REBUTTAL ARTICLE ‘ESTABLISHING TECHNICAL AND TACTICAL PERFORMANCE GOALS FOR ELITE MEN´S BEACH VOLLEYBALL PLAYERS’

Dear Editor,
We have included the point-by- point response to the reviewers´ comments in this document. The changes to the article have been highlighted in yellow.

	Feedback / Observation Reviewers
	Answer to each remark

	Introduction - 2nd and 3rd paragraph (Unclear what is trying to be said? This sentence needs to be re-written.)
	Text has been rewritten

	Introduction - Why introduce the jump test here?  It seems so specific without a development of the problem.  Is the jump test a test that is specific for beach volleyball or are we talking still in general terms.  The introduction needs to proceed from the general to specific (sports goal setting issues in general to the issues surrounding beach volleyball specifically)
	This part of the introduction has been eliminated to avoid confusions

	Introduction - But you don’t describe what is happening now.  Is there a problem and what is it?  Are coaches using reference performance goals, but just not expressing this or are they not?  This needs to be developed.
	Text has been rewritten to avoid confusions

	Methods - Above it said SMARTER?  Is it SMART or SMARTER?
	Error has been corrected

	Methods - Was this study approved by an Institutional Review Board (IRB) with coaches given informed consent?
	Information about this aspect was included

	Methods - There is no clarity of the procedure here.  Were the researchers brainstorming with the coaches?  This does not seem like research.  It seems like 5 people all with volleyball experience sitting around brainstorming about the best way to coach.  Some were actual coaches and some were individuals involved in research that had expertise in volleyball.
	New text was added to describe better the process. The process followed was an adaptation of the content validity described by Anguera (2003) for the design the observational instruments. The group of expert reviewed and established the criteria to include in the instrument.

	Methods - There seems as though there was no systematic way of deciding what filmed matches made it into the sample.  This seems like it was purely a convenience sample, some of what was provided by the coaches that were part of the Phase 1 brainstorming session.  If goal setting was to be established those in the sample could have been particularly in need of change or not depending on what you want the outcome of the study to be.
	Re-wording was done to avoid confusion. The sample included matches of 26 teams of the first 30 teams of the world at the moment. Sample included a stratification of six levels to make sure that every type of confrontation was included in the sample (1st-10th vs 1st-10th , 1st-10th vs 11th-20th, 1st-10th vs 21st-30th, 11th-20th vs 11th-20th, 11th-20th vs 21st-30th , 21st-30th  vs 21st-30th) and no more than four matches were included per team. Few matches were obtained by the national coach, because he almost always recorded the same team (his team). 

	Methods - Are these observers separate from the group of five in Phase 1 or the same individuals?  
	One of the observers participated in the first phase of the process.
* This information has not been included in the article

	Methods - What does this mean?  An actual match?  Why is this important?  I thought all observes are to score all of the recorded data from the particular matches?
	The reliability shows the level of agreement between the observers. The variables measured were categories. For that reason, the reliability was measured using a Cohen's Kappa. This is a standard procedure to evaluate the quality of the observer. It is like a calibration process.
* This information has not been included in the article

	Methods - Are these experts separate from those in Phase 1 and Phase 2.  It is hard to keep track of which individuals are which.  How many experts were on this panel?
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Yes. They were the same panel of experts. This information has been included in the article.




