

than omitted because it conflicts with them. A further 

House hearing on transparency and whistleblower 

protection took place in September 2025. [5,7] 

Why this history still matters 

The parallel with NRGscapes is continuity of questions: 

unusual performance, materials, energy and the difficulty 

of moving from a mechanism idea to an integrated 

machine. The sources do not establish continuity of 

personnel, specimens, funding or operational technology. 
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THE MISSING OPERATING STATE 

 

Figure 6. What reverse engineering could lose. Selected membrane, power and control imagery from engineering 

posters is paired with an original dependency diagram. This is an engineering inference, not a description of recovered 

hardware. [9,12] 

A composition is not a control law 

A recovered material can be examined for composition, 

microstructure and electrical response. Those 

measurements are essential, but they need not disclose 

how it was used. An active layer could behave differently 

under a particular waveform, temperature, pressure or 

contact geometry. Its performance might depend on 

adjacent layers that were damaged or removed. 

NRGscapes makes this problem visible by distributing 

function across the craft. The membrane is assigned 

electrical and interface roles. Plasma belongs to a 

controlled boundary. The phase domain regulates timing 

and sector relationships. The energy backbone conditions 

and arbitrates inputs. None of those descriptions makes a 

specimen self-explanatory. [9] 

The intact object can still be incomplete 

Consider an unfamiliar ring of modules. It might be 

tempting to identify the brightest component as the 

engine. Yet the decisive information could be a relative 

phase schedule shared among all the modules, a 

reference generated elsewhere, or feedback that changes 

with the surrounding medium. Restoring power alone 

could produce heat or a luminous discharge while failing 

to reconstruct the intended state. 

That possibility is familiar in complex engineering: 

function depends on configuration as well as parts. 

Applying it to alleged recovered craft is an inference. 

Grusch's public testimony does not establish that a 

phase-controlled membrane or any NRGscapes 

subsystem was present. The architecture instead 

 
suggests what investigators should try to discriminate if 

suitable evidence becomes available. 

Recovering the relationships 

A functional investigation would look for repeated sectors, 

shared references, sensing paths, electrical isolation and 

evidence of coordinated actuation. It would ask which 

variables were controlled, which were allowed to respond, 

and what happened when a local element failed. A 

surprising material property would then be connected to a 

specific role in the wider machine. 

The NRGscapes technical architecture is particularly 

interesting here because it separates baseline control 

from the stronger, unresolved external-coupling regime. 

Conventional stored power could test parts of the control 

system without establishing the proposed full mobility 

envelope. A stable boundary and an extraordinary 

translation mechanism remain different achievements. [9] 

The information missing from a specimen may be 

relational: which part was synchronised with which 

other part, under what conditions. 

Why secrecy could obstruct understanding 

Compartmentalisation could make integration difficult if 

separate teams saw only materials, power systems or 

observations. This is an organisational inference, not a 

documented programme history. Open engineering can 

record the interfaces and dependencies that a fragmented 

investigation might lose, while leaving the historical claim 

to its own evidence. 
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BOUNDARY STATES AND THE MOTION CLAIM 

 

Figure 7. Symmetric and asymmetric boundary states extracted from Architecture 1, with a new measurement 

comparison. The poster proposes these relationships; the predicted motion must be independently established. [9,13] 

Turning the interface into an actuator 

Architecture 1 on the NRGscapes engineering webpage 

depicts a physical hull inside an adaptive conductive 

membrane and controlled plasma sheath. Its most 

important visual detail is the comparison between a 

symmetric boundary and a deliberately asymmetric one. 

Sector relationships are intended to determine the 

direction and character of the interaction, rather than a 

conventional engine nozzle. [13] 

In the proposed translation state, unequal sector output 

produces a boundary gradient. Re-indexing the sectors 

would redirect that gradient without rotating a large 

mechanical propulsion assembly. The result is a 

candidate explanation for abrupt changes of direction 

reported in some UAP accounts, not a demonstrated 

account of those events. 

