This revised version of the manuscript on detectability of German gender marking reads exceptionally well.  I noticed many local fixes, but the most remarkable thing is the strength of the confirmation of the hypotheses regarding difficulty in hearing the contrast in the DiesX forms and the overall advantage of PRO use over having to focus on word endings.  All this fits well with the literature and is well supported by the data.  This is a solid and important contribution that is basically ready for publication.

I have two residual minor points to address if there is still time in the publication process.  Both require nothing more than a sentence or two.
1.  The Pedagogical Implications section considers the implications of this work for language teaching. However, there is still some vagueness here.  Perhaps the study by Martin and Jackson (2016) makes this clear.  But the major conclusion of this section is that there is a need for pronunciation training, whereas the focus of this study is on perception, not oral production.  Perhaps the authors are being cautious, but it does seem that training in the [ǝ] - [ɐ] distinction could help.  Perhaps they thought that their training period had been doing this, but it was certainly not over. 
2.  Regarding the lack of individual difference findings, it could be that naive English speakers are all starting out on a similar baseline in this area.  It seems that measures of working memory would have very little relation to this ability, and few participants had a wide range of additional languages spoken.
 
