RESPONSE TO REVIEWER COMMENTS
1. The author assumes that all readers understand the formalism of Autosegmental theory. As a result, no effort is made at all to explain the tenets of the theory, how the theory works, and why it is the best tool for the job, instead of say Optimality Theory (OT). Is Autosegmental theory better at handling elision than OT? Indeed, in several papers, the same subject has been formalized using theory quite seamlessly. The needs to address these issues. We need to know what motivates your choice of one theory over the rest. 

The author did not want to elaborate much on the Autosegmental theory since it could be viewed as re-inventing the wheel. However, appropriate additions have been made in the paper.

2. The author claims in the abstract that It demonstrates that elision though purely a phonological process ……. However, in the body of the paper the author claims that elision purely morpho-syntactic. These claims are contradictor. But more importantly, throughout the paper, the author never cared to explain why elision in Esahie is morpho-syntactic rather than morpho-phonological. As far the paper is concerned, this claim remains unsubstantiated. 

The author appreciates the comment and has made the needed corrections.

3. The author fails to highlight important aspects of the grammar and sociolinguistics of Esahie. Hence, critical issues concerning the state of documentation of Esahie (is it undocumented or even endangered, what do we know about the language?), the number of speakers, the morpho-phonological typology of Esahie ae all left in the dark. Is Esahie a tone language? How does Esahie behave in terms morphological typology?
The author appreciates the comment and has made appropriate additions.

4. There is no problem statement to motivate the study. 

The paper discusses the processes involved in elision in Esahie, and the context within which elision occurs in the language. Revisions have been made in the paper.

5. The author needs to consider reorganizing the paper so the discussions are arranged thematically. For example, compounds are discussed at various sections of the paper, instead of being discussed together in one section. 
The author is grateful for the comment and has made the corrections.

This reviewer’s comments have helped the reworking of this paper. The author is very grateful to the reviewer for the insightful comments that have helped to shape this paper. Other comments raised have been addressed in the paper. 

