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March 10, 2015
Dear Dr. Molly Weinburgh,

Thank you for providing valuable and thoughtful feedback on our manuscript entitled: Exploring Techniques for Integrating Mobile Technology into Field-Based Environmental Education. 
Our manuscript was reviewed and the decision sent back to us was that of Accept pending revisions. I am pleased to note that we have addressed all the revisions suggested by the referees. Reviewer comments are indicated in bold and our responses appear below those. We indicate additions to the original submission in red font and significant sections of text that were deleted in blue font.
We feel that these revisions have improved our manuscript and we are very grateful for the time that the reviewers have spent in providing feedback. 

If we may be of any further assistance, please don’t hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

Authors

Stylistic suggestions:

•       There are references listed that were not cited in the body of the
paper.  
The following references were deleted that were not directly cited in the paper: 

Bransford, J.D., Brown, A.L., and Cocking, R.R. (2000). How people learn: Brain, mind, experience and school. Washington, DC: National Academy Press. 
Ryan, S. (2002). Cyborgs in the woods. Leisure Studies, 21(3/4), 265-284. 


•       After the first use of multi-author articles, use author et al 
All in-text citations were double checked, and multi-author articles that did not use “et al” after their first use were revised. 

· P. 2 - Peffer, Bodzin, and Smith, 2013 ( Peffer et al., 2013
· P. 3 – Kurti et al., 2008 ( Kurti, Spikol, & Milrad, 2008
· P. 2 – Hung et al., 2010 ( Hung, Lin, & Hwang, 2010 
· P. 14 – Peffer, Bodzin, & Smith, 2013 ( Peffer et al., 2013 
· P. 10 – Kim, Hagashi, Carillo, Gonzales, Makany, Lee, and Garate, 2011 ( Kim, et al., 2011

•       Check date on page 4 for Kaplan
After revisiting the original article to confirm, the publication date for Kaplan was changed from 1996 to 1995 on both P. 4 and in the reference section on P. 17. 

•       Check APA style for Table and for Figure.
The entire paper (including all tables and figures) was reviewed with APA 6.0 style in mind and the necessary reformatting was completed including: 

· Headings throughout the paper 

· Font continuity throughout the paper 

· Spacing and font style and size for Table 1 and its caption (P. 5)
· Spacing and font style and size for the caption of Figure 1 (P. 6)

· Spacing and font style and size for Table 2 and its caption (P. 8 – 9)

· Spacing and font style and size for caption of Figure 2 (P. 10)
· Spacing and font style and size for Table 3 and its caption (P. 11)


•       Check use of italic for making a point – Go with the Flow – not
consistent. 
Usage of italics was evaluated and revised to make Go with the Flow consistent throughout the paper. In addition, punctuation after usage of Go with the Flow was reviewed and revised to make it consistent. 

•       The word ‘data’ is plural.
Verbs were corrected to reflect the correct use of ‘data’ (plural): 

· P. 8 - “The quantitative data were collected…” 

· P. 9 – “ Qualitative data were collected after…” 
Additional stylistic revisions include: 

· The replacement of “and” with “&” when listing multiple authors within the reference section – P. 16 – 18 
· Reviewed and revised entire paper to make terminology referring to the traditional plus approach more consistent. 

This manuscript could benefit from a significant revision.  Although one
reviewer indicted that the article is well written, other felt that this was
not the case.

Substantive suggestions:  
· Study Context.   Please tell the reader more about how the
‘traditional’ group collected data.  Did they use field materials such
as pH strips, turbidity tubes, thermometers, journals?
This suggestion was addressed by adding additional information and descriptions to the narrative describing the “traditional” group. Specifically, we added the following: 
· In the traditional approach, the students were given the opportunity to reflect upon their experiences and record their thoughts in their personal journals. The students then dictated excerpts from these journals to the graduate field instructor… (P. 6 – 7)
· The traditional group was also limited in their access to the use of the mobile data loggers and electronic measurement instruments and probes. Hydrologic data collection was conducted with low-tech measurement tools such as pH strips, turbidity tubes, and qualitative observations that evaluated presence and absence of aquatic organisms, oily sheens, etc. To investigate less tangible water characteristics such as conductivity and dissolved oxygen content, students had minimal use of digital measurement probes and the field instructor mediated the use of these instruments. (P. 7)
· Data Collection

