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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Reviewer Comments and Suggested Corrections

1. The abstract contains a contradiction regarding the October PET increasing at a negative rate; clarify the sign and trend direction.

2. Correct the spelling of 'Maharastra' to 'Maharashtra' in the keywords.

3. Improve the flow of the introduction by reducing repetition about the impacts of climate change.

4. Clarify the transition between global climate impacts and local Maharashtra-specific ET behavior.

5. Rephrase the sentence beginning with 'While, the potential evapotranspiration...' to improve readability.

6. Define all abbreviations (e.g., AET, WUE) at first use.

7. Consider reorganizing the introduction to reduce overlap between ET and PET concepts.

8. Correct inconsistent capitalization (e.g., 'Evapotranspiration' vs 'evapotranspiration').

9. The description of IMD rainfall regions is lengthy; consider shortening or using a table.

10. Units should be consistent; some values are reported in mm/day and others in mm without clarity.

11. In the methods section, improve spacing and formatting of the Thornthwaite equation.

12. Clarify whether the temperature dataset used was validated or quality checked.

13. Rephrase 'The present study calculated Potential Evapotranspiration...' to avoid redundancy.

14. Ensure uniform terminology (e.g., agro-climatic zones vs agroclimatic zones).

15. Tables should include clearer headers; Table 1 lacks proper caption formatting.

16. Correct typographical errors such as 'analyses' instead of 'analyze' where appropriate.

17. Provide more explanation on the physical interpretation of negative PET trends.

18. Improve referencing format consistency (e.g., year placement, spacing).

19. Revise the discussion to avoid repeating results already stated in earlier sections.

20. The conclusion section is missing; include major findings and implications.

21. The manuscript would benefit from an overall English-language refinement to improve sentence structure, grammar, and readability, ensuring smoother flow and clearer technical communication.
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