


2 of 73 

2 Information file for the rejection by Hydrological Sciences Journal  

2.1 Decision email 

Subject:  Hydrological Sciences Journal - Decision on Manuscript ID HSJ-2024-0111 

Date:  Tue, 27 Feb 2024 11:21:21 +0000 

From:  Hydrological Sciences Journal <onbehalfof@manuscriptcentral.com> 

Reply-To:  xxxx 

To:  dk@itia.ntua.gr 

27-Feb-2024 

Prof. Demetris Koutsoyiannis, 

Thank you very much for submitting your manuscript, "Relative importance of carbon dioxide and 

water in the greenhouse effect: Does the tail wag the dog?" to Hydrological Sciences Journal (HSJ). 

We appreciate you considering our journal for your research. 

All Co-editors of the journal have carefully conducted an independent assessment of your 

manuscript. While we recognize the effort and quality of your work, we regret to inform you that we 

cannot offer publication in HSJ at this time. 

Our primary reasons for this decision are as follows: 

Focus outside the scope of HSJ: the central theme of your study appears to lie primarily within the 

field of atmospheric physics rather than focusing specifically on hydrology, or its applications. While 

we appreciate the interdisciplinary nature of your research, HSJ's editorial board and peer-review 

process are best suited for manuscripts with a strong hydrological focus. 

Substantial overlap with previously published work: after careful examination, it appears that the 

core elements and findings of your manuscript significantly overlap with your recent publication in 

Hydrological Sciences Journal (Koutsoyiannis and Vournas, 2024). We feel that the most relevant 

information for the hydrological community has already been effectively presented in your earlier 

work.  

Given these reasons, we believe that publishing your manuscript in HSJ would not serve the best 

interests of either the journal or your research. However, we encourage you to submit your work to a 

journal with a stronger focus on atmospheric physics and sciences, where your findings are likely to 

receive appropriate attention and wider dissemination within the relevant field. 

We apologize for any inconvenience this may cause, and wish you all the best in your future research 

endeavours. 

Sincerely, 

The Editors 

Attilio Castellarin, Stacey Archfield, Aldo Fiori, Riddhi Singh, Konstantinos Soulis 

Hydrological Sciences Journal 

(sent by HSJ Editorial Office on behalf of the Co-editors) 

*************************************************************** 

Hydrological Sciences Journal Editorial Office 
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** Reviewers of HSJ papers published in the previous year are acknowledged in a list published in the 
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2.2 Reply to decision email 

Subject:  Re: your recent most manuscript 

Date:  Tue, 27 Feb 2024 10:58:12 +0200 

From:  Demetris Koutsoyiannis <dk@itia.ntua.gr> 

To:  attilio.castellarin 
 

Dear Attilio, 

What an honour to get an unanimous rejection by the entire team of HSJ editors! 

Not a surprise, but I thought I had to try HSJ, because: (a) my main theme is the importance of water, 

(b) this paper backs the earlier one published in HSJ, and (c) I wanted to give HSJ a chance to consider 

my work, which I regard of some importance.  

I am very much acquainted with rejections, as well as with the fact that my rejected papers prove to 

be my best. So, I am hopeful for the importance of this paper. On the other hand, I am aware of the 

difficulties to publish it because of the prevailing of the fascist practices of eliminating diversity of 

opinion among publishers, editors and reviewers (while praising diversity of sexes, races, etc.). 

Cheers, 

Demetris 

Demetris Koutsoyiannis 

National Technical University of Athens 

Recent publications: 

http://www.itia.ntua.gr/dk/


http://www.itia.ntua.gr/2000/
http://www.itia.ntua.gr/2193/
http://www.itia.ntua.gr/2194/
http://www.itia.ntua.gr/2342/
http://www.itia.ntua.gr/2371/
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3 Information file for the rejection by MDPI Hydrology 

Note 1: The decision email contained the following text: 

Disclaimer: The information and files contained in this message are confidential and intended solely 

for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. 

For this reason, I do not include it in this information file. However, its content could be inferred 

from my reply (and its addendum), which I include below. I also include the reviews, which I 

downloaded from the MDPI site containing the reviews of my paper (not copied from the decision 

email). 

