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Dear Prof Rosen, 
Greeting from Jakarta, Indonesia. 
 
I would like to submit our paper entitled “Risk Perception in the Post COVID-19 Pandemic: 
Analyzing Travel Behavior on Staying at Tourist Accommodation in the New Normal Era” to 
your journal, Sustainability. This paper is an original article regarding travel risk perception 
among tourists in the ease of the COVID-19 pandemic.  
 
Through this cover letter, I declare that this paper has not yet been published nor proceed to 
any other journal publications. I also declare that there is no potential conflict of interest in 
publishing this article and there is no copyright material in the content submitted. 
 
We also informed you that this paper is a part of the research project funded by the Indonesia 
Endowment Fund for Education (LDPD RI). All funding information has been stated in the 
paper. 
 
I’m looking forward to hearing from you. Thank you. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
 
 
 
Noveri Maulana 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 



REVIEW ROUND-1 
 
Reviewer 1: 



Response to Reviewer 1 
 

Paper entitled: “Risk Perception in the Post COVID-19 Pandemic: Analyzing Travel 
Behavior on Staying at Tourist Accommodation in the New Normal Era” 

 
 
Dear Reviewer 1, 
 
All review notes have been discussed and carefully evaluated among the authors to improve 
the quality of our manuscript. We appreciate the insightful comments and advice that Reviewer 
1 has given to the paper. Hence, allow us to respond to each comment in the following notes: 
 

1. The comment regarding the inconsistency of the citation style (whether it is a numeric 
or alphabetic citation) has been corrected to all numeric citations regarding the journal's 
policy. The misconduct of citations, such as in lines 37-38, 45-48, 56-51, 74-80, 81-90, 
and soon in the previously submitted manuscript, have been corrected. 

2. The comments regarding the literature review, such as "Authors have mentioned 
several research in the section of "Materials and Methods." This is not correct. It must 
be moved to the literature review or introduction." Those comments have been 
considered in our paper. Hence, the paragraph related to literature in the "Material and 
Methods" section has been rearranged to section one, "introduction," It is also improved 
by providing a more comprehensive review such as the sub-section 1.1. Risk 
Perception, Tourist Behavior, and Tourism Sustainability in the Post-pandemic 
Era (page2-2); section 1.2. Risk Perception Studies during COVID-19 (pages 3-4); and 
section 1.3. Item and Measurement Scales (page 5). 

3. The comment on the arrangement of the table has been corrected. All tables are in the 
one-page presentation. 

4. Regarding the explanation of "why 23 of risk items?" the authors have described the 
FGD process in the additional section 3.1 Focus Group Discussion, which explains the 
coding and categorization process. 

5. Reviewer 1 also commented regarding Sampling methods and sample size in the pilot 
and main tests. The authors have improved the explanation regarding sampling in 
section 2.2 of this manuscript. Purposive sampling was used for recruiting FGD 
participants. Meanwhile, simple random sampling was used for the field survey. The 
Online Sampling calculator by the Australian Statistic bureau is used in the study. 

6. Exploratory Factor Analysis, which is very limited in our previous manuscript, has been 
improved in this revision. The last comment of Reviewer 1 is "the procedure of analysis 
for "Eigen-values, Vari-ance, Commu-nalities, Factor Loading, and Cronbach Alpha" 
must be described clearly." The authors have improved the explanation of the 
procedures in section 3.4. 
 

Perhaps our improved manuscript has met the standard of Reviewer 1 and follows the journal 
policy toward publication.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
The Authors. 
 
 
 



REVIEWER 2: 



 
Response to Reviewer 2 

 
Paper entitled: “Risk Perception in the Post COVID-19 Pandemic: Analyzing Travel 

Behavior on Staying at Tourist Accommodation in the New Normal Era” 
 
 
Dear Reviewer 2, 

All review notes have been discussed and carefully evaluated among the authors to improve 
the quality of our manuscript. We appreciate the insightful comments and advice that Reviewer 
2 has given to the paper. Hence, allow us to respond to each comment in the following notes: 

 
1. The comment regarding the lack of literature review from Reviewer 2 has been 

improved in this revised manuscript. Thanks to several papers' recommendations, we 
have carefully analyzed and referred the analysis to more publications. In short, we 
have improved our kinds of literature from 30 papers (in the previous submission) to 
50 papers in this revised manuscript. Perhaps the additional reference has improved our 
arguments and explanation in the literature review section and the discussion section. 
 

2. Regarding the suggestion toward additional tests in this study, we really appreciate the 
suggestion from Reviewer 2 in this matter. However, those studies are presented in a 
different publications. Since the study's primary purpose is to conclude the risk 
perception factors, we summarized the analysis suitably enough for this study. Hence, 
we extend the analysis in the forthcoming paper to segment the tourist based on our 
proposed multi-dimensional risk perception and test the differences in risk perception 
among the tourist in each resulting segment. Perhaps, this argument could be accepted 
to respond to the comment of Reviewer 2. 