· Please let the reader know how many of the 31 students were in the
traditional and how many were in the tradition- plus groups.  Also, some of
the students were in the fall of 2012 and others in the spring of 2013.  You
do not show on any of your charts which students were which.
This suggestion was addressed by clarifying the break down of the sample for both the quantitative and qualitative components of the study. 

· Content-specific pre-tests (Appendix A) and post-tests (Appendix B) were administered to both the traditional (14 students), and the traditional plus (17 students) groups. (P. 8) 
· The pre- and post-tests were included as appendices at the end of the manuscript to allow the readers to dig deeper into the data collection process. (P. 19 – 20) 

· The research questions were repeated at the start of the methods section to help further clarify why a mixed methods approach was used to collect data. (P. 8)

· Why were different students used in the qualitative data collection?  Did
the lead author keep a journal of all 3 terms and compare?  Were some of the
32 students in Spring 2013 in traditional and some in traditional-plus? 
Significant reorganization was done to help the methods section flow more logically. This section was broken down into the following headings and subheadings in this order: Quantitative Data Collection, Pre- and post-surveys, Quantitative analysis, Qualitative Data Collection, and Qualitative analysis. Additional information and descriptions were added to further clarify the data collection and analysis of the qualitative and quantitative components of the study to partially address this suggestion. 

· The qualitative data collection phase of the study complements and adds depth to the findings of the quantitative component. The lead author kept a reflexive journal for the duration of the qualitative component of the study (Cunliffe, 2004; Glaser & Strauss, 1967). This Journal recorded daily descriptions and observations of all technological interventions used to teach lessons and facilitate learning experiences. These observations were related to the implementation of the interventions that were examined during the quantitative phase of the study. In addition to descriptions and observations, the journal also included reflections on successes and failures related to those interventions and resulting learning experiences. 




A total of 20 observations and journal entries were collected during the duration of the qualitative part of this study, which lasted 12 weeks. Qualitative data were collected after the completion of the quantitative component of the study from a separate sample population (32 students; 4th – 5th grade; 14 male and 18 female) that did not include the 31 students that participated in the quantitative part of the study. The qualitative data informed the following research question: What are potential techniques for incorporating mobile technology into a field-based environmental science curriculum that benefit student-learning outcomes? (P. 9)
· The data (i.e. the journal entries) were then analyzed by examining repeated vocabulary and commonalities between the different groups. In particular, the lead author read and examined each individual journal entry, and analyzed each entry independently and in comparison to each other. The lead author coded the entries in an open manner in an attempt to answer the posed research questions. This process allowed the lead author to conduct and iterative and comparative analysis (Charmaz, 011). Once all entries were read, the codes were compiled and summarized to arrive at two themes that are described below. Representative excerpts from the journal are shared below. The lead author’s journal entries were supplemented by quotes from student blog entries to illustrate specific examples referenced in the lead author’s observations and descriptions. (P. 9) 
The research questions were repeated in the first paragraph of the methods section to clarify the use of a mixed methods study. 