Note 2: MDPI offers the option to post the reviews online, along with the paper. I always choose this 

option, because I support open transactions. But it works only if the paper is accepted. This I do not 

like, and that is why I publish them here. 

3.1 Review Report Form (Reviewer 1) 

Open Review 

(x) I would not like to sign my review report  

( ) I would like to sign my review report  

Quality of English Language 

( ) I am not qualified to assess the quality of English in this paper  

( ) English very difficult to understand/incomprehensible  

( ) Extensive editing of English language required  

( ) Moderate editing of English language required  

( ) Minor editing of English language required  

(x) English language fine. No issues detected  

 Yes 
Can be 

improved 

Must be 

improved 

Not 

applicable 

Does the introduction provide sufficient background 

and include all relevant references? 
( ) (x) ( ) ( ) 

Is the research design appropriate? ( ) ( ) (x) ( ) 

Are the methods adequately described? ( ) (x) ( ) ( ) 

Are the results clearly presented? ( ) ( ) (x) ( ) 

Are the conclusions supported by the results? ( ) ( ) (x) ( ) 

Comments and Suggestions for Authors 

see file [Contained in following pages] 

peer-review-36288550.v2.pdf  

Submission Date 27 March 2024  

Date of this review 20 Apr 2024 19:58:00 
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 Yes 
Can be 

improved 

Must be 

improved 

Not 

applicable 

Does the introduction provide sufficient background 

and include all relevant references? 
( ) ( ) (x) ( ) 

Is the research design appropriate? ( ) ( ) (x) ( ) 

Are the methods adequately described? ( ) ( ) (x) ( ) 

Are the results clearly presented? ( ) ( ) (x) ( ) 

Are the conclusions supported by the results? ( ) ( ) (x) ( ) 

Comments and Suggestions for Authors 

This paper purports to reexamine the role of water vapor and CO2 in the radiative balance of the 

Earth, but is overburdened with the author's editorial opinions about everything from the role of AI, 

the political opinions of Nature editors, the nature of truth seeking and bizarre rankings of different 

disciplines, along with irrelevant textbook derivations that are not used and conclusions that are 

unjustified by any analysis. In the meantime, the author sprinkles ad hominem arguments about 

other scientists throughout the text (the epigram is for what exactly?). The text has many examples 

of misleading statements and fallacious reasoning even before we get to meat of the work. Sections 

3 and 4 are fine, until section 4.2 when the effects of clouds are discussed. The cloud modeling is 

extremely simplistic and unsatisfactory, but the clear-sky approximations might well be a useful 

contribution in a greatly slimmed down paper. The attribution calculations with MODTRAN in section 

6 in the clear-sky case are fine (but limited to the specific profile chosen, not the global mean) and 

not inconsistent with prior work, but the purported attribution using the macro formula (Eq. 21) is 

fundamentally mistaken and the conclusions drawn are invalid. I therefore do not recommend 

publication. 

 Detailed comments: 

 l. 14 assumption of what the author is trying to prove. Also, late Holocene values of CO2 were ~280 

and so the rise to 420 ppm is a 50% increase. Human activities have contributed a third of the total 

amount of CO2. Hardly 'small'.  

 l. 15 0.5% of 240 W/m2 (OLR) is 1.2 W/m2 - but this should be 1.8W/m2 (IPCC AR6, Etminan et al 

2016) and so this immediately suggests a problem (see below - this appears to be because of the 

tropical profile used in the construction of Equation 21.  

l.25-35. This belongs in an op-ed not a science article. Though it's interesting that the author appears 

to think that people pretending to have no political opinions (which is of course not true) is better for 

science than people being honest about their values and upfront about the reasons for whatever 

advocacy they pursue. 

l.36-50. This is not an article about the accuracy (or not) of generative AI (or if it is, it does not belong 

in Hydrology!). All of this is a waste of space. If the author wishes to critique Lacis et al, they should 

just focus on what those authors said, not how it is interpreted by a bot. If that were to become the 

standard for science articles, knowledge production and truth seeking will collapse as scientists 

spend more and more time dealing with various hallucinations from large language models. The 

details of the author's pet peeves are really not of great interest to a science audience.  
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l 63. It is simply incorrect to state that increases in non-condensing GHGs have not altered the 

radiative fluxes in the atmosphere. High resolution spectrographic analysis has shown clearly that the 

spectral signatures of changes in the GHGs are visible in time series of satellite data - either across 

missions (e.g. Harries et al, 2001, doi:10.1038/35066553) or within a single instrument over time 