Stable position is an especially demanding case 

The poster extract associates symmetry with hover and 

low interaction. A complete model must explain stable 

position in a gravitational environment. It may propose 

distributed force exchange or non-Newtonian translation 

through field and coordinate relationships. The chosen 

model must state its motion predictions and energy 

conditions; symmetry alone is not the explanation. 

This turns the image into a precise research question. 

Does a commanded boundary state produce the motion 

predicted by the proposed model? Can that response be 

separated from pressure, electromagnetic forces, 

buoyancy and sensor effects? Identifying conventional 

contributions is necessary for measurement; it does not 

require the proposed mechanism to be conventional 

thrust. 

 

Seeing the boundary rather than mistaking it for the 
hull 

NRGscapes also proposes that a luminous envelope 

could be an active interface whose apparent shape differs 

from the underlying structure. Changing that envelope 

might change optical appearance without changing the 

physical hull. This is a useful hypothesis for interpreting 

image sequences, provided independent geometry and 

sensor behaviour are examined. [9,13] 

It follows that apparent shape change and actual 

structural change should not be treated as 

interchangeable. A camera records radiance through an 

optical system. A motion claim needs position over time 

in a known reference frame. An envelope model becomes 

informative when it predicts both the image behaviour and 

an independently measured physical effect. 

Linking performance to a command 

The new comparison diagram identifies the crucial test: 

command a known sector pattern, measure the boundary 

state, and determine whether the predicted force or 

motion follows. Reverse or rotate the command and see 

whether the response changes accordingly. This 

connects the craft concept to a controllable cause instead 

of an unexplained visual resemblance. 

If the response is only luminous, the result concerns an 

optical or plasma boundary. If it changes drag in a flow, it 

concerns interaction with that medium. If it produces 

translation in a controlled environment, the claim 

becomes substantially stronger. Those outcomes belong 

to the same architecture, but they do not establish the 

same capability. 
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MECHANISMS THAT MUST MAKE DIFFERENT PREDICTIONS 

 

Figure 8. Four selected mechanism images from the Physics and Mechanisms poster, paired with new discriminating 

questions. The source includes several theory families with different evidentiary status; these are not interchangeable 

explanations. [10] 

A field vocabulary is not yet a mobility theory 

NRGscapes' Physics and Mechanisms poster gathers 

several candidate families: extended electrodynamics, 

toroidal field topologies, phase-gradient translation, field 

lensing, impedance matching and other boundary or 

inertia proposals. Their proximity on a poster is an 

invitation to compare them, rather than evidence that they 

form one established physical mechanism. [10] 

The architecture can organise power, timing and 

interfaces while the underlying coupling law remains 

unresolved. That separation is useful. It permits 

component and control research to proceed, but it also 

makes the theoretical task harder to evade: each 

candidate must say what is coupled, what changes and 

what can be measured. 

Four different questions 

A resonant topology raises questions about field 

distribution, losses and stability. A phase-gradient model 

raises questions about how commanded phase 

differences would map onto force. An impedance model 

concerns how an interface exchanges energy with a 

specified environment. A geometric or lensing proposal 

requires a distinguishable propagation or spacetime 

effect. 

The extracted images above now sit beside those specific 

questions. They should not be read as four artistic 

versions of the same hidden engine. If two mechanisms 

make identical observable predictions in a proposed 

experiment, the experiment cannot distinguish them. A 

useful design identifies the settings under which their 

predictions diverge. 

 

Potentials and measurable consequences 

NRGscapes gives potential-based descriptions an 

important place in its synthesis. Potentials are part of 

established electromagnetic theory, but additional claims 

about their role in mobility require their own equations and 

predictions. Naming a scalar potential does not, by itself, 

establish a controllable force, an energy source or an 

alteration of inertia. 

The historical vacuum-engineering study submitted to 

Congress and Alcubierre's spacetime proposal belong in 

this discussion because they expand the conceptual 

questions. They do not validate the NRGscapes 

mechanism stack. Alcubierre's 1994 paper describes a 

theoretical spacetime construction involving exotic 

matter, rather than an implemented vehicle. [4,11] 

What would join the ideas together 

A convincing synthesis would identify a common set of 

state variables, a coupling law and a control method that 

produce quantitative outputs. It would then explain why a 

measured signal belongs to that model rather than to 

heating, discharge forces, ordinary fluid motion or 

electromagnetic interference. 

