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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Authors migt want to go over the text one more time to remove small typos. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

The authors use models for climate prediction that have provenly failed to predict the 
climate. However, there is nothing technically wrong in doing so. They use a certain black 
box calculator that spews out data for their region of interest and they simply summarize 
the data. Authors should refrain from strongly claiming that this actually has any predictive 
power. They should just state that this is what is predicted so that later we can use it to 
show the black box has, once again, failed. 
Alternatively, they must show how this black box has been faring until now. Without this 
proof of predicting power, the manuscript has all aspects of a work of Nostradamus, the 
famous 16th century soothsayer whose predictions failled. All of them. 
Otherwise, other researchers might actually mistake this summary for the truth about the 
future and start basing policies on the work. That is a dangerous development, also for 
Punjab. 
To give an example about the level of the black box (and summary here): “RCP pedicts 
that mean annual temperature would increase by 1.56oC”. This statement is ludicrous. No 
error bar is give, so we can estimate it from the precision given: plus or minus 0.01oC. The 
temperature of the past cannot be presented with this accuracy, how can future predictions 
have such a high quality? Do the authors really want to claim the increase will not be 
1.54oC?! 
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