(Kramer et al, 2021, doi:10.1029/2020GL091585). Even at the surface, while K+V (2024) argue that 

the direct impact of CO2 is not detectable in noisy datasets, they don't consider the indirect impact 

of CO2 on the water vapor itself (the WV feedback), which is expected to have 2 to 3 times the 

impact on LW than CO2 alone. The inference made in KV24 and here (on line 78/79) that because a 

direct effect of CO2 on surface fluxes is not detectable once WV changes have been factored in 

means that 'the effect of CO2 is negligible' is fallacious reasoning. 

l. 76. The first part of this question is a valid thing to study. The second question is nonsense. 

l. 80. It's very unclear to me how any greenhouse gas is supposed to know whether LW radiation is 

upwelling or downwelling before affecting it. This question is therefore also nonsensical. Maybe a 

rewrite to state that the aim is attribute the role of H2O in both outgoing LW at the TOA and 

downwelling LW at the surface would be clearer. It's not obvious that the attribution would be the 

identical, but the notion that one could be zero and not the other is silly. 

l. 82. All attribution exercises involve counterfactuals, and thus must be model based. This is neither 

profound nor problematic. 

l. 83-85. This is totally irrelevant.  

l 91. These references are to work that, if true, would undermine every calculation in this paper. 

Fortunately for the author they are not correct and unless one was to delve into their (obvious) 

flaws, I'd recommend ignoring them completely. 

l. 92. Human CO2 emissions may only be 4% of total emissions, but they are effectively 100% of the 

long-term imbalance in CO2 fluxes. 

l. 93-101. This is a significant overestimation. Anthropogenic sources of WV (directly via combustion, 

or indirectly via irrigation and increased evaporation) are tiny compared to the ~3mm/day global flux 

of evaporation. There is no validity in pretending that the affected terrestrial evaporative flux is 

important when this is a very small fraction of the total evaporation. First there is a typo in the text, 

the FAO estimates 4,300 km3/yr in withdrawals, not 4.3 km3/yr. But even using the correct number, 

4300 km3/year is less than 1% of the global evaporative flux. And given the short residence time for 

atmospheric water vapor this can make only a very small proportionate impact on water vapor 

concentrations on land or anywhere.  

l. 101-104. This is just a pure ad hominem argument that has no place in an scientific article.  

l 129-135. This is a bizarre argument. There are literally thousands of papers a year written about the 

role of water in climate change - from cloud processes, the cryosphere, in the stratosphere and in the 

ocean and everything in between. And who has 'downgraded' the importance of the carbon cycle? 

Similarly, there are thousands of papers discussing this. 

l. 149-203. This is standard atmospheric science textbook stuff. Not sure why it's here. Just reference 

a standard text, Curry and Webster (1998) for instance. 

l. 211. Why is eq. (11) here? None of it is used.  
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l 266. There is no evidence of 'public perception' in any part of this paper (and I'm not sure of it's 

relevance in any case), but given that CO2 is well-mixed and WV is not, it is hardly surprising that WV 

variations dominate the spatial and temporal variations in downward LW. I am unclear as to why the 

author seems to think that Lacis et al, or anyone else thinks otherwise. 

l 270. If the preceding exposition related to Penman-Monteith 'does not help' (and I agree that it 

doesn't). Why is it in the paper? 

l. 351. Only the absolute values have the offset, however the temporal changes in the CERES fluxes 

are robust (and match the interannual variations in the ocean heat content (Loeb et al, 2021). 

l. 470+ As the author is aware, the clouds in MODTRAN are not representative of real clouds, nor 

their distribution across optical depth and height. However, the clouds seen in CERES don't provide 

any height information, and the idea that a realistic model of the impacts of clouds on LW radiation 

can be formulated based on a linear function of CERES-derived cloud fraction is hopelessly naive. 

