
Dear Reviewer 2 

Many thanks for your time in organising and completing the review of our paper. We also appreciate 

the time you spent recommending improvements for the paper. We are pleased to receive a range of 

positive and constructive comments from the editor and two reviewers.  

Reviewer #2 has described a range of recommendations. To address these, we have revised the 

manuscript thoroughly and modified it. She/he asked the question “There are 64 articles identified for 

data extraction and analysis, how many websites were included for the purposes of data extraction and 

analysis?” We have provided further explanation of this in the text. The reviewer also suggested 

communicating the limitations of the study.  

Reviewer# 2 suggested that the topic of this paper is an interesting one that is deserving of attention. 

The literature review is helpful and highlights the ways that technology can support children's 

exploration of nature. We thank Reviewer#2 for appreciating our work. This reviewer also made some 

important observations in the Conclusion section, which we modified and thank him/ her for pointing 

out the irrelevancy. Also, they flagged a number of places where the meaning of sentences is unclear - 

we have modified the necessary sentences and added further explanations where this is useful. 

We have detailed the above-mentioned revisions in the Rejoinder Table below. We thank the reviewer 

for their help in strengthening the paper on the topic of ‘Reconciling Nature-Technology-Child 

Connections: smart cities and the necessity of a new paradigm of nature-sensitive technologies for 

today’s children.’ We suggest this revision has improved the clarity of the paper and better 

communicated its novelty and innovation in line with the observations of Reviewer 2. We argue that 

our study advances this important topic and puts thoughtful discussion to the readers. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

The Authors 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Reviewer 2 

We thank Reviewer# 2 for noting that our paper’s topic is an interesting one that is deserving of 

attention. Thank you for thoroughly reviewing the paper and noting recommended corrections in the 

uploaded pdf. We have listed our corrections and additional explanation in the rejoinder table below:  

Table: Reviewer 2 report: Responses 

Line 

number  

(markup of 

original 

manuscript) 

Comments Authors’ Comment 

45-46 what does attention to place mean? [13]. Such urban spaces can benefit from careful 

design to enhance opportunities for play and 

recreational activity and to simultaneously 

nurture an appreciation of biodiversity and 

nature. This holistic approach integrating 

consideration of children, nature and 

biodiversity can facilitate education, and 

nature positive values [13]. 

We have included the above discussion and 

appropriate references in the manuscript 

now.  

54 Whose vision? 

The vision is to combine sustainable 

development fundamentals with information 

and communication technology (ICT), cloud 

computing, big data and the internet of 

things (IoT), technology  [12,24]  in six 

areas:  economy,  governance,  people,  

transportation,  environment and living. 

“Whose vision” is a good question. Thank 

you for giving us the opportunity to 

elaborate on and clarify this point within the 

manuscript.  

Urban governments have aimed to 

implement smart city policies and projects 

for a number of reasons including the 

support of business, communities and 

citizens [102] Leading smart cities combine 

sustainable development fundamentals with 

information and communication technology 

(ICT), cloud computing, big data and 

internet of things (IoT) technology [12,24] in 

six areas: economy, governance, people, 

transportation, environment and living 

[14,24,83]. 

59 Business and economic directions: put some 

examples. 

Smart cities have to date focused on business 

and economic directions. 

 

We argue that smart cities frequently have a 

strong corporate bias, and are driven by 

business interests. Eminent scholars such as 

Kitchin and McNeill have extensively 

elaborated on this point. We have included 

the text below to address this point. 

Smart cities have to date focused on business 

and economic directions, rather than 



supporting key demographics such as 

children, and this has been noted in the 

literature [31]. For example, Han et al (2019) 

suggested that smart city agendas can “ 

reduce cities to a one-dimensional business 

model and series of metrics”[16] whilst 

Söderström et al (2020) argue that 

companies such as IBM have co-opted smart 

cities agenda as a form of corporate 

storytelling by presenting technological 

innovation as a pragmatic, and un-

controversial advance in urban development 

and management [18]. In his 2014 paper, 

Kitchin [20] elaborates on the shortcomings 

of much literature and urban scholarship on 

the smart city. Grossi and Pianezzi 2017; 

Kitchin 2015; Söderström et al. 2020 

suggest that we need to address the needs 

and benefits of all citizens including children 

[18, 20, 99]. 

73 Re-write Sentence  

Depicting on a narrative literature review, 

we then enumerate nature-based 

applications that intrigue the users. 

Modified to improve flow and readability.  

 

82 The reviewer suggested changing the word 

from ‘selected’ to ‘identify.’   

The authors used these keywords to develop 

a set of 64 papers from the relevant 

published literature in four high-impact 

electronic databases- ScienceDirect, Web of 

Science, IEEE, and Scopus, between 1996 

and 2022. 

The modified version now includes the word 

identified: 

 

90  

 

Describe the literature eligibility 

characteristics.  

This has been addressed in greater detail in 

the methods section now.  

