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Reviewer’s comment

Author’'s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The main aims of this paper is to determine the
beginning of the current warming n middle Asia and
study trends in atmospheric circulation based on
interannual changes of ynoptic processes duration in
Middle Asia ver the last 60 years.

In my opinion the results of this paper is still in its
very preliminary version. Additionally, serious
speculation is observed in the text. I highlighted one
here used in the text: “Increase in weather vapor, not
in carbon dioxide emissions in Uzbekistan, were
many times less than emissions n the other countries
....”. In this case there is a information which can’t be
observed from the paper results.

The methodology description of the paper is very
poor and useless. It must follow scientific and
technical standard to facilitate the reproduction by
readers/researches. In my opinion the methodology
must be completely re-done.

There areno discussionsin the results section. The
authors just describe the figures but they do not refer
old results, which could corroborate or not their
findings. It’s easy to leave the responsibility to
interpretation to the readers, but in a scientific
journal it must be done by the authors.

In line 74 the authors affirm that the warming in the

In accordance with your comments made in the
text for further clarification.
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Uzbekistan begins in 60s of the twenty century, but
where we can find it in their results. There are no
graphs showing such an explanation.

In line 82 the authors supposedly analysed the
standard precipitation index for cold and warm half
of the years, but nothing is presented in the text, as
figures, for example. It would facilitate the revision’s
task.

In the conclusions section the authors affirm that the
annual rainfall slight increases in Uzbekistan from
60-ies, but they have affirmed that the anticyclonic
duration processes, which inhibit precipitation, have
increased. How do they could explain this? | believe
the annual rainfall must decrease under an increase
of anticyclonic processes. Their explanation support
the idea the air masses originating in Middle Asia
have become wetter. But, this is not shown in the
paper. The authors once again use other findings to
support their results without the care of showing
their own findings, when affirm about the increasing
in water vapor.
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