Indeed, it is obvious from Fig 13 that any such attempt is going to fail. [There is a more subtle point 

about what is meant by cloud fraction since this is - in practice - dependent on the limits of the 

observing platform. An argument can be made that in reality cloud cover is always 100%, but with a 

large range of optical depths that can go below what either our optical sensors (eyes!) or the satellite 

instruments can detect]. The main issue is that clouds are different heights with different 

temperatures and different background specific humidity and so the same cloud fraction at 1km will 

have a very different impact on the LW than that same fraction at 10km. This will also be a big effect 

on the overlaps between clouds and water vapor and clouds and CO2 that come up later in the 

paper.  

l 644. The decrease in total outgoing radiation in the CERES period has been the subject of multiple 

papers Loeb et al, 2021; Raghuraman et al, 2022 ; Hodnebrog et al, 2024 and it is clear that there are 

multiple causes, including GHG-driven cloud and water vapor feedbacks, surface albedo changes and 

aerosol effects (direct and indirect via clouds). The author is not presenting an attribution study of 

this, and so the conclusion here is unsupported (and is in fact wrong). 

l. 645 This is hopelessly naive, and ignores the role of water and cloud feedbacks on CO2-driven 

warming. It is also unsupported by any analysis. Delete. 

l 654. I agree with the author with respect to the clear sky results, the macroscopic formulas seem to 

work well over their calibrated range. However, I don't know that they will extend well to the 

broader range required by the attribution exercise in Section 6. This requires reasonable accuracy 

down to zero water vapor and zero CO2, and it is not at all clear that logarithmic response to CO2 will 

extend that far. This should be checked by the authors. 

l. 656. The clouds-related part is much less convincing and I don't think will be valid in the next 

section. 

l. 661. This is a bizarre statement. All attribution work must be model based and revolves around 

counter-factuals, and this might only 'seem pointless' to someone who has never thought about it. 

l 679-680. This is nonsense and based on fallacious reasoning. Sure, if you could increase WV by 30% 

at the same time you decrease CO2 to zero, temperatures on average would remain the same, but 

that would greatly increase relative humidity levels and there is no proposed mechanism for how 

that could be sustained on a global level. The author seems to posit that the water vapor feedback is 

negative - which contradicts all credible studies on the topic - and which I think would be a surprise 

to many!  
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Table 5. This is a nice summary, but the case is a little odd. These are results for a tropical profile but 

with a global mean surface temperature (which is 11.7 deg C cooler), and with fixed water vapor 

pressure, so will have a much greater amount of water vapor than the global average would have. I 

would suggest using a consistent profile (i.e. tropical temperatures for a tropical profile, and, 

midlatitude temperatures with mid-latitude profiles etc.). The impact it makes (I think) is substantial 

in the LW fluxes. However, the best metric to use here is G=LW_up_surf - LW_up_TOA (which should 

be zero in the absence of any greenhouse substances), and that is little less sensitive to the absolute 

temperatures. If the clear-sky attribution between CO2 and water vapor is done in this case, it's 27% 

for CO2 (28% with tropical temperature), but 31% for the mid-latitude summer case. (Percentage 

calculated assuming that the overlaps are split 50:50, following Lunt et al, 2021; doi:10.5194/gmd-

14-4307-2021). This is very similar to the results seen in Lacis et al, 2010; Schmidt et al, 2010, where 

the clear-sky attribution to CO2 in the global mean was 27% (ignoring other greenhouse substances). 

One minor note of caution is the fact that G in MODTRAN is not zero in the case with no greenhouse 

substances at all (instead it's around 1.3 W/m2) which I think is likely to be due to an issue with the 

MODTRAN approximations in that extreme situation. 

Figure 23. This is only for the full tropical profile which (as stated above) has far more water vapor 

than the global average. The change assuming constant relative humidity (as opposed to specific 

humidity) would be nolticeably larger.  

l. 747. The 'Freon' scale in MODTRAN is for all CFCs, not just Freon. 

l. 769 onwards. The calculations leading to equation 27 and table 6 seem fine, but the author seems 

to be a little confused as to what they mean. He has calculated the gradient - with present conditions 

(400 ppm, etc.) of any fractional perturbation in water vapor or CO2 or cloud, which is interesting 

enough, and akin to a standard 'radiative forcing' calculation (Etminan et al, 2016), but it is not the 

same as the contribution of each of those substances to the greenhouse effect as a whole (which is 

what he claims to be comparing to with Schmidt et al, 2010). Indeed, as noted above the clear sky 

results inferred from Table 5 are totally compatible with the Schmidt et al attribution. Additionally, 

Equation 21 is not defined at CO2=0, and so cannot be used to infer the total contribution in any case 

(and also, it is calibrated to the tropical water vapor profile, not the global mean).  

l. 774-777. This is an apples-to-oranges comparison and is simply not valid. Additionally, the 1:8 ratio 

for clear sky explicitly contradicts the attribution exercise in Table 5. 

