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Summary

This manuscript describes modifications made to a commercially available small ROV to enable scientific observations near icebergs.  An improved camera and pumped sampling systems were incorporated, as well as various other collection, recording and safety devices.  Dives to sample biology and chemistry are summarized and detailed elsewhere in the volume.  Observations of physical ice structure are presented.  Ideas for potential future research directions are summarized.

Originality

While the particular set of modifications made to this vehicle is different, these kinds of modifications of existing ROVs for specific research purposes is a normal procedure and not one that is generally documented in a peer reviewed scientific paper.  It is my assessment that this is very suitable for a technical or industry journal, but whether it is appropriate for DSR depends on the extent to which the relevant details have been covered in the other papers in the special issue.  Without reading those papers I cannot judge this, though I would hope that as research publications, sufficient detail is presented that they can stand alone, with reference to another paper needed only for supporting particulars.  Thus, this manuscript is not strong on the original contribution criteria (but see below for suggestions for improvement).

Structure

Aside from egregious spelling errors, the structure of the manuscript is good. Please see below for detailed editorial notes.  Section 4.0, Future Directions, is not appropriate for this venue.

The section on physical structure of the ice is one area that is not duplicated elsewhere in the issue, and could be expanded with further literature searches and possibly even a few small lab experiments, to generate a valuable scientific contribution.  See for example Cold Regions Science and Technology Volume 1, Issues 3-4, February 1980, Iceberg Dynamics Symposium.  With this addition, the manuscript would be appropriate for publication in this journal.

Recommendation

Accept with major revision.

Details

Page 2, line 115 remove “, up to 90 kms away”

Page 2, line 22 remove “in,”

Page 4, line 8 spelling “sufficient”

Page 4, line 15 spelling “additional”

Page 6, line 3 spelling “ambient”

Page 6, line 4 remove “volts”

Page 9, line 18 add “)” following Peninsula

Page 11, lines 5-6 remove carriage return

Page 11, line 20 spelling “losing”

Page 12, first paragraph comment - The forces generated by these thrusters would change water flow to the extent that observations of natural water chemistry/heat/flow dynamics near the iceberg would be completely obscured.

Page 12, lines 12-14 comment – This is not a sentence, please reword.

Page 12, line 17 replace “would have” with “had”

Page 12, line 21 replace “bathymetry” with “bathymetric”, replace “explored” with “used”

Page 12, line 23 remove “could be”

Page 12, line 23, spelling “imaging”

Page 12 last paragraph comment - How could an AUV image the surface, that an ROV could not?

Page 13, line 1 spelling “patches”

Page 13 line 2 spelling “presents”

Page 16, table 1 comment – The sensor characteristics column is incomplete.

Page 16, table 2 comment - Could be improved to clearly describe samples/data collected with standardized language.

Page 17, figure 2 comment – Remove, as it adds no useful information.
