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	#
	New doc location
	Reviewer’s comments
	Response

	
	N/A
	This manuscript has potential relevance and interest to physical educators trying to ensure gender equity in classes. 
	Thank you, we appreciate the thoughtful review and we believe that the suggested revisions were helpful to make this paper better. In the following we addressed every question that was brought to our attention in the first submission. All revisions were written in blue in order to facilitate the new review.
In addition, it is important to call attention that the entire text was once again reviewed and when modifications were included (besides the requests by the reviewer(s) they were also added in blue to facilitate the identification of all the changes.

	1
	Page 3
Lines 5-17
	Page 1, Introduction:  Lines 2-17:  Citations are needed – there are numerous claims made (“ample evidence” – line 4, “many sport-based” – line 7, “overwhelming research” – line 13) with little to no (especially current) cited research to back up.
	Cited research have been added to support the claims that have been made in this section.

	2
	Page 5&6, Lines 18-24; 1-2
	Page 3, Study Design, Lines 18-21:  The explanation and rationale for using a case study needs more explanation and depth. 
	Further explanations on case study sought to justify the use of this study design

	3
	Page 6,
Lines 8-20.
	Page 4, Procedures:  Implementing the intervention:  Why were the game categories limited to target, net/wall, striking and fielding, and invasion games?  These are consider traditional and part of the multi-sport curriculum that prizes males and masculinity.
	On the original writing we forgot to mention one of the categories which was now included – this is particularly important as “tag games” (the category included) contain many ‘playful’ games that are non-traditional and appreciated by less competitive students. The theoretical framework of student-designed games (SDG) model presents 5 games categories. These categories include all social games/games with rules conceptualized in the literature. 
Further clarifications were also provided to show that students had the freedom to design whatever game they chose.

	4
	Page 7, Lines 19-20
	Page 5, Lines 6-12:  Found this very confusing – there are 17 teams and the subsequent sentence says, “each of the two groups…”.  Why are there 2 groups?  Again, very confusing…
	We forgot to include previously that two SDG interventions were proposed in this school – so 82 participants included the two group of students. The interventions had the same goals, it just thought to collect more data having a larger number of participants. 

	5
	Pages 8-10
	Page 5, Data collection and analysis:  Lines 14-16:  Need an explanation of why the methods were chose – how was validity and reliability established/determined?
	Further details on how each form of data collection contributed to answering the research question was included. In addition, the two procedures undertaken to ensure research rigor were also explained following the explanation of each method of data collection.

	6
	
	Results:  Concerned that the set-up of allowing all same-sex groups and friend-groups simply perpetuates the stereotypes – the results and discussion indicate this may be the case.  How can each gender change perceptions of opposite gender unless they have the opportunity to work together and change their perceptions?
	We acknowledge that this is a valid concern and this matter will be addressed in the limitations section that you have proposed in the #8 observation.
As previously mentioned, this research study chose to ‘dig’ further on gender differences during the process of the SDG implementation as the amount of data was overwhelming and as the results would provide important insights to the literature. However, the original study did not anticipate this issue as it also had other research questions in mind. The design of intervention was aligned with SDG methodologies previously provided in the literature (Hastie, 2010; Hastie & André, 2012). However, we do consider your point as an important one and we will consider designing a study within this perspective.

	7
	Page 10, Lines 8-14
	I didn’t see a chart or area where the qualitative themes are listed – maybe I missed it?
	Initially, we considered including a table to present each theme for research objective 1, but it was not included by mistake. However, we have changed the text and we believe that the table with the themes were not necessary and it was particularly important to eliminate as there are four other tables with information that it is actually easier to present in a table format.
In summary, the presentation of the themes for research objective one was now included. 
We did however included the addition of a fifth table (table 5) that summarizes boys and girls group responses during the focus-group interviews on how were their mind-set led when changing their own game. This table was particularly important to answer the second research objective.

	8
	Page 16, Lines 6-23
	A limitations section might be beneficial to discuss some of these issues.
	A limitation section with two topics were included: intersectionality and group formation as previously suggested by the reviewer. Thank you for your reviews. 




