Dear Editor,							Vienna, December 9, 2021
We are happy that the reviewer is satisfied at large with our corrections. Now we just clarified one descriptive paragraph and slightly changed figure 1. We hope now that the manuscript can be accepted for publication. 
Yours sincerely 
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Salvador Manuel Espada Hinojosa on behalf of all the authors
---------------
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> sample sizes. The conclusions must be drawn appropriately based on the
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> 4. Have the authors made all data underlying the findings in their
> manuscript fully available?
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> The PLOS Data policy [2] requires authors to make all data underlying
> the findings described in their manuscript fully available without
> restriction, with rare exception (please refer to the Data Availability
> Statement in the manuscript PDF file). The data should be provided as
> part of the manuscript or its supporting information, or deposited to a
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> available. If there are restrictions on publicly sharing data--e.g.
> participant privacy or use of data from a third party--those must be
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> 5. Is the manuscript presented in an intelligible fashion and written in
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> above. You may also include additional comments for the author,
> including concerns about dual publication, research ethics, or
> publication ethics. (Please upload your review as an attachment if it
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> Reviewer #1: It's a good revision. I recommend acceptance. However, I
> ask the authors to consider the following suggestions.
> 
> line 81. Addition of Fig. 1 has helped me to understand what the
> symbiosis looks like, but for readers who are unfamiliar with it (such
> as me) zooids are still not well described upfront. My dictionary
> defines zooids as individual units of colony, but in the present case
> the description could be more precise. That would make the paper more
> accessible. Please consider something like: "Each colony consists of a
> central stalk of the giant ciliate Zoothamnium niveum and side branches
> that are additional cells of Z. niveum. Attached to the branches are
> zooids that consist each of a central cell of Z. niveum covered with
> ectosymbiotic bacteria. Zooids are of two types. Microzoids occur along
> the branches are vegetative, providing nutrients and energy to the other
> colony parts. Macrozooids develop at the base of each branch and are
> released as "swarmers" for reproductive and dispersal functions."
> The above description may not be accurate, but something similar would
> be helpful to readers upon their first reading of the paper. By the time
> the reader sees Fig. 4 it becomes clearer, I suppose.
> S Tables, how did you measure sulfide and salinity? Probably you can
> insert that information as a footnote to a Table.
We tried to clarify and changed this paragraph to:
L 81 Zoothamnium colonies consist of a stalk and alternating branches on which individual cells grow: feeding cells called microzooids, dividing cells called terminal zooids, and macrozooids, cells responsible for asexual reproduction ([11], Fig 1). The vertical transmission of the ectosymbiont is through macrozooids. These host propagules are released as swarmers into the pelagial for dispersal. Once settled, the swarmer transforms into the terminal zooid and begins to produce the stalk and to divide, producing the terminal zooid of each branch. Nourishing microzooids are produced through division of the terminal zooid on each branch, increasing the length of the branch. Macrozooids develop at the base of the branch. These macrozooids leave the colony as swarmers as soon as a ciliary band has formed. 
> Fig. 1, in the figure the base of the stalk is black on black and does
> not show. Was there a last minute color reversal? (I.e.- a negative
> image.) To me, S1Fig is more helpful.
In figure 1 we outlined the lower part of the stalk now, which is barely visible due to the lack of the white symbionts. 
We added in the description: 
L98 Note that the lower part of the stalk, lacking white symbionts, is outlined.   
> S Tables, how did you measure sulfide and salinity? Probably you can
> insert that information as a footnote to a Table.

We described in more detail how we measured sulfide and salinity in Material and Methods already but added also now in the Supplementary Table descriptions the following:
S1 Table. Collections and abiotic parameters measured prior collection at wood surface. Samples listed according to type of experiment, applied technique, and time series of experiment, site, date of collection, number of wood, and abiotic parameters: depth, temperature, salinity, and pH. Abiotic parameters were measured using a Multi 340i sensor WTW.
[bookmark: _GoBack] S2 Table. Abiotic parameters measured at the start (and at the end) of experiments. Abiotic parameters: temperature, salinity, pH, and oxygen and sulfide concentrations (mean ± standard deviation). Temperature, salinity, pH were measured using a Multi 340i sensor WTW. Oxygen concentration was measured using a PreSenS Flow-through Cell FTC-PSt3. Sulfide concentration was measured photometrically according to Cline (1969).
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