The goals of this paper are not very clear.
The title and abstract suggests that it focuses on hiatus in Nzema, using new data that goes far beyond any existing discussion. But in fact, of the 23 pages of text, 
- 7½ pages are a cross-linguistic review of how hiatus can be resolved, focusing on African languages and including information about Nzema, but no clarification about what the previous literature on Nzema addressed,
- only 4 pages give the central data from Nzema, with no clarification of what is new, 
- only 3 pages of analysis of the Nzema data, and 
- a single paragraph of discussion at the end about what was shown.

What I expected was:
- a brief introduction to the issue addressed, 
- a brief description of the phonology of Nzema, telling everything that is needed later on (including harmony/assimilation involving ATR/RTR, and where sequences of two vowels arise, as diphthongs, as heterosyllabic vowel sequences within morphemes, through combining of morphemes within a word, and through combining words in sentences)
- a brief review of the cross-linguistic literature, giving information from only one language per "resolution strategy", and ending with a specific and clear presentation of what has been addressed in the previous literature on Nzema,
- a brief description of the theoretical framework that will be used, and how the previous literature has analyzed/explained what happens with hiatus,
- a clear description of where the data on Nzema in this paper comes from, giving all necessary information about the methodology used,
- a clear presentation of the data on Nzema, including making clear what has never been reported before, followed by analysis within the theoretical framework, and
- a clear discussion about what we learn from this.

My best guess is that there are some phenomena that have not been discussed previously for Nzema, but which have basically been reported for other languages previously and analyzed within an OT framework, so that this tells us something about Nzema that was not previously known, and then adapts previous analyses of similar phenomena from the literature (providing another example, but not expanding the theory in any way).
I think that this is an OK goal, but that the paper should be much shorter, and will need to be more tightly organized. Throughout the manuscript, the author should think about what is needed for the particular goals of this paper.
- Why are so many examples from other languages examined in such detail?
- Why are so many words given to illustrate a phenomenon, when they involve exactly the same target sequences?
- Why is so much information given about the historical origins of the Nzema people?
- In the sketch of OT, is everything that is addressed really needed? E.g. acquisition, containment (which was abandoned more than 25 years ago), etc.

A specific issue that should be addressed is how to distinguish vowel elision vs vowel coalescence. In an example such as (21a):
	/bàkà -  ̀εbú/    →    [b̀ʌkébú]
there is nothing that suggests vowel coalescence, since no features of /a/ are present in the output [e] (except those that are also in the 2nd vowel /ε/). This appears to be full elision of the vowel /a/ -- but phonologists have argued that it could be vowel coalescence where none of the features of /a/ are output, on the basis of patterns such as in Ciyao (12), where /a+i/ [e] is clearly coalescence, and /a+e/ [e] can result from the same mechanisms, so it's simpler not to treat it as elision. But if the author wants to take that perspective, it has to be explicitly discussed, because otherwise many readers will be thinking that it looks like vowel elision and has been misanalyzed by the author. 
Assimilation as a resolution of hiatus is questionable. If one vowel assimilates to another (as in Igbo in (15)), if the result is still two syllables where the 2nd syllable lacks on onset, it looks like it still violates constraints against hiatus. But since Nzema doesn't appear to have this phenomenon, is it legitimate to address the issue in this paper?

[bookmark: _GoBack]The current version of this paper is not very clear in many ways, doesn't focus enough on Nzema, and it isn't clear where the data comes from and what new things it contributes.
All those points can be addressed, with a really major revision.

g0 ot i pr vy
T s st vt s . i e s ot
oy g a8 o 23 s ot

e e s it o o s o e, oo

iy 3o o sy of v Mot
e s o s o 60 ok s shn.

st

s ey TR S o

oty
o ot e cross s Wt ging s ry re
e A R A
v e a1 oo Bt on e

e ooyt e baveoc ot o . b o i
e ra s ko A,

s ot it G g P o o,
et o o raasiog 08
a0 N, oo ki cls s s e
e epanad ke, lowed oy sy W P Pl Tmon,

ot s 1t hrs r s s v o dcsnd
e o ot whhaveaakaly Do 5prs o v et
vty s e wen o O serono s oot i e g s
R s ot vy o, v e et inres 1 ey
B e o s i s e
ot i 00O g. s hopar shu o i shorr,andwl news
e bty e oot Pancrgh e sk
Vi asdo o o pric gl 1 g

iy ey et b e s o Gt



