EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	 
1. Originality and relevance
The topic of agritourism in India is timely and relevant, particularly in the context of rural diversification and sustainable tourism. However, the current manuscript offers a rather descriptive account of tourist perceptions in two districts. Its contribution remains largely local in scope.
The main comparative focus—differences in knowledge between male and female tourists—results in a null finding (no significant difference), without developing alternative or more insightful research questions.
Assessment: Limited contribution for an international audience; relevance remains primarily regional.
 
2. Theoretical framework and literature review
The authors have incorporated more recent references after the first review round, which is an improvement. Nevertheless, the literature review is still presented as a compilation rather than a critical synthesis.
There is no clear conceptual model or guiding theory (e.g. consumer behavior, destination choice, sustainable tourism frameworks). The lack of a theoretical lens makes it difficult to see how this study advances knowledge beyond reporting descriptive statistics.
Assessment: Theoretical framing remains superficial for the standards of a high-impact journal.
 
3. Methodology
The methodology section is clearer in the revised version, but important weaknesses persist:
· The choice of only two districts is insufficiently justified and does not allow generalization.
· Sampling is inconsistent: “simple random” is claimed, yet tourist selection is convenience-based.
· The sample size (n=98) is very limited.
· The questionnaire is described as standardized but no validation (e.g. reliability coefficients, factor analysis) is reported.
· The use of a three-point scale is overly reductive.
· The statistical analysis is basic: descriptive percentages and a Welch t-test. No multivariate models are applied, which restricts explanatory power.
Assessment: Methodological design is not robust enough for publication in a top-tier journal.
 
4. Results and discussion
Results are presented clearly but remain descriptive. The discussion does not connect findings to existing theories or to comparative international evidence. The key result (no gender differences) is left largely uninterpreted.
There is little attempt to critically reflect on limitations such as seasonality, socio-economic profiles of tourists, or measurement bias.
Assessment: Analytically weak; findings are under-interpreted.
 
5. Conclusions and implications
The conclusions mostly restate the descriptive results. Practical recommendations (awareness campaigns, digital infrastructure) are generic and not clearly derived from the evidence.
Limitations are acknowledged only superficially, and no agenda for future research is developed.
Assessment: Limited in terms of scholarly and practical contribution.
 
6. Language and style
The English has improved compared to the original submission. Nevertheless, the writing still suffers from redundancies and awkward phrasing. Tables and figures are adequate but descriptive rather than analytical.
Assessment: Readable, but not yet polished for high-impact journals.
 
Overall recommendation
While the topic is interesting and the authors have responded to some reviewer comments, the manuscript does not yet reach the standards of a high-impact international journal. Its limitations are substantial:
· Lack of a strong theoretical or conceptual framework.
· Weak and inconsistent sampling design.
· Very limited and basic statistical analysis.
· Conclusions of little international relevance.

	1.Originality and relevance
· We have reframed the overall manuscript and the rationale of the study has been strengthened by connecting to global agritourism trends like rural diversification, sustainable tourism and consumer demand for experiential travel. 
2. Theoretical framework and literature review
· Literature review section has been revised to include a conceptual model linking tourist knowledge, awareness, participation and sustainable rural development.

· Theories like Consumer behavior theory (tourist decision-making), Sustainable tourism frameworks (economic, social, environmental outcomes), and Diffusion of innovations theory (adoption of agritourism by hosts and tourists) has been linked to strategically synthesise the section

3. Methodology
· Since the study has been already conducted so the lacunae in the methodology section has been included in the limitations of the study.
· The selection of two districts is random from the list of all the districts of Uttarakhand but the tourist’s sample was purposively selected as the total population of tourists was undefined and the tourists were selected as per the availability and after their consent.
· The limitation of the 3-point scale has been acknowledged and utilization of more robust scale like Likert 5-point and 7-point has been recommended for future studies.
4. Results and discussion
· This section has been analytically re-framed and findings have been connected with the existing theories like diffusion of innovation theory and consumer behaviour theory.
· The results have been compared with international studies (Sri Lanka, Maharashtra, and European agritourism cases). Highlighted both commonalities and differences.
· Included critical reflection on limitations (seasonality, sample size, and accessibility bias)
· Interpretation of the null gender result has been indicated suggesting that knowledge dissemination strategies may already be gender-inclusive.
5. Conclusions and implications
· Conclusion and implications have been re-written clearly stating future research agenda including larger multi-state samples, longitudinal studies, and application of advanced statistical models
· Positioned implication for global audiences noting how Uttarakhand can guide agritourism in development of agritourism in similar geography and developing countries.
6. Language and style
· We have carefully polished the manuscript minding English language and academic tone.
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