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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
- the background given for the study is too basic and should be improved to illustrate the 
study problem and help the potential readers appreciate the usefulness of the study. 
- I feel the section about the study area being placed in the background is sincerely 
misplaced.  
- the methods used in the study are not presented at all. Why? 
- data quality control is not mentioned 
- the discussion of the results is just too poor. The author(s) do a “mere display of results”. 
e.g. why does it seem that rainfall will decrease in MC and yet increase in EC?  
- to me, it seems that the author(s) had/have a cursory understanding of the RCPs 
- besides, it is not mentioned how the results compare with other results at least 
local/global studies over India 
- generally the author(s) read/consulted just a handful of study resources which is not 
surprising for the limited discussion presented. 
 
 
 
Before the paper is accepted, it should consider all the above comments and 
undergo a major upgrade 
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