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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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 
 

 
This study was trying to point out the layer formation on seawater due to 
discharged and living organisms called as surface microlayer. These kinds 
of studies are needed to be conducted for the understanding of the 
distribution this surface microlayer to understand and make solution to 
avoid this formation to reduce the impact of these things.  
The topic of the study is a topic of relevance and general interest to the 
readers of the journal. However, I felt that the paper is not an overall well in 
approach including the arrangement. However, On the other hand, I found 
the writing style of this manuscript is well written but still I would 
recommend checking the manuscript with a native speaker and making the 
spelling mistakes. In addition, I noticed the arrangement of the study in a 
good manner while the description of some very important points was 
inadequate or completely missing. 
Further, I have little confidence in some important analyses and came away 
with many questions to be able to recommend this paper for publication as it 
stands. Therefore, I recommend a Major revision of this manuscript. I explain 
my concerns in more detail below. I ask that the authors specifically address 
each of my comments in their responses. 
Major comments: 

1. I am satisfied about the introduction. The introduction part of the manuscript 
is good manner and provided useful information to support it.  

2. The approach of his review paper should be more scientific manner and 
arrange things properly as I mentioned in the comment on the manuscript. 
Please try to make the subtopic very scientific manner and maintain the flow 
properly. The flow of the manuscript is not good enough for publication. 

3. In the abstract and conclusion, the abstract and conclusion should be 
revised properly. Please rewrite both the abstract and conclusion according 
to the proper format.   

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. Minot comments and suggestions are provided with the manuscript.   

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Please recheck the authors guidelines provided by journal and try to rearrange 
whole manuscript according to the suggestions provided including the reference. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
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