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Martinc2@ohio.edu

Dear Dr. Martin,

Thank you again for the opportunity to resubmit our manuscript, “Research AND  Practice: An Applied Examination of the Parental Perceptions of Developmental Outcomes Scale” for publication in the Journal of Outdoor Recreation, Education, and Leadership. We are deeply appreciative of the feedback that we received to improve the manuscript. The table below details the revisions that have been addressed in the manuscript. For your and the reviewer’s ease, we have signified in-text modifications with green text.

	Reviewer Comment/Question
	Author(s) Response

	Camp as Developmental Context
	

	The most significant missing literature is the inclusion of the ACA YOB Parent/Staff Perceptions. Similar to above, authors omitted an existing parent measure. Regardless of the "buy in" of the ACA-YPB, it needs to be included in literature.
	We now mention a number of different camp-related outcome measures, including the Camper Growth Index, the ACA-YOB, and the ACA Staff and Parent Perceptions YOB. Because the psychometrics of the ACA-YPB have not yet been published in a peer-reviewed journal, we provide greater detail about the ACA-YOB.  A footnote about the ACA Staff and Parent Perceptions YOB is included on page 2 and we also mention the idea of comparing the PPDO and the ACA Staff and Parent Perceptions YOB B in lines 524-532. 

	Study Purpose and Contribution
	

	The authors seem to want to write a validation paper for the PPDO in RPT format. However, the data presented in this paper to this end is not compelling and would need to be supplemented to be more convincing.

Despite the stated purpose(s) of the paper, the authors really seem to want to write an instrument validity study. I suspect they are missing key indicators, such as other criterion measures, for such a paper. There are numerous places in the paper where they authors address the validly of the PPDO. They cite a paper from 2016 (p. 5, “it is a psychometrically reliable and valid instrument”) as evidence of validity; this may be accurate, but the Garst & Gagnon 2016 paper seems to be focused on relationships between intentions and outcomes (it may, certainly, address validity in addition to its primary purpose –but use is not the same as validity).
	Although it is true that the paper validates the PPDO, we have clarified that the intent of the paper is to provide a strong argument for the importance of camp-related measures that have utility for both research and practice (see lines 140-206). Furthermore, we have expanded our discussion of the validity of the PPDO (see lines 476-523).

	Measurement
	

	The authors also seem “sold” on the retrospective pretest. However, this approach has a number of weaknesses and this paper does not really speak to these. This is only a problem as the authors seem to want to advocate for the RPT approach without more thoroughly explicating the challenges –or really providing any substantive evidence that this approach with the PPDO is necessary/better than a traditional pretest/posttest design.
	We have provided a more thorough discussion of the strengths and limitations of RPT designs (see lines 286-296 as well as lines 573-599).

	The authors might determine if they are using the term “operational definition” appropriately around Table 1. It seems to me that the self-report scales (items) are the operational definitions (how these things were measured). For example, -responsibility was operationalize via a 5 item Likert type self-report measure that includes items about X, Y, and Z.
	In Table 1, we have changed “Operational” definitions to “Construct” definitions.

	[Referring to the PPDO] Was this administered on-line or face to face? Is either a limitation?
	The PPDO was administered online and this is mentioned in several different places in the manuscript (see line 261 and 618).  We have added more discussion about the possible limitations of online measure administration (see lines 621-629).
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	Data Setup and Analyses
	

	In summary, I do not think the methodological comparison adds much, as we would expect the composite/t-test approach to align with the SEM approach for internally consistent subscales with parallel and equally weighted items.

The tests regarding the stated purpose are really unnecessary. Given the high internal consistencies of the scale items and the relatively homogenous variances for the items, the empirical aspects of classical test theory seem to be supported. Thus, the items can be used as composite scores. The benefits of using SEM/CFA really only come into play when these assumptions are untenable, and a congeneric measurement model is necessary. Thus, empirically testing these two approaches is really not necessary, as the similarity of results would generally be seen as self-evident.
	We have expanded our explanation for why such a comparison would be a valuable contribution to the camp literature (see lines 140-206).

	Results
	

	I had a difficult time following the sample sizes –that is looking at the ones presented on p. 10 and reconciling them with the ones presented in the results section (e.g.. see p. 15).
	We have reviewed all mentions of sample size to ensure samples sizes are presented accurately and consistently.  We also added a footnote on page 14 explaining the samples sizes.

	In Table 3 I don’t see a lot of evidence of discriminant validity. Correlations above .7 will share more than 50% of the variance. This, in itself, is simply a weakness –but it seems odd to me that this table (I think the Table 4 reference on p. 19 is a typo?) is referenced as “evidence of discriminant validity.”
	We have adjusted the title of Table 3, corrected the reference to Table 4, and added additional reference to evidence of discriminant validity of the scale. Further, we have provided additional description of the validity (and limitations) of the PPDO in the discussion

	Discussion
	

	Does the PPDO cost money to use it?
	No, the PPDO is an open-access measure available at no cost by contacting the authors.  This is noted on line 579.

	The discussion should also provide the importance of practitioner implications.
	Practitioner implications are now addressed in lines 630-649.

	Table 2 does illustrate (see item means and relative variances for attitude and communication) potential ceiling effects in the PPDO. This seems worth mentioning as a limitation?
	We added a discussion about ceiling effects when measuring camp-related outcomes and acknowledged possible ceiling effects in the PPDO (see lines 511-523).

	…See also first sentence of discussion section (“this study validates”). If this paper is really going to target evidence of validity for the PPDO, I’d prefer the authors address different types of validity in turn (e.g., content, criterion, construct). How do we know that the content for “attitude” is valid? How does the self-regulation measure compare to other self-regulation measures? In short, why is the PPDO better than other options that are currently more widely used in OST/youth/camp settings?
	Our discussion of validity has been greatly expanded (see lines 155-206) as part of our justification for the importance and need for the PPDO

	References
	

	Various edits in the references
	Concerns identified by reviewers in the references have been checked and corrected where appropriate.
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