This is also the technical question that a successful 

reverse-engineering programme would eventually face. 

Replicating an unusual geometry would not be enough. It 

would have to establish the relationship between 

geometry, operating conditions and measured 

performance. NRGscapes' proposed sector control offers 

a way to organise that investigation, while the mechanism 

comparisons expose the evidence still needed. 
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ENERGY TIMING AND CONTROL AUTHORITY 

 

Figure 9. New power and command diagram using the regulated-backbone and phase-domain details from Architecture 

2. Source options enter the energy path; coordinated timing governs sector commands. No extraordinary energy supply 

is demonstrated. [9,14] 

Why more power may not solve the problem 

Architecture 2 makes an unusually clear distinction: 

energy delivery and phase control have different jobs. A 

regulated backbone conditions, buffers and distributes 

inputs. A phase domain controls timing and relationships 

among sectors. A boundary control module is intended to 

coordinate the two. [14] 

This is more specific than the familiar search for a 

mysterious power source. A high-energy input could still 

be poorly timed. A coherent control signal could still lack 

the power needed to sustain a boundary. The craft 

concept requires both, with defined limits and an orderly 

response when either is lost. 

What the source options actually mean 

The poster includes stored energy, inductive supply, 

electromagnetic collection and conditional ambient or field 

coupling. These options are not equivalent in availability 

or evidentiary status. Stored or tethered power can 

support laboratory work. Collection depends on a real 

incident energy flux. Stronger ambient-coupling proposals 

require independent evidence of the source and the 

transfer process. 

The technical report treats external coupling as 

unresolved and distinguishes it from internal baseline 

systems. This is consequential for space applications. A 

laboratory demonstration powered through a cable would 

reveal something about its apparatus; it would not 

establish an autonomous craft's endurance or an 

interstellar energy budget. [9] 

 

A subsystem cannot become the whole explanation 

The proposed arbitration rule prevents an energy source 

from directly governing the boundary. The control 

architecture is meant to retain authority over activation, 

sector coordination and shutdown. That addresses an 

integration problem often absent from isolated 

mechanism accounts: how a promising physical effect 

would become a predictable machine. 

The diagram makes the relationship between capacity 

and command visible. Power and command occupy 

different paths, and their convergence is identified at the 

boundary. The arrows describe proposed organisation. 

They do not imply that a complete control stack or its 

claimed mobility response has been experimentally 

validated. 

What an investigator would need to recover 

If an unfamiliar craft depended on coherent timing, an 

investigator would need more than the input power rating. 

Reference frequencies, relative phase, command 

ordering, feedback latency and permitted transitions could 

be decisive. A dead module or interrupted clock might 

make a functional assembly behave like an inert collection 

of components. 

That possibility gives a technical meaning to the reverse-

engineering bottleneck. It remains an inference about 

complex systems, not a claim that Grusch described this 

architecture. The benefit of the NRGscapes proposal is 

that these dependencies are stated openly and can be 

examined without waiting for a historical allegation to be 

resolved. 
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MATERIALS BIOLOGY AND THE ACTIVE SURFACE 

 

Figure 10. Chemistry, membrane and biological-analogue details extracted from the integrated synthesis poster. The 

new diagram separates composition, electrical function and system effect. Biological chemistry, encounter influence 

and alleged recovered biologics motivate related questions while retaining separate evidence requirements. [2,12] 

The surface has to perform a defined job 

The materials programme gives the craft concept a 

tangible starting point. NRGscapes discusses porphyrin 

and metal-organic frameworks, conductive polymers, 

dielectric materials, graded composites and adaptive 

surfaces as candidates within an active boundary. These 

are proposed enabling material classes; their inclusion 

does not establish an operational membrane with the full 

claimed capability. [12] 

A useful panel must do something measurable. It might 

alter conductivity, charge distribution, impedance, local 

emission or thermal response under controlled 

stimulation. The relevant material would be chosen for a 

specified role and operating environment, rather than 

because its chemistry sounds exotic. 

