REVIEW REPORT: ELISION IN ESAHIE
The paper attempts to discuss the phenomenon of elision in Esahie, an undocumented language. It attempts to present the domains of the application of elision, which is a subject of interest for phonologists. However, the author/s do exhaust the context of a particular domain before moving on to another. For example, word/morpheme boundary deletion, the contexts of say Low vowel #mid vowel, low vowel # low vowels are not discussed. Therefore, the generalisation made of the domain becomes a suspect. Other areas that need improvement include author/s knowledge of the concepts of syllable and tone in Esahie. The specific comments and suggestions have been made in the attached original paper itself.

Overall Importance of Question/Issues Addressed
The issue/question addressed is important to facilitate our understanding of phonological processes and potentially theorisation of Esahie.

I appreciate this comment.  I have, however, made other notable corrections to the paper.
Grounding of Relevant Literature
Not adequate enough. This can be seen from the few literature the author/s referenced.

The author appreciates the comment and has made appropriate additions, including reviewing additional literature relevant for the paper. 

Fair and Adequate Depiction of Others’ Positions
Not really so. This might be due to lack of proper appreciation of existing knowledge on similar subject matter. The author/s need to read more to improve the paper.

The appropriate additions have been made in the paper.

Precision and Clarity of Expression
The author/s need/s to work much on this. The expressions generally lack precision and clarity. Sometimes loose words are used. The author/s should be familiar with jargons usually used in phonology papers.

Editing and others have been attended to.  I have made expressions easier to read, and I am sure the flow also has been adjusted.  I addressed all the areas marked in the text by the author for correction.

Soundness of Arguments and Argumentation
The arguments need significant improvement. They are not phonologically grounded.

The data has been further explained phonologically, and additional information added to address this issue.

Originality
The work looks original. However, the author/s have not adequately dealt with it to make it stand out in its present state.

The author is grateful for the comment and has made the corrections.



Additional Comments
I think the author/s need to take their time to exhaustively discuss issues. As it stands now, their discussions very shallow. They just present data with no proper linguistic/phonological argumentations. The theoretical accounts do little to improve the argumentations. I will advise that the author/s take time to rework the paper. The language is also a major challenge. I will advise that author/s to seek help to improve the clarity of expressions in the paper. One area of concern is the author/s refusal to take heed of referencing style of the journal.

As indicated earlier, further editing and proofreading have been done, and I am sure the flow also has been adjusted.

This reviewer’s comments have helped the reworking of this paper. The author is very grateful to this reviewer for the insightful comments that have helped to shape this paper and improved its quality. All other comments raised have been addressed in the paper accordingly. 