Figure 24. This figure is grossly misleading. The values shown are the radiative forcing ratios at 

CO2=400ppm for the tropical profile, not the 'contribution of greenhouse drivers to LW fluxes'.  

l 784. The values given in Table 7 are just estimates of the historical radiative forcing - but they are 

not very accurate becuase of the poor representation of clouds and the use of a tropical profile. Note 

that the IPCC (following Etminan et al 2016) has the global mean forcing from CO2 from 300 to 

420ppm as roughly 1.8 W/m2 (at the top-of-atmosphere) which is not that far from the estimates 

here and compatible once the tropical water vapor profile is taken into account. Note too that van 

Wijngaarden and Happer are also compatible with the standard estimate of the radiative forcing for 

doubled CO2 (3.4 W/m2 +/- 0.6 W/m2 (95% CI)).  

l. 812-823. The author should probably be aware that no-one is proposing the actual removal of all 

CO2 from the atmosphere, and thus we don't need to be too concerned with the impacts that this 

hypothetical might have on the carbon cycle. 

l. 824-837 I don't understand this argument - possibly some editing is needed? 
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l. 841. The author misunderstands what the forcing/feedback distinction refers to. The 

anthropogenic increase in CO2 emissions (and hence concentrations) is an external perturbation to 

the system, to which many aspects of the climate react, including water vapor and clouds. Were the 

anthropogenic perturbation to water vapor larger, then it would be be treated similarly. But as it is, 

humans have directly caused CO2 concentrations to increase by 50%, but have only directly caused a 

<1% increase in water vapor (as shown above).  

l. 875. The total of human energy production is irrelevant in this context. 

l. 877. It's not clear who the author is arguing with. Does anyone think that water is not important for 

the climate system?  

l. 904-906. This is incorrect. What was demonstrate was that the interannual variations in the CO2 

rate of growth are affected by temperature variations (dominated by ENSO). The papers cited did not 

provide an alternative explanation for the 50% rise in CO2 concentration since the mid-19th Century. 

l. 907. These 'facts' are not supported by either data nor theory, and so it is not at all stunning that 

they don't impact the broader climate debate. 

l. 911. This is not a valid conclusion from the work presented. Indeed, this is complete nonsense. 

Even if the calculations in Fig 24 were correct, they are related to CO2 concentrations, not emissions. 

Thus the percentage of emissions due to humans is not the relevant metric - rather it should be the 

percentage of CO2 concentrations that are attributable to human activity (which is over one third 

and growing). But even that isn't correct because the impact of increasing CO2 also leads to increases 

in water vapor and so the ratio of the greenhouse contribution will scale with the human 

contribution. 

l. 919. This is all nonsense as well. 

Comments on the Quality of English Language 

Some very minor edits needed. 

Submission Date 27 March 2024  

Date of this review 22 Apr 2024 21:33:59   
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Review Report Form (Reviewer 4) 

Open Review 

( ) I would not like to sign my review report  

(x) I would like to sign my review report  

Quality of English Language 

( ) I am not qualified to assess the quality of English in this paper  

( ) English very difficult to understand/incomprehensible  

( ) Extensive editing of English language required  

( ) Moderate editing of English language required  

( ) Minor editing of English language required  

(x) English language fine. No issues detected  

 Yes 
Can be 

improved 

Must be 

improved 

Not 

applicable 

Does the introduction provide sufficient background 

and include all relevant references? 
( ) ( ) (x) ( ) 

Is the research design appropriate? ( ) ( ) (x) ( ) 

Are the methods adequately described? ( ) ( ) (x) ( ) 

