Reviewer #1
	Reviewer’s comments
	Responses by authors

	1. Lee, Mab and Cheung describe very succinctly a well-constructed survey designed to assess attitudes of citizens of Hong Kong to wards revitalization (restoration) of natural rivers in this territory.  The methodology is consistent with techniques in survey designed used elsewhere.  The respondent participation (70%) is high as is the total number of participants (400); this augurs well for a high level of confidence in the conclusions reached by the researchers, i,.e. positive attitudes towards attachment to natural places (rivers) creates support for revitalization efforts.
	· Thank you for your comments and suggestions, we have revised the manuscript accordingly.

	2. line 110. State "the McKenzie River (Oregon, USA)" versus "MacKenzie River (USA)".
	· The location is revised. 
· Line 115: “Sussman [25] studied the WTP of citizens for safeguarding ecosystem services in the Mackenzie River watershed (Oregon, USA)”

	3. line 238. Are these $HKD or $US?  Same in Table 1 (the conversion is noted but what are they?).
	· The units of the amount are revised to clearly show the income of respondents.
· Line 243–244: “Respondents were generally either in the lowest income group with less than 10,000 HKD a month to 19,999 HKD (36.6%) or the highest income group earning 60,000 HKD or above each month (23%).”

	4. Prefer to see Figures 1,2, and 3 across the width of one page (reduce them).  they could be Figure 1a, 1b, and 1c and share a caption.  
	· The three pie charts in the three figures are combined into one figure and reduced to two pie charts
· See Figure 1 (new).






Reviewer #2
	Reviewer’s comments
	Responses by authors

	1. It is an interesting paper and has value stemming from its literature review and analysis of a case study in Hong Kong. My recommendation is to publish the paper subject to a few changes and improvements. 
	· Thank you for your comments and suggestions, we have revised the manuscript accordingly.

	2.  Broaden the review of river restoration methods. In particular, the statement on line 36 that “rehabilitation (usually termed revitalization in Hong Kong), for urban rivers originated in Western Europe in the 1980s…” is too restrictive.  In the United States, river restoration has been promoted extensively and began at an earlier date.
	· A few lines are added to further introduce the history and methods of river restoration, for different purposes and in different parts of the world. 
· Line 34–43: “The practice and concept of urban river restoration, also called revitalization or rehabilitation (usually termed revitalization in Hong Kong), can be traced back to the early 20th century where rivers were restored mainly for recreational purposes to improve fishing experiences by altering the channel forms and morphology to create favorable habitats for fish [5]. At the same period, river restoration had started in the US as well, to restored damaged rivers through dam removals, replacement of culverts and restoration of floodplains [6]. Later in the 1980s in western Europe, river restoration became the key water management strategy used to rebuild natural ecosystems and improve environmental conditions [7].”

	3.  The discussion of willingness to pay can be taken to a deeper level.  Statements such as those on lines 252 and following can be expanded.
	· The willingness to pay and its distribution is further discussed, especially in terms of the distribution of positive and negative bid voters. Studies of willingness to pay in other areas of public services is compared to that of river restoration. 
· Line 338–346: “Having two-third of the respondents to be willing to pay is still a considerable proportion, when compared to studies on willingness to pay for other public goods and services that are generally considered more crucial to daily lives, like energy supply [57], transport services [58], and health care services [59], etc., where positive bid voters on WTP ranged from a few percentage to around 60%. Again, the context and study area of these examples may influence the proportion of positive bid voters, however, it still shows that a considerable amount of people are perceiving river revitalization to be as significant as other public services that concerns the everyday lives of people.”

	4.  Figure 1 (Distribution of positive and negative vote on willingness to pay) says little and could be discarded.
	· Figure 1 and figure 2 is combined into one pie chart. 

	5.  Figure 2 should show those not willing to pay.  Also it shows 33.58% at 500 HKD, but at line 250 it says amounts above 300 were rarely chosen by respondents.
	· The group of respondents with 33.58% in (the original) figure 2 should be those willing to pay 100HKD, but the pattern chosen was too similar to the group that is willing to pay 500 HKD. Patterns were changed in the new figure 1(a) to indicate the differences. 
· See Figure 1

	6.  The conclusions can be strengthened; they seem to be hastily drawn and not very extensive
	· The conclusion is revised and extended to summarize the study more comprehensively. 
· Line 395–402: “Over 60% of respondents in the study were willing to pay a certain amount and support river revitalization in Hong Kong. While, the majority of respondents that were not willing to pay for such proposed scenario expressed that river revitalization should be the responsibility taken by the government instead of citizens. The regression results between the WTP of respondents and their attitude, place dependence, place identity and place social bonding were mostly consistent with those in the literature, including indicating positive relationships between attitude and place attachment and WTP.”