· A mixed methods design was chosen to address the following research questions: 1)  what are potential techniques for incorporating mobile technology into a field-based environmental science curriculum that benefit student-learning outcomes? And 2) do learning outcomes differ between a traditional and traditional-plus technological intervention approach to teaching a field-based environmental science curriculum? (P. 8)
· Results
· An N of 14 and 17 is very small for statistical analysis.  You might want
to use Effect size.  
Extensive revisions were done to the results section. The data was revisited and reanalyzed to be more appropriate for the small sample size mentioned in the reviewer comment above. We refocused our analysis on descriptive statistics as apposed to inferential statistics. In addition, a Kruskal-Wallis test for non-parametric variables was used to show the magnitude of change between pre- and post-test responses for both the traditional and traditional-plus groups. Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6 were deleted and replaced by a histogram (described below) and an additional table that reflects this change in analysis. The following changes were made in the text to describe the results and the new figures. 
The Kruskal-Wallis Test for non-parametric variables was used to show the magnitude of change between pre- and post-test responses for both the traditional and the traditional-plus student groups. Given the small sample size for this study, additional, more sophisticated data analysis was not appropriate. Thus, descriptive statistics were also employed to illuminate the nature of student responses as a result of experiencing the traditional-plus approach and its affects on student learning. (P. 9)
Paired t-tests were used to test for statistically significant differences between pre-and post-test scores within schools and within the treatment group and control group. An independent sample t-test was used to test for a statistically significant difference between the pre- and post-test scores of the treatment group and control group. A probability level of p <0.05 was considered statistically significant. All statistical analyses were conducted using the statistical software package R 2.14.1 (R Development Core Team, 2011). (P. 9)
Figure 2 shows the difference between pre- and post-test scores for participants in this study. The post-test scores indicated a greater frequency of students defining answers to questions based on their experience in the traditional-plus groups. This indicates that the impact of the tradition-plus treatment on student learning was in the direction of supporting learning outcomes in students. (P. 10)

Table 4 displays the average pre- and post-test scores for the treatment group (traditional-plus technology approach) and the control group (traditional approach). The post-test scores were higher from the pre-test scores for both the control and treatment groups, and this result was statistically significant, indicating that learning happened in both approaches. (P.9)
Table 3 displays the change in student responses pre- to post-test per question using the Kruskal Wallis Test for non-parametric variables. Of the eight questions on the pre/post test, questions 2-4, and 8 were removed for the analysis because not all the student's answered them or there was discontinuity in respondents. Results represented in Table 3 indicate gains for both student groups, showing that learning happened in both approaches. It is noteworthy that although there was a statistically significant difference in the learning outcomes for both groups on certain questions, overall the magnitude of significance is greater for the traditional-plus group than the traditional group. Thus, having access to technology and using it in the ways described above afforded students greater access to information and subsequent learning outcomes. (P. 10 – 11) 
Table 5 displays the p-values for comparisons between the participants that received the traditional approach and the participants that received the traditional-plus approach. No statistical differences were found within the two groups, which denotes homogeneity between groups, allowing us to compare their outcomes. (P.9)
Lastly, the pre-test scores were subtracted from the post-test scores and the differences were compared between the control and treatment groups to determine if the intervention had an impact on participant learning outcomes. Table 6 displays the differences between the pre- and post-test scores for the treatment group, and the difference between the pre- and post-test scores for the control group. Our results showed that the traditional-plus group had a statistically significantly higher change in test scores when compared to the control group indicating that the use of technology resulted in increased understanding and comprehension of the content when compared to the traditional group. (P.9)
The pre- and post-tests that were administered in this study were included as Appendix A and Appendix B in order to provide additional information for the analysis, the histograms and figures, and the study design.
· Several issues arise with the qualitative analysis. 
First, the students who were in the traditional did not get to use the blog
so how could they write that it was a good way to share?  
All groups in the qualitative component of the study received the traditional plus treatment, therefore excerpts and quotes reflect this experience. See the additions and revisions from the data collection suggestions to add clarification for this issue. The following information was added to clarify this confusion: 
· As described above, each field group was required to post field updates to the program website and blog during their content day. 