Are the results clearly presented? ( ) ( ) (x) ( ) 

Are the conclusions supported by the results? ( ) ( ) (x) ( ) 

Comments and Suggestions for Authors 

Please see the attachment. [Contained in following pages] 

peer-review-36536530.v1.pdf  

Submission Date 27 March 2024  

Date of this review 29 Apr 2024 08:42:46  



16 of 73 

 



17 of 73 

 



18 of 73 

 



19 of 73 

 



20 of 73 

 



21 of 73 

 



22 of 73 

 



http://www.itia.ntua.gr/dk/
http://www.itia.ntua.gr/2000/
http://www.itia.ntua.gr/2193/
http://www.itia.ntua.gr/2194/
http://www.itia.ntua.gr/2342/
http://www.itia.ntua.gr/2371/
http://www.itia.ntua.gr/2444/


24 of 73 

3.5 Addendum to reply to decision email 

Subject:  Re: [Hydrology] Manuscript ID: hydrology-2939218 - Update 

Date:  Fri, 31 May 2024 09:13:00 +0300 

From:  Demetris Koutsoyiannis <dk@itia.ntua.gr> 

To:  xxxxxxxx 

CC:  Hydrology Editorial Office <hydrology@mdpi.com> 

Dear Ms. xxxxxxxx, 

You did not respond to my earlier email. 

I asked you to remove my name from the Editorial Board of /Hydrology/ but you did not.  

Please do remove it immediately. I explained my reasons in my earlier email. 

In addition, please update the status of my paper: 

It should state "Rejected", not "Under review", because I want to submit it somewhere else. 

Kind regards, 

Demetris 

PS. I have OCRed the reviews you sent me, and I am attaching the four reviews in searchable 

format. You and the Editors may wish to search for either of the words "partial" or "derivative" to 

see if they appear. My search result is that neither of the two words appears in none of the four 

reviews. Nb., the use of the partial derivatives is the most novel part of my paper, and the most (if 

not the only) scientific approach to the problem I researched. I hope the Editors can understand 

that, and perhaps ask themselves why the "high qualification" reviewers avoided to discuss the 

most novel idea of my paper.  
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4.2 Reviewer 1 

R1.1. 

 
 

Interestingly, Reviewer #1 finds the manuscript neither novel enough nor scientifically sound. Yet it is 

readily understood, without any effort, that the paper is novel. For example, just viewing the figures 

of the paper, one can see that out of 26 figures in the body of the paper, 24 are new, having not 

appeared anywhere else before. One can also see that the concept of partial derivatives, which is 

proposed as the key approach to assessing the relative importance of different factors, has never 

been used before in relevant studies. 

It is also interesting that Reviewer #3 (see below) concurs with Reviewer #1 in terms of the novelty 

and scientific soundness of the paper, while Reviewer #2 has the exact opposite opinion: five stars 

for novelty and five stars for scientific soundness. 

R1.2. This is essentially the same report that I gave for the previously to another journal for the same 

submission. Since absolutely nothing has changed - not even the typos - I feel justified in repeating 

the critique in full. I suggest that the author actually engage with the critique to avoid wasting 

everyone's time in future.  

Indeed, it is the same paper that was rejected by two other journals. Actually, as I always try to 

practise transparency, which I believe is essential for scientific progress, I have taken the following 

steps: (a) I notified the editor of Hydroecology and Engineering about the previous rejections of the 

paper, which I submitted precisely in the form it was rejected before in Hydrology; (b) I have posted a 

preprint in ResearchGate [1] (in which I corrected the typos mentioned by the reviewer); and (c) I 

have posted the rejecting reviews and my replies to the Editorial Office of Hydrology [2]. The latter 

post includes the original review by Reviewer #1, as well as my view on this, as conveyed by me to 

the Editorial Office of Hydrology. 

Naturally, I had no reason before to deal with an attacking, non-constructive review, which 

repeatedly uses offending characterizations such as "nonsense"1, and which clearly aims at blocking 

my paper, by persuading the Editor that it should be rejected. Apparently, the reviewer was 

successful as indeed the Editor of Hydrology was persuaded, and my paper was rejected. 

 
1 I reported that to the Editor of Hydrology. I believe he ought to react to this, but he did not. 
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