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	Author’s Feedback (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 is an interesting study with clear applicability, as it evaluates the feasibility of coral transplantation at three sites around Zanzibar Island. The work combines two complementary methods: coral sedimentation rate, and juvenile coral density. This, to compare different parts of the reef, acknowledging the high sensitivity of corals to environmental changes. Importantly, the study brings a novel perspective by focusing on juvenile corals, since most previous research on sedimentation rates in Zanzibar has concentrated on adult colonies. Therefore, the manuscript contributes valuable information that could support future restoration and conservation efforts in coral reef ecosystems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I’m not sure whether “sedimentation stress” are the correct words to use in the title, since what is being measured is the “sedimentation rate”.
	

	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.


	While the abstract provides a general overview of the topic, it could be substantially improved to better inform the reader about the study. At present, it does not clearly explain why the research has been conducted, and it lacks information regarding the methods and sample size. In addition, the second sentence is somewhat difficult to follow due to its complex syntax. A clearer and more structured abstract would significantly enhance the accessibility and overall impact of the paper.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The general objective of the study is clear, but several points need to be clarified or expanded for the work to be scientifically solid.

1. The data were collected in 2011–2012, and given their age, I believe the study’s focus could be reconsidered. Rather than drawing conclusions about the optimal seasons for coral transplantation today, it might be more appropriate to discuss these results in the context of past conditions. To determine whether the same patterns remain valid today, it would be necessary to compare the current environmental and anthropogenic variables that influence coral growth with those from the original study period.
2. In section 2.2.3 (Assessment of juvenile coral densities and survival), the methodology does not specify where or how many times the samples were taken. 
3. Finally, it is not entirely clear why the sedimentation rate is compared between the 2 plots within each sampling site, and this reasoning should be explained in the text.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and recent. However, a couple things I noticed:
1. Inconsistencies between the text citations and the reference list. For example: Sauter/Souter, Silva/Carreiro-Silva, Ramos/Ramos-Scharrón…
2. Inconsistencies in the use of “&” and “and”. As mentioned in the template, “&” should be used in all cases.
3. Section 2.1 (Study sites) does not include any references. Relevant literature should be cited to support the description.
	

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


	The English is generally good, but the text would benefit from some editing to make the sentences flow better and connect more smoothly.
	

	Optional/General comments


	As additional comments, I would like to mention a few suggestions regarding the figures, which I believe could improve their clarity and overall understanding:

1. In Figure 1b, the Google Earth images on the right seem redundant and could be removed to simplify the figure.

2. Figures 2, 3, and 4 would be easier to interpret if each sampling site and/or plot were represented with different colors. This would make the results more visually clear for the reader.

3. Figure 3 is not mentioned in the text and should be properly referred to.
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