A systematic reading of the title and abstract 

text was carried out to identify which papers 

were going to be reviewed. Inclusion and 

Exclusion and inclusion characteristics were 

scrutinized to select relevant studies that 

occurred within the study’s scope. The 

inclusion and exclusion criteria are shown in 

Table 2.  

96 Rewrite the sentence regarding Table 2 Revision made as suggested.  

103 Unclear sentence “criteria which are well 

experimented with children and currently 

functioning in the present world right now” 

Revision made to improve clarity 



106 What is the process: ‘Support the process’ 

Other supporting information was gathered 

from several conference proceedings to 

support the process. 

Revision made to improve clarity. Here we 

refer to the review process and methodology.  

Table 2 Explain the term “unauthentic” We have deleted the term unauthentic 

throughout the paper to improve clarity.  

117 Explain “Data extraction is an essential 

system” 

Data extraction is an essential system and 

needs to be relevant to the realm of the 

research topic. 

Thank you for the comments. We have 

revised this sentence.  

 

126 Explain what “Methodological and 

demographical factors” means. 

For making recommendations and adding to 

the body of knowledge, these data were 

analysed in accordance with methodological 

and demographical factors based on the use 

of nature-based technology for children. 

Thank you for the comments. We have now 

clarified this section using plain English. We 

considered those papers which focused on 

children and their relationship to technology 

and nature.  

199 Reviewer asked to explain what their 

assigned tasks were. 

Due to its simplicity, teachers reported no 

difficulties have been found even with 

dealing with elementary school students and 

they successfully managed to carry out their 

assigned tasks 

Thank you for the comments. We have now 

better explained this example in the text.  

This technology has demonstrated the ability 

to enhance enthusiasm and engagement 

during school and fieldwork activities. For 

instance, in one case, students were assigned 

by their teachers to visit an urban park and 

make a checklist regarding what they saw in 

their natural surroundings with the help of 

google glass. Teachers reported that no 

difficulties were found with the use of 

technology by the elementary school 

students.  

Nonetheless, it is important to note that the 

use of such technology should always be 

implemented with consideration for the 

individual’s needs and the preferences of the 

learners.  

216 The sentence was unclear “motivated the 

active” 

Thank you for the comments. We have 

rewritten this sentence.  

This approach not only motivated the active 

students but also left a positive impact on the 

children, even those children who are 

usually reluctant to participate in physical 

education-related activities. 

219 Explanation needed regarding “conciliate 

child-nature reciprocity” 

Thank you for the comments. We have 

rewritten this sentence to improve clarity. 

The possibilities for digital tools to be 

designed to encourage nature play and 



interactions with nature have been a prime 

focus for some scholars. 

226-233 Citation needed to be added for the 

paragraph. 

Thank you for the comments. Revision made 

as suggested. The citation has been added.  

249 Explain “By and by, it is hoped that’’ Thank you for the comments. Revision made 

as suggested. 

274 Explain  “Although most reciprocal” Thank you for the comments. We have 

rephrased this paragraph.  

Although most interactive, nature 

technologies for children have been planned 

for formal educational rearrangement some 

recent initiatives have been an inspiration for 

more unstructured interactions considering 

the need for positive experiences in nature. 

351-352 The sentences were quite generic. 

Smart sustainable cities promote children to 

be curious about the world around them and 

to use their scientific inquiry skills to learn 

more about things like systems, processes, 

and environments. 

 

Thank you for the comments. We have 

enriched the discussion with specific details 

and examples. 

374 The sentence lack relevance  

In cities, children have access to different 

spaces and enjoy opportunities for 

‘independent’ play and free movement, 

which seem limited indoors only in the past. 

Thank you for the comments. We revised 

this line and added a few words to make it 

more relevant.  

 

478-480 The questions should be in the introduction 

part. 

 

This leads us to think and ask:  

• Can a meaningful and appropriate 

use of technology be thought of as a solution 

to reconnect children with their 

environment?  

• Is the intentional involvement of 

technology capable of preparing children to 

consider and critically engage nature? 

 

Thank you for the comments. We have 

removed the entire paragraph and included a 

variation of it in the introduction.  

544-546 Unclear sentence. 

Thus, technology-based settings enable 

more regular exposure to nature, abolishing 

feasibility restrictions and making it easier 

and more comfortable which is clearly seen 

as a positive. 

Thank you for the comments. We have 

omitted this sentence for better 

understanding.  

555-557 The statement regarding “urban design” is 

irrelevant. 

This has raised questions about their impact 

on how we live and work in cities, and how 

Thank you for this comment. By our 

definition smart technologies, including 

mobile ones, are a key part of smart cities 

and are therefore of relevance to urban 



we design and build urban spaces. It's 

difficult for urban planners to create livable, 

attractive, safe, and sustainable cities when 

the infrastructure is constantly evolving, and 

children are constantly growing up learning 

new ways to communicate. 

design. Please see Han et al 2018 for further 

insights and links regarding urban design 

and smart technologies. Picon’s book 

“Smart Cities: A spatialised intelligence” is 

also helpful on this topic [121]. We have 

clarified the paragraph in question to 

communicate the above idea.  
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