· Also, no mention was made of professional development for teachers so how can that be a theme.  You did state that each group had a field instructor and an adult but did not indicate that special PD was provided.   
In response to this suggestion, the content of “qualitative observations and common themes” section was reviewed and the following text was deleted. This “theme” was originally included to show that typical educator concerns and fears associated with technology integration were considered and reflected upon by the lead author, but I agree that this “theme” is not relevant to the objectives and guiding questions of the study and should be removed. 
· 3) the appropriate use of technology through professional development for teachers and field instructors supports the seamless use of technology for the intended use with students.
·         Professional Development to Support Technology Use. The third theme that emerged from the lead author’s reflexive journal was that the appropriate use of technology through professional development for teachers and field instructors supports the seamless use of technology for the intended use with students. Technical difficulties are common with technological integration. The author reflected on difficulties encountered while integrating technology during this study and empathized with the discouragement and frustration experienced by many classroom and outdoor educators around the use of technology. These difficulties included dead batteries, uncharged devices, difficulty connecting to wireless networks, broken links and web addresses, uncalibrated meters and probes, and devices that were unable to communicate with each other. 
I fiddled with the device for over 20 minutes before I was able to get everything to work. Challenges included making sure that you access the wireless network and not assume that the tablet connects via Bluetooth. I am sure that these frustrations are shared amongst educators. … When I was out in the field and preparing to start a lesson, the tablet promptly flashed the low battery notification and died, derailing my intended activity.

By taking extra time to double check all devices and becoming familiar with the operating system and interface of each tool, some of these challenges were eliminated. 

Another preparation related to technology that the lead author observed was that it is important to develop a system for determining whose turn it is to interact with the technology next. Based on the lead author’s experience as a field instructor, it was noted that 4th – 6th grade students are keenly aware of justice and what is “fair.”  

My students were constantly battling over who got to hold or use the [tablet] or [measurement probe]. It was a huge challenge to try to make it fair… whose turn it was, who has gotten more turns than others, how to reward people who volunteer but still include those that don’t. With more time and more resources, everyone would have had the chance to have a really valuable technological experience.

By having a system already in place to determine a “fair” way to divide up time with the technological tools, all students would have less anxiety associated with access to the mobile technology and be able to better enjoy the learning experience. (P. 13 – 14)
· More than one quote is needed to show the theme. 
Additional quotations and excerpts were added to further support the themes that emerged through qualitative analysis. Also, the wording for the themes was altered to better reflect the wording of journal entries and blog posts collected during the study. 
· Other students used the tablets to capture photos and videos describing an experience at PSS that they explicitly wanted to show to loved ones at home. The lead author observed and noted that: 

The students carefully recorded and described a scientific experiment in detail, using photos and videos, with the intent that their parents (individuals completely unaware of the situation or methods being used) could understand what they were doing to discover something about the ecology of the region. Through communicating the step-by-step process of collecting and analyzing data, this experience served as a formative assessment of the students’ comprehension of concepts being presented. Technology enabled the students to reach out and share their experiences with a broader audience, inspiring a more detailed and in-depth description of their learning experiences. (P. 11 – 12)

· 1) the students broadcasted their lived experiences at PSS through blogs and field updates, and 2) the use of novel technologies for educational purposes was perceived to lead to positive impacts. (P. 11 – 13)
Additional minor clarification phrases and sentences were added to help the reader better follow the progression of qualitative excerpts and findings. The first few paragraphs of the “novel technologies perceived to lead to positive educational impacts” section within the qualitative results sections was significantly revised to help clarify the theme being discussed. 

· Novel technologies perceived to lead to positive educational impacts. Another theme that emerged from the analysis of the qualitative data was that interacting with novel technologies perceived to lead to positive educational impacts on participating students. Many students from both urban and rural communities have had few opportunities to interact with new technologies, like tablets and scientific instruments in an educational context (Kim et al., 2011). At PSS techniques like using interactive websites related to water resources and measuring/recording the characteristics of local bodies of water, enabled students to use novel technologies into the field-based learning experience. Using technology in this way appeared to motivate students and foster unique learning experiences The following journal entry indicates the field instructors’ belief regarding the potential impact of such experiences: 
…

Students also appeared to be able to understand certain concepts much more quickly when instruction was facilitated via technology. For instance, using the EPA’s “Surf Your Watershed” interactive website allowed students to explore their local watershed in more detail than a paper map and printed materials can provide. For instance, journal observations indicated that the field instructor believed that by interacting with digital data and observing interactive simulations students were able to understand that everything happening in a river upstream impacts the water quality downstream, and that this conceptual understanding would traditionally involve a more drawn out process facilitated by the field instructor that does not always engage the entire group. 



