Notes to the Author
Having carried out a review of the manuscript entitled “Compensatory lengthening in Kisubi”, I felt the following comments and recommendations would assist the author in improving the overall content and quality of the paper. But before that, it is expedient to highlight the strengths of the paper, which are as follows: appropriate title in the context of the manuscript’s content, the work is data-driven, clear objectives/research questions, achievement of the objectives in the course of the analysis, lucid and interesting analytical language, and logical descriptive analysis.
1. Literature Review
First and foremost, the theoretical review should come after the empirical review. With regard to the empirical review, there are two issues which the author needs to address. First, the empirical studies on Compensatory Lengthening (CL) reviewed were not enough; the author made reference to just three studies, all in Bantu languages (Katamba 1993; Stegen 2005; and Komenda et al. 2013). Of course, I’m aware of the fact that the language under investigation, Kisubi, is a Bantu language; thus, the author might be forgiven for focusing only on studies on CL in Bantu languages. But I advise the author to consider a few studies in non-Bantu languages so as to have a wider view of conditions which trigger CL in those languages. Perhaps the findings in such studies might have some connection with the present work’s, especially in areas where the present study’s findings differ from the previous ones on Bantu languages which the author made mention of in the last paragraph of the analysis. Second, the author did not provide any concrete examples under the empirical review section. Empirical reviews generally require empirical illustrations of claims made, which are expected to form the background for a study in view. For the theoretical background of the study, the author claimed to have used two complementary theories: Lexical Morphology (LM) and Generative Phonology (GP). For me, given the content of the manuscript, there is no need to use an eclectic theoretical approach because a single theoretical framework, namely GP, would sufficiently account for the phenomenon examined therein. As I’ve already mentioned in the reviewed manuscript, invoking the ‘feeding rule’ component of LM is redundant; it is a major feature of GP. In fact, LM is not relevant to the study. The author should note that LM itself is an offshoot of GP; so, the general framework of GP would be enough for the analysis. Aside the peculiar issues raised above, I generally recommend that both the empirical and the theoretical reviews be enriched so as to give the present work a strong foundation to build on. 
2. Methodology
The author should tell us the instrument(s) used for the data collection, and how the instrument(s) was/were deployed in the collection process. It is required that the author state, in specific terms, the categories of the data collected. Are they lexical, phrasal or sentential examples? How many were the data altogether, and how many were presented for analysis in the manuscript? What formed the basis for leaving out some data and selecting some for analysis in the manuscript? Was it just because of ‘page limit’ factor or other factors, or were they left out and selected randomly?

3. Analysis
In actual fact, none of the theories (LM and GP) was used in the analysis; the author only made mere descriptive statements about the data without making the analysis to reflect a rigorous application of the theories. For instance, the author failed to propose formal rules to explain the generalizations made about the operation of deletion, gliding, fusion, as well as the consequential lengthening of the surviving vowel. It should be noted that a judicious application of the Generative framework (e.g., LM, GP, Auto-segmental Phonology, Metrical Phonology, etc.) is premised upon formulation of rules to capture linguistic operations (phonological processes, in this case) because the hallmark of the framework is to systematically show how an underlying form is converted to the phonetic form by an ordered set of rules. There are two ways to every analysis: either a pure descriptive approach or a theoretically grounded approach, or both. In the present form, the manuscript considerably merits the first approach. But since the author has committed him/herself to a theoretical framework, then, the onus is on him/her to reflect the application of the framework in the analysis.
4. References
The referencing style used in the work generally deviates from GJL’s preference. Also, I could not find Rugemalira, J.M. and Muzale, H.R.T. (2008) in the body of the work, yet it was included in the reference list. By and large, the author is advised to follow the guidelines of GJL on referencing. 