What biological analogues contribute 

The integrated synthesis poster places fish 

electroreception, shark surface structures, adaptive 

pigmentation and self-regulation beside engineering 

materials. Living systems sense conditions and manage 

interactions at their boundaries. These functions can 

inspire distributed sensing, surface geometry and 

adaptive control. [12] 

Grusch's biologics allegation, the reported encounter 

influence, and biological design analogy enter this inquiry 

through different routes. Together they raise questions 

about biological and technological interfaces. A 

relationship remains possible, but neither familiar 

biological chemistry nor an experience-derived concept 

identifies purported recovered material. [2,19,21] 

 

A sample must be connected to a function 

In a hypothetical recovery investigation, unusual isotopes 

or microstructure could prompt further analysis, but the 

engineering interpretation would still require a functional 

link. Does the sample respond to a relevant stimulus? Is 

the response reproducible? Does it survive fabrication 

into a panel? Does that panel alter an interface in the way 

the model predicts? 

The new figure follows this sequence while retaining 

selected imagery from the engineering poster. It 

compares material knowledge with system knowledge. 

The intervening electrical measurements are where a 

claim becomes capable of being tested. 

A membrane needs a controller 

An active surface also creates integration problems: 

segmentation, electrode contact, sensing, fault isolation, 

contamination, thermal cycling and maintaining 

performance after damage. A material effect that is 

promising on a small coupon can become difficult to 

coordinate across a vehicle. NRGscapes' phase and 

sector architecture is meant to address that scale change. 

[9] 

Materials and controls therefore develop together. A 

panel's measured response constrains the controller; the 

controller's bandwidth and precision constrain which 

responses can be useful. A future craft would require that 

relationship to persist across its entire boundary and 

changing environment. 
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FROM TRANS MEDIUM CRAFT TO INTERSTELLAR SPACE 

 

Figure 11. Exploration artwork extracted from Architecture 4, with a new environment comparison. The poster describes 

conditional consequences of successful testing. Air, water and vacuum impose different coupling and mission 

requirements. [9,11,15] 

The environment cannot disappear from the 
explanation 

The space-travel implication is compelling precisely 

because the architecture puts environmental interaction 

at the centre. NRGscapes imagines one coordinated 

platform operating across atmosphere, ocean and space. 

Architecture 4 presents those destinations as 

consequences that stronger experimental results could 

eventually support. [15] 

A single drawing, however, cannot make the regimes 

physically interchangeable. Air and water provide 

surrounding material, pressure and flow. A vacuum 

removes many of those interactions. If a measured effect 

depends on moving fluid or discharge into a medium, its 

success cannot be transferred directly to orbital or deep-

space operation. 

An orbital craft still has a mission 

A spacecraft must change and maintain a trajectory, 

reject heat, support communications and survive long 

periods without repair. Any new actuator must be 

characterised within those duties. Reduced propellant 

dependence would be consequential if demonstrated, but 

it would not remove the need for an energy budget or a 

complete account of momentum exchange. 

The NRGscapes report separates controlled internal 

operation from stronger external coupling. That makes a 

decisive question visible: what field, source or interaction 

is available along the proposed route, and how does the 

craft couple to it? A mechanism that works only in a 

particular local environment would create a different 

mission architecture from one that works in deep space. 

[9] 

 

The interstellar leap 

Interstellar exploration requires more than an improved 

atmospheric vehicle. Distance, transit time, energy, 

reliability and arrival control dominate the problem. 

NRGscapes' most ambitious non-Newtonian translation 

concept would require an enabling mechanism beyond a 

glowing sheath or measurable drag reduction. An 

effective description must specify what changes 

physically and how observers would verify departure, 

transit and arrival. 

Alcubierre's theoretical construction is a useful historical 

comparison because it asks whether spacetime geometry 

might alter the travel problem. Its existence as a 

mathematical proposal does not establish an engineering 

route, nor does it show that NRGscapes' boundary 

system implements it. The article links them at the level of 

research questions, with their different assumptions 

intact. [11] 

A credible frontier can have several outcomes 

There is a meaningful progression from adaptive 

materials to controlled interfaces, from interfaces to 

measurable forces, and from forces to mission systems. 