The lead author also noted that using the scientific measuring tools appeared to make the data collection process more exciting and accessible. Collecting data for themselves using mobile technology made conducting scientific research and understanding what each number or measurement means more accessible. (P. 12)
· There are clear shortcomings in the reporting and presentations of both the qualitative and quantitative outcomes. In the revised manuscript, if the data exists, please report more fully the quantitative results so as to provide more context for the reader.  
No additional data exists at this time. 
· Limitations.
· Listing the limitations is not always good enough.  If the limitations
really affect the quality of research, such as too few data points, the
research cannot be published.
We felt that it was important to be transparent in our limitations with the study design. We have revised this section to allow for this transparency through providing additional clarifying text and deleting superfluous and repetitive details.
· The results suggest that the traditional-plus approach enables students to gain a greater understanding of the content, but our research methods and design do not allow us to attribute changes to particular variables. We observed differences between the two groups, but parsing the nuanced differences in the two approaches was not accounted for in this study. Both the traditional group and the traditional plus technological intervention group had contact with mobile technology in some way or another leading to a weak distinction between the control group and the treatment group. In addition to technology use/integration varying, the two approaches differed on a number of other dimensions. For example, instructor preparation and student activities were different between the two groups; therefore, any outcome differences between the two groups cannot be attributed solely to the technology. 
· Future research should address these limitations and employ a larger sample size and a design that teases apart the specific impacts of various technological affordances employed with the traditional approach plus technological intervention. In addition, future research should explore the application of different types of mobile technology in place-based environmental education. Little is known about the potential of digital imaging devices, such as action cameras, life logging cameras, infrared cameras, and wireless digital microscopes, to enhance observation and reflection, and inspire scientific inquiry in a field-based educational curriculum. (P. 14 – 15)  
We think this research has merit because it addresses issues of technology
use.  We hope that you will use the reviewer remarks and revise.  If you
decide to resubmit to EJSE, you will need to do so as a NEW submission. 
Your new submission will be given another EJSE number and will be sent to 3
reviewers.
-------------------------------------------------------
Reviewer A:

Overall rating: 
        4

Recommended decision:: 
        revisions (select "Revisions Required" on the decision screen)

Comments: 
        
Reviewer A complemented our writing and was very gracious. S/he did not provide any

suggestions for improvement; therefore we did not make any edits to our paper as a result

of his/her feedback.

------------------------------------------------------
Reviewer B: 

Overall rating: 
        4

Recommended decision:: 
         revisions (select "Revisions Required" on the decision screen)

Comments: 
        I enjoyed reading this.  I looked for PSS online, but can't find it
exactly, though I think this pseudonym represents Mount Hermon Outdoor
Science School, located at Ponderosa Lodge.  Anyway, it is good that a fair
effort is made to compare the use of mobile technology in an environment
where such is not expected.  The author did a good job making that
comparison.  There were some citations not used in the paper.  I highlighted
those in red in my upload. Further there were review comments (Word) that I
added; one was an incorrect publication date and the other was the use of a
hyphen.  Neither were of significant consequence.  Although I enjoyed this
paper I find that there are some issue with the design of data collection
and analysis.  I was confused as to why there was no traditional group for
qualitative part.  Also, I am concerned with the lack of description of how
the journal was analyzed.
In response to the comments and suggestions provided by Reviewer B, unused citations were deleted and other citations were corrected (see above). The following revisions were made in response to Reviewer B’s confusion about the lack of traditional group in the qualitative study and the lack of description of the analysis of the reflexive journal: 

· The qualitative data collection phase of the study complements and adds depth to the findings of the quantitative component. The lead author kept a reflexive journal for the duration of the qualitative component of the study (Cunliffe, 2004; Glaser & Strauss, 1967). This Journal recorded daily descriptions and observations of all technological interventions used to teach lessons and facilitate learning experiences. These observations were related to the implementation of the interventions that were examined during the quantitative phase of the study. In addition to descriptions and observations, the journal also included reflections on successes and failures related to those interventions and resulting learning experiences. 




