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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 paper shakes up the usual idea that CO₂ is the main culprit behind the greenhouse effect, suggesting instead that water, and the way it shifts between states like liquid, vapor, and ice, plays a bigger role in handling Earth's heat. It's definitely stirring up some controversy, but that's what sparks real discussions and gets us rethinking the core ideas in climate science. Even if not, everyone agrees that these kinds of fresh takes are super useful for opening up the conversation and pushing back against long-held theories.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The current title, “The Earth's Imbalanced Heat Budget Deduced from Ice Melt, and its Relationship to Past, Present and Future Climate Change,” is okay.
	

	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 does a solid job of summing up the study's main idea and what it covers, but it's a bit packed with jargon and technical terms that make it hard to follow, especially when it comes to pinpointing the big takeaway. To make it better, I'd suggest spelling out the research question more straightforwardly, shining a light on what's fresh and innovative about the "water-based heat management" approach, toning down any bold guesses like calling CO₂ "disqualified" and opting for more even-handed language instead, and finally, laying out the key findings (like those specific numbers on ice melting) along with what they really mean in clearer terms.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This paper puts forward a pretty out-there theory that really bucks against what most climate scientists agree on. It does a good job of highlighting how crucial water is to keeping Earth's energy in check, which is spot on. That said, some of its big ideas, like brushing off the impact of CO₂, fly in the face of tons of solid evidence from real-world observations and lab experiments. The math behind how much energy it takes to melt ice checks out on its own, but tying that to long-term climate patterns or forecasting an impending ice age feels like a stretch without enough hard proof to back it up. So, in terms of science, it's got some solid bits, like those ice-melt numbers, but the overall big-picture claims just aren't backed up strongly enough.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The paper has a decent amount of references, including some pretty up-to-date ones from as recent as 2025, which is great. That said, a lot of them come from the author's own previous studies, and that might tilt the story a bit in one direction without enough outside perspectives. Plus, it's missing some important ones from the core of climate science, like the work by Trenberth and his team on how Earth's energy balances out, or the latest chapters from the IPCC's AR6 report, not to mention stuff on how clouds interact with the climate.
	

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


	While the manuscript is mostly understandable, it could use some polishing to make it flow better and easier to read. For instance, there are quite a few lengthy, tangled sentences that make the ideas harder to grasp, along with repeated phrases and a somewhat guesswork-like tone that takes away from its scientific solidity. It also jumps back and forth between jargon-heavy and everyday language, which can be jarring. Overall, I'd suggest a solid round of editing to tighten things up, boost clarity, and bring it more in line with standard academic writing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· This paper takes a bold swing at offering a fresh framework, which is really thought-provoking, but it could end up getting brushed off due to its harsh vibe toward CO₂ and conventional science. If it pitched itself more as building on existing ideas rather than tossing them out, it might land better with readers.

· The figures could use some upgrades—they're pretty basic diagrams and don't do enough to back up the hard numbers being thrown around.

· The section on human-generated heat from stuff like cars, buildings, and planes is intriguing, but it feels a bit skimpy; throwing in more solid data and analysis would really beef up the case.

· The conclusion might benefit from a more even keel, focusing on the unknowns instead of jumping to firm predictions.
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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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