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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 manuscript presents a new contribution to the scientific knowledge of human thermal stress by examining anticyclonic weather patterns within the Köppen Cfb climate type. Utilizing a model based on clothing insulation and operative temperature, along with comprehensive anthropometric and meteorological data, the study improves our ability to simulate and understand the interactions between humans and their thermal environment. The introduction of the compensatory sweating concept offers a novel approach to evaluating extreme summer heat events that surpass the body's physiological limits. This work is especially significant amid climate change, as temperate regions are projected to face more frequent and intense heat extremes..
	

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

	Yes, the article’s title is appropriate. It accurately represents the manuscript’s content and focus by specifying the topic (human thermal load), the particular weather conditions studied (anticyclonic weather events), and the relevant climate classification (Köppen Cfb). Therefore, no modifications are needed.
	

	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.

	Yes, the abstract is overall thorough, covering the study’s objectives, methods, main results, and conclusions. Nonetheless, some enhancements are suggested: 1) Improve the wording to strengthen academic style and clarity for example, replace “so much that they cannot be offset by regulatory sweating” with “to a level that exceeds the capacity of regulatory sweating.” 2) Include a brief statement highlighting the wider importance of the research, such as its implications for climate change, public health, or biometeorological predictions. 3) Provide a concise explanation of the rcl–To model for readers who may not be familiar with it. 4) Maintain consistent use of terminology throughout, choosing either “heat excess” or “thermal surplus” and using it uniformly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is thoughtfully designed and clearly articulated, especially regarding the application of the clothing resistance operative temperature (rcl–To) model alongside meteorological and anthropometric data. The longitudinal observational design strengthens the dataset’s reliability, and the model’s use aligns well with the study’s goals. Assumptions such as assuming zero sweating under heat-deficient conditions and empirically quantifying sweating during heat-surplus scenarios are reasonable and well-founded. The analysis is comprehensive, the findings align with the theoretical basis, and the conclusions are well-supported by the evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes, the references are generally adequate and include a substantial number of recent and pertinent sources. Most of the citations date from the past five years and cover essential literature in biometeorology, thermal comfort, and climate modeling. The inclusion of foundational works (such as Köppen and Dubois & Dubois) alongside the authors’ earlier related research provides valuable continuity and context. As an optional enhancement, adding a reference that discusses the effects of climate change on thermal comfort in temperate (Cfb) climates could further situate the study within a wider global framework. For instance: Mora C., et al. (2017). Global risk of deadly heat. Nature Climate Change, 7, 501–506. https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate3322
	

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

	The quality of English in the article is generally adequate for academic communication but would benefit from moderate revision to improve clarity, fluency, and style. Although the manuscript is comprehensible, some parts include informal wording, awkward constructions, or grammatical errors that may detract from its overall professionalism. For instance, expressions like “we could also see…” or “so much that they cannot be offset…” should be replaced with more formal and precise academic phrasing. It is advisable to have the manuscript thoroughly reviewed by a native English speaker or professional editor to ensure it meets scholarly publication standards. This would enhance readability and strengthen the paper’s overall impact.
	

	Optional/General comments

	In general, the study offers a clear and well-organized treatment of the subject. The methodology is robust and suitably aligned with the research objectives. The work provides meaningful contributions to the field and addresses certain gaps in existing knowledge. Some parts would benefit from further clarification or more comprehensive explanations. While the figures and tables are mostly clear, their captions could be made more detailed. The references cited are pertinent, although incorporating additional recent studies could enhance the literature review. The language is of good quality, with only minor grammatical or stylistic refinements recommended. The conclusions are well-supported by the results, but including a discussion of limitations and suggestions for future research would enrich the manuscript
	



	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)
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