 
Once again, we appreciate the comment and input toward our manuscript. Perhaps our 
improved manuscript has met the standard of Reviewer 2 and follows the journal policy toward 
publication.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
The Authors. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
REVIEWER 3: 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Response to Reviewer 3 

 
Paper entitled: “Risk Perception in the Post COVID-19 Pandemic: Analyzing Travel 

Behavior on Staying at Tourist Accommodation in the New Normal Era” 
 
Dear Reviewer 3, 
All review notes have been discussed and carefully evaluated among the authors to improve 
the quality of our manuscript. We appreciate the insightful comments and advice that 
Reviewer 3 has given to the paper. Hence, allow us to respond to each comment in the 
following notes: 
 

1. The comment regarding the lack of literature review from Reviewer 3 has been 
improved in this revised manuscript. We have explained the research gap and novelty 
in the introduction section, especially in subsection 1.1. Risk Perception, Tourist 
Behavior, and Tourism Sustainability in the Post-pandemic Era and subsection 1.2. 
Risk Perception Studies during COVID-19. We have carefully analyzed and referred 
the analysis to more publications. Perhaps the additional reference has improved our 
arguments and explanation in the literature review and the discussion section. In 
short, we have improved our kinds of literature from 30 papers (in the previous 
submission) to 50 papers in this revised manuscript. 

2. Reviewer 3 comments: "The results and discussion should not be described together." 
Thanks to the advice, we have described the Results and Discussion section separately 
in this revised manuscript. 

3. The last comment from Reviewer 3: "The results should include a research summary 
(generalization) and research limitations. The conclusion should also refer to 
sustainability, which is the journal's main area of interest." We have deepened our 
summary and related the conclusion to the sustainability issues. 
 

Once again, we appreciate the comment and input toward our manuscript. Perhaps our 
improved manuscript has met the standard of Reviewer 3 and follows the journal policy 
toward publication.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
The Authors. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
REVIEW ROUND-2 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



REVIEWER 1 Round 2: 

 
 



Respond to Reviewer 1 (Round 2) 
 
Thank you for the response and suggestion from Reviewer 1. Below are our comments 
regarding the review: 
 
1. Page6line180-182: The questionnaire was delivered to 50 respondents through an online 

survey link, and each respondent could participate in the survey through their laptop or 
gadgets.: why was 50 respondents utilized?! The calculation and formula for the pilot study 
must be described. 
(answer: The formula for the pilot study has been detailed in the section "3.2. Pilot 
Testing". The authors follow the study of Viechtbauer et al (2015) regarding the sample for 
the Pilot study. The formula has been described in the manuscript, and the reliability dan 
validity testing has been explored in the pilot study. A detailed process of the pilot study 
can be found in lines 254 – 286.) 

  
2. "first random sampling is not acceptable. It must be followed from specific method. 

Second, Australian Statistic must be described in details and procedure. All Statistic and 
formula must be described as" 
(Answer: We have described the sampling formula in the study by implementing the Taro 
Yamane formula. This formula helps the authors define the study's sample size according 
to the study's purpose. The description of the sampling procedure can be found on lines 
202 – 216) 

  
3. "How can be understood the pilot is reliable for the analysis." 

(Answer: The reliability and validity of pilot testing are described in lines 278 – 286. 
Cronbach's Alpha value shows 0.9 exceed the threshold value. Also, the factor loading of 
each item shows a value above 0.5, indicating that all items in the questionnaire are valid 
and reliable.) 

  
4. The purposive sampling method is 190 applied to the study.": why?!" What is the answer 

to this comment?!?! 
(Answer: Since the study aims to explore the factors regarding risk perception in the 
post-pandemic context, the author is implementing purposive sampling in defining target 
respondents according to the exploratory study design. The authors' judgment in 
exploring the respondent point of view is defined by indicating the eligibility of 
respondents who visit and stay at an accommodation in a tourist destination in Indonesia 
during March – July 2022. Hence, based on these criteria, the author conducted primary 
data collection in five popular tourist destinations in Indonesia: Bali, Jakarta, Lombok, 
Yogyakarta, and Bogor. This non-probability sampling method could enhance the study's 
result regarding the research purpose. The detail of the sampling method is described in 
lines 190 – 201.) 

  
5. The research conducted by Hair et al (2014) has its specific and cannot utilized for this. In 

this regards, Autors MUST provide standard formula and procedure for the calculation of 
sample size and piloting size. 
(Answer: The authors have described the standard formula for sampling size and the pilot 
study as suggested by reviewer 1. The sampling formula can be found in line 211, and the 
formula for pilot testing can be found in line 261.) 

  
  



REVIEWER 2, Round 2: 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



REVIEWER 3, Round 2: 
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