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The study has focused on a very important topic. However I have 
reservations with the conclusions.  
The study does not conclusively establish the presence of climate 
change phenomena in the States being analysed and should state 
so clearly.  
It is not right to mention in the conclusions that “climate change 
effect may be setting in” (as mentioned ion abstract); or “This 
implies that the climate change may be just beginning” (as 
menytioned in Results and Discussion) ;or “It was found  that 
amount of rainfall have been increasing for the decades 
considered and the surface air; temperature has changed 
slightly. Therefore, climate change may just be beginning to 
occur” as mentioned in conclusions. 
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Line 2 of Abstract should be ‘were’ in place of was  
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