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	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 manuscript presents a novel interpretation of Earth's climate dynamics by emphasizing heat rather than carbon dioxide as the primary driver of observed climate change. It proposes a thermodynamically grounded mechanism centred around water phase transitions such as ice, vapor, liquid. It challenges conventional radiative forcing models and offers an alternative framework based on energy absorption and heat redistribution via water's interphase equilibria. This research article, though provocative, contributes to the broader scientific dialogue by inviting re-evaluation of overlooked or underexplored physical processes in Earth’s climate system.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I agree with this title as it accurately reflects the content and scope of the manuscript. I would just give my suggestion in case the authors find it more concise. “Reassessing Earth’s Heat Budget via Ice Melt: A Water-Based Mechanism for Past and Future Climate Dynamics”
	

	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 clearly outlines the motivation, methodology, and conclusions of the paper. However, consider the following it could be sharper and convey your arguments clearer:

(1) Clarifying the critique of IPCC mechanisms without sounding dismissive.

(2) Rephrasing “disqualification of CO₂” to a more neutral tone (e.g., “re-evaluation of CO₂’s role”).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is internally consistent, and its heat-budget calculations are methodologically sound. However, the core claim that carbon dioxide is not a primary driver of warming; contrasts sharply with mainstream climate science and lacks engagement with extensive empirical evidence linking carbon dioxide to climate sensitivity. The scientific model is plausible in thermodynamic terms, but requires further validation, integration, or at least reconciliation with existing radiative-convective models (e.g., Hansen et al., 2005; Lacis et al., 2010). Additionally, satellite and surface-based measurements (Feldman et al., 2015) provide direct observational support for carbon dioxide driven radiative forcing, contradicting the manuscript’s central argument.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The paper cites a blend of historical, paleoclimatic, and contemporary sources (including IPCC, NASA, and peer-reviewed journals). A few suggestions for additional references that provide contrasting perspectives:
1- Feldman, D. R., Collins, W. D., Gero, P. J., Torn, M. S., Mlawer, E. J., & Shippert, T. R. (2015). Observational determination of surface radiative forcing by CO2 from 2000 to 2010. Nature, 519(7543), 339-343.
2- Lacis, A. A., Schmidt, G. A., Rind, D., & Ruedy, R. A. (2010). Atmospheric CO2: Principal control knob governing Earth’s temperature. Science, 330(6002), 356-359.
3- Hansen, J., Nazarenko, L., Ruedy, R., Sato, M., Willis, J., Del Genio, A., ... & Tausnev, N. (2005). Earth's energy imbalance: Confirmation and implications. science, 308(5727), 1431-1435.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally clear and effectively conveys its core arguments, but it would benefit from targeted copyediting to improve clarity, conciseness, and tone. First, certain key concepts such as the contrasting roles of carbon dioxide and water vapor are repeated throughout the manuscript, which can obscure the progression of ideas. Scientific writing benefits from eliminating redundancy to enhance logical flow, as emphasized by Day & Gastel (2022) in How to Write and Publish a Scientific Paper. Second, several sentences are structurally dense and contain multiple ideas, making them difficult to follow. Simplifying sentence structure and placing important information at the end of a sentence improves comprehension in technical documents. Third, the use of emotionally charged or confrontational language such as “disqualification of CO₂” and “widely but blindly adopted” is not aligned with the norms of scientific discourse. Brown and Liverman (1999), in their critique of climate change narratives, note that neutral, evidence-based framing fosters credibility and cross-disciplinary engagement, particularly in contested fields like climate science. Rephrasing such expressions to more objective alternatives for instance, “reassessment of the role of CO₂ in climate forcing” or “adopted primarily by consensus, despite remaining scientific uncertainties” would preserve the manuscript’s critical stance while aligning with academic norms. Finally, framing the proposed mechanism as a complementary thermodynamic perspective, rather than a complete refutation of radiative forcing theory, would support broader scientific dialogue. This approach is encouraged in interdisciplinary critiques, as discussed by Oreskes (2004) in The Scientific Consensus on Climate Change (Science), where respect for established frameworks enhances the reception of alternative hypotheses. These language refinements would significantly strengthen the manuscript’s accessibility, scientific tone, and contribution to ongoing climate debates.


	

	Optional/General comments


	I really want to appreciate this amazing effort by the authors, and I wish them all the luck for this research and for future work.
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