Review Comments 
MORPHOLOGAL ANALYSIS OF SOME ASANTE HABITATION NAMES
General
A very interesting topic that needs scholarly attention. The actual exemplification and elucidation of the data are interesting but the first couple of sections are not professionally written. The author(s) must revise and resubmit for further review. In submitting the revised version, s/he (they) must indicate the specific changes they made. 
I believe in open review so if the author(s) is/are open-minded then kindly give them the paper with my track changes. It is most likely I may have taught him/her or them or they may have been taught by someone I taught so there must be no shame on the part of the authors or animosity towards me!

Specific
Abstract: Poorly written. Author must follow standard practice: General statement about paper followed by method, results, major findings, discussion, summary/conclusion & recommendation]
Method: More explication needed. For example, why were the specific toponyms chosen, how were they chosen, given that the authors claim that the study is qualitative, when was the saturation point; thus, at what pint did s/he decide that the data were enough and that collecting more data was not going to change the outcome?
Theoretical Framework: Poorly done! I came out not knowing the theoretical framework that was selected/chosen and why. If the study is descriptive, as it is, the author(s) must just say so.
Results: Fairly good. Put the descriptive statistics data in the summary in the results section. The discussion that accompanied the results was weak and lacked any real morphological or morphophonological analysis. Merely mentioning deletion/elision without proper exemplification and elucidation is not helpful. Having said all these; I must say that I liked the examples.  Ofori and Obeng’s (2021) paper on toponyms could be helpful here. If the author(s) is/are interested, s/he may contact Dr. Ofori of the Linguistics Department at Legon for a copy of their paper.
Discussion: I did not see an independent section on Discussion. This is where the author must compare his/her findings with what obtains in the literature and emphasize his/her contribution to onomasiology in general and Akan Toponymy in particular.
Summary: The summary is fair. The author(s) should have had a paragraph on conclusion where s/he answers the question “So what” and then make recommendations. However, I am willing to ive without that.