Each stage may produce useful technology. The most 

ambitious outcome need not be achieved for earlier work 

to matter, but earlier success cannot be presented as 

proof of the final outcome. 

The controversy surrounding alleged craft raises the 

possibility that someone has already crossed this divide. 

The open engineering approach asks how the divide 

could be crossed in a way another team could 

understand. 
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THE EXPERIMENT THAT WOULD CHANGE THE STORY 

 

Figure 12. Resonant rig, chamber article and tethered demonstrator details from the engineering testing poster, paired 

with a new claim-specific test matrix. They depict proposed stages, not completed milestones or photographed working 

vehicles. [16] 

Make the controversy answer a measurable question 

The testing poster contains a more useful future image 

than a finished interstellar craft: a material coupon, an 

active panel, a resonant bench rig, a boundary chamber 

and a tethered unmanned demonstrator. Its stated 

position is laboratory and component research, and it 

labels the wider pathway conceptual. The images above 

retain that status. [16] 

The value of this progression is that each apparatus can 

answer a narrower question than the complete craft. A 

coupon can establish a response. A panel can establish 

coordinated actuation. A chamber can measure 

interaction with a controlled environment. A tethered 

article can help account for forces before free flight makes 

the interpretation harder. 

Match the experiment to the claim 

The new matrix cross-references the central propositions 

of this article. Materials claims need characterised 

samples and repeatable response curves. A sector-

gradient claim needs commanded patterns, independent 

field mapping and a corresponding force response. A 

mobility claim needs trajectory data and energy and 

momentum accounting. A recovery claim still needs 

provenance and access records. 

A result in one row cannot fill another. Independent 

reproduction of a boundary effect would not prove a 

covert programme. Authenticated recovery records would 

not automatically validate a particular NRGscapes 

mechanism. The two investigations would meet only 

when an evidenced specimen, an operating model and 

reproducible performance could be connected. 

 

What would make a positive result persuasive 

The apparatus must separate its intended effect from 

cable forces, heating, discharge-driven airflow, vibration 

and measurement interference. Command reversal and 

blinded settings can test whether the response follows the 

predicted control state. Independent sensors should 

establish both the boundary and the mechanical 

consequence, with enough raw data for another team to 

challenge the interpretation. 

A more demanding form of disclosure 

The Grusch controversy asks for access to withheld 

information and alleged technology. NRGscapes asks for 

engagement with an explicit engineering proposal. Their 

strongest common demand is that consequential claims 

become examinable. That examination can involve 

records, specimens, equations, instruments and 

replication; it cannot be completed by a compelling 

narrative alone. 

Disclosure becomes technologically consequential 

when someone else can inspect the evidence, 

understand the conditions and reproduce the 

function. 

This is why the craft is the engine remains a useful 

proposition to investigate. It focuses attention on the 

coordinated system rather than an isolated fragment or 

spectacular image. If its central coupling fails, the failure 

should be recorded clearly. If it succeeds, the next 

chapter will be written in measurements, and the historical 

debate will have a new kind of evidence to confront. 
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SOURCES AND FIGURE PROVENANCE 

Numbered links support the claims and identify source artwork. Recovery allegations, documented studies and 

proposed engineering are distinguished throughout. Accessed October 2026. 

[1] David Grusch written statement - House Oversight, July 2023. Attributed recovery and access allegations. 

[2] July 2023 House hearing transcript - GovInfo. Grusch opening: printed p. 12; biologics: p. 40; Fravor account: pp. 

13-14. 

[3] DIA FOIA electronic reading room - Official index of advanced aerospace reference studies. 

[4] House hearing document repository - Submitted vacuum or spacetime metric engineering paper. 

[5] AARO Historical Record Report Volume I - March 2024. Official assessment and KONA BLUE account. 

[6] AARO UAP records - Official supporting records and KONA BLUE context. 

[7] Restoring Public Trust Through UAP Transparency - House Oversight hearing, 9 September 2025. 

