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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The theme of the given manuscript is a valuable one concerning the mountain tourism and recreation in the protected lands, in this case, in Mount Kenya National Park. The research gives valuable information regarding demographics of visitors, recreation habits, and satisfaction with the various access pathways. Park managers, tourism planners and policymakers who seek to enhance sustainable tourism management in the mountain ecosystems can find such information useful. The research also provides some basic empirical evidence that can be used in future studies on the development of outdoor recreation and tourism in Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the focus of the study.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is well organized and gives the details concerning goals of the study, methodology and key results. Nevertheless, it can briefly include what the practical implications of the findings are to the park management and tourism planning. Certain terms of statistics can be simplified.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientific and satisfactory in its methodology. The study objectives are appropriate in terms of the research design, sampling approach, and statistical analysis (Chi-square and ANOVA). Nevertheless, statistical results can be simplified in their description to be easy to read. There are tables that should be better formatted.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The paper contains an adequate amount of referencing to mountain tourism and recreational research works. Nonetheless, some recent publications (not older than 3-5 years) could be included.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The text of the manuscript is usually readable, although some grammatical and other structural concerns can be noticed in the paper. As an illustration, the sentences like, “Study revealed that the group size of 1-4 members were the majority” (on page number 8) needs to be grammatically corrected. The inconsistent capitalization is also present in certain sections (e.g. ‘male/female’ in the tables) and very long sentences which may be made shorter and easier to understand. It is advisable to go through and proofread the language before being published.
	

	Optional/General comments


	*The manuscript reports an intended sample of 282 respondents; however, most tables and statistical analyses appear to include only tourist responses (n = 243). The authors should clarify whether guides, porters, and wardens were included in the statistical analysis or only used for qualitative insights.
*In Table 8, the manuscript reports “P < .005,” while the interpretation in the text refers to “p < .05.” The significance threshold should be reported consistently throughout the manuscript.

*In the ANOVA results for landscape satisfaction, the manuscript reports F(2,301) = 3.92, which does not correspond with the reported sample size of 243 respondents. The degrees of freedom should be rechecked and corrected.

*Table 3 appears to present the frequency of previous visits for each route; however, the totals for Naromoru, Chogoria, and Sirimon routes are all reported as 243. Since the study reports a total sample of 243 tourists, it is unclear how each route can contain the full sample size. The authors should clarify whether respondents were distributed across routes or whether the table represents another form of analysis. The table presentation should be revised for clarity.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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