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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.

	This article presents a finite element analysis of transient seepage and sediment transport in diaphragm walls used for coastal protection in the Niger Delta. The use of FEM with SEEP/W is a suitable approach for analyzing complex seepage and sediment transport problems. Transient analysis is crucial for capturing the effects of fluctuating water levels. The article concludes with a practical recommendation to incorporate seepage and sediment transport considerations into design.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is acceptable and understandable.  Removing "solutions" would make it slightly more concise.
While not strictly incorrect, the word "solutions" could be removed without losing any meaning. "Finite Element Modelling of Transient Seepage and Sediment Transport in Diaphragm Walls..." is perfectly sufficient. The article presents solutions, but the title doesn't need to explicitly state that.
	

	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.

	The abstract of the article is reasonably comprehensive, but it could be improved by adding a few points and slightly rephrasing some sentences.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents a valid scientific study, but with some weaknesses. The main improvements should focus on validating the model, expanding the discussion of the results and practical implications, and providing more details about the provenance and potential limitations of the data.
	

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

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

	The language quality needs significant improvement before it's truly suitable for high-quality scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The article presents a useful application of FEM to a relevant problem. However, the lack of model validation, limited discussion of simplifications, and relatively shallow discussion of the results weaken the overall impact.  While the conclusions are reasonable, more rigorous analysis and validation are needed to strengthen the findings and make more specific design recommendations.  The article provides a good starting point, but further research and refinement are necessary.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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