[8] NRGscapes Engineering - Main engineering page and five architecture posters. 

[9] Boundary Coupled Mobility Systems - NRGscapes technical architecture, January 2026, 105 pp.; especially pp. 2-

9. 

[10] Physics and Mechanisms - NRGscapes page and Field Coupled Mobility mechanism poster; Figure 8 crops. 

[11] The warp drive hyper fast travel within general relativity - M. Alcubierre (1994), Classical and Quantum Gravity 

11, L73-L77. 

[12] Integrated Engineering Synthesis - NRGscapes Active Craft Boundary poster; Figures 6 and 10 crops. 

[13] Architecture 1 Boundary Coupled Mobility - Source for symmetric and asymmetric boundary images in Figure 7. 

[14] Architecture 2 Energy Is Not the Same as Control - Source for regulated-backbone detail in Figures 6 and 9. 

[15] Architecture 4 What Would Successful Testing Mean - Source for exploration artwork in Figure 11. 

[16] Experimental Development Pathway - NRGscapes From Component to Unmanned Demonstrator poster; Figure 

12 crops. 

[17] The Joe Rogan Experience 2560 David Grusch - Official interview, 30 September 2026. Plasma, recovery video 

and organic interface discussion. 

[18] Interview transcript and listening locators - Approximate times: 52:55-54:40; 1:00:34 onward; 2:29:32 onward. 

Check against the recording. 

[19] Structured Patterns in Anomalous Experience - A. Morgan (2026), Limina 3(1), 69-85. DOI 

10.59661/001c.164488. Longitudinal analysis; Figures 3-4. 

[20] From UAP and NHI Encounter Research to Falsifiable Engineering - NRGscapes, August 2026. Observation, 

interpretation and test pathway. 

[21] Morgan account of symbolism and porphyrin inquiry - Interview clip, approximately 0:00-0:58; transcript supplied 

by the author. 

Figure provenance and interpretation 

The banner is an original editorial concept image. Figures 1-2 compare claims with engineering questions; Figure 3 

plots selected overlapping categories in the study corpus; Figure 4 traces Morgan's reported research pathway. Figure 

5 compares historical records. Figures 6-12 use selected NRGscapes poster details with new explanatory labels and 

test questions. Poster hardware imagery is conceptual. 

Cross reference map 

Public claim or record NRGscapes comparison Connection and limit 

Encounters and Grusch [17-

21] 

Interfaces and research / Figures 2-4 Related questions; origin and shared 

technology remain open. 

 

https://oversight.house.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/07/Dave_G_HOC_Speech_FINAL_For_Trans.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CHRG-118hhrg53022/pdf/CHRG-118hhrg53022.pdf
https://www.dia.mil/FOIA/FOIA-Electronic-Reading-Room/
https://docs.house.gov/Committee/Calendar/ByEvent.aspx?EventID=116282
https://www.aaro.mil/Portals/136/PDFs/AARO_Historical_Record_Report_Volume_1_2024.pdf
https://www.aaro.mil/UAP-Records/
https://oversight.house.gov/hearing/restoring-public-trust-through-uap-transparency-and-whistleblower-protection/
https://nrgscapes.com/engineering/
https://nrgscapes.com/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/publication-boundary-couple-mobility-systems-technical-architecture.pdf
https://nrgscapes.com/abc/
https://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0009013
https://nrgscapes.com/integrated-engineering-synthesis/
https://nrgscapes.com/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/architecture-1.png
https://nrgscapes.com/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/architecture-2.png
https://nrgscapes.com/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/architecture-4.png
https://nrgscapes.com/experimental-development-pathway/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dYPXINFcvmI
https://podscripts.co/podcasts/the-joe-rogan-experience/2560-david-grusch
https://limina.scholasticahq.com/article/164488-structured-patterns-in-anomalous-experience-a-longitudinal-developmental-analysis-of-a-uap-experiencer-dataset
https://nrgscapes.com/2026/08/16/from-uap-and-nhi-encounter-research-to-falsifiable-engineering/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VCA7Hr4Vr68
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