A total of 20 observations and journal entries were collected during the duration of the qualitative part of this study, which lasted 12 weeks. Qualitative data were collected after the completion of the quantitative component of the study from a separate sample population (32 students; 4th – 5th grade; 14 male and 18 female) that did not include the 31 students that participated in the quantitative part of the study. The qualitative data informed the following research question: What are potential techniques for incorporating mobile technology into a field-based environmental science curriculum that benefit student-learning outcomes? (P. 9)

· The data (i.e. the journal entries) were then analyzed by examining repeated vocabulary and commonalities between the different groups. In particular, the lead author read and examined each individual journal entry, and analyzed each entry independently and in comparison to each other. The lead author coded the entries in an open manner in an attempt to answer the posed research questions. This process allowed the lead author to conduct and iterative and comparative analysis (Charmaz, 011). Once all entries were read, the codes were compiled and summarized to arrive at two themes that are described below. Representative excerpts from the journal are shared below. The lead author’s journal entries were supplemented by quotes from student blog entries to illustrate specific examples referenced in the lead author’s observations and descriptions. (P. 9) 


------------------------------------------------------

Reviewer C:

Overall rating.: 
        1

Recommended decision:: 
        Reject (select "Decline Submission" or "Resubmit Elsewhere"  on the
decision screen)

Comments: 
        The authors study the differences in achievement between a group of
students who are offered traditional instruction compared to a group of
students who are offered traditional instruction and instruction and
experiences suing mobile technologies.
What is it that they are really comparing? Are they trying to find out if
more instruction is better than less instruction? Both groups receive
traditional instruction. Then the experimental group received additional
instruction using mobile technology. What would the results have been if the
traditional group had also received additional instruction using traditional
methods? 
All that the authors can conclude from their study is that students learn
more if they are provided more instruction.
In response to the suggestions provided by Reviewer C, we elaborated more about the differences in the instruction received by the traditional group and the traditional plus group to clarify this confusion. 

· In the traditional approach, the students were given the opportunity to reflect upon their experiences and record their thoughts in their personal journals. The students then dictated excerpts from these journals to the graduate field instructor… (P. 6)

· The traditional group was also limited in their access to the use of the mobile data loggers and electronic measurement instruments and probes. Hydrologic data collection was conducted with low-tech measurement tools such as pH strips, turbidity tubes, and qualitative observations that evaluated presence and absence of aquatic organisms, oily sheens, etc. To investigate less tangible water characteristics such as conductivity and dissolved oxygen content, students had minimal use of digital measurement probes and the field instructor mediated the use of these instruments. (P. 7)
------------------------------------------------------
Reviewer D:
 APA style: Please check all references and citations. For example: 
 · Glaser, B., Strauss, A.L. needs to be Glaser, B. & Strauss [check all
for ‘&’]
 · Hougham, Eitel, and Miller should be Hougham, Eitel, & Miller [change
all ‘and’ to ‘&’
All citations (including Glaser & Strauss) were reviewed and edited to follow APA 6.0 guidelines. 


 · Table 1 should be move to a location close to the mention of it on page
5; Figure 1 should move to page 7 where it is mentioned. 

Placement of all Tables and Figures was evaluated to determine if they were placed in the most logical locations and Table 1 and Figure 1 were both moved to the locations stated above where Table 1 (P. 5) and Figure 1 (P. 6) are first mentioned in the text. 


 · Go with the Flow is italic some of the time but not all. Make consistent
All uses of “Go with the Flow” were reviewed and revised for consistency (see above).

 · The word ‘data’ is plural; check page 7 to change ‘’quantitative
data was…” to quantitative data were….  
  
All usages of the word “data” were reviewed to make sure that each statement was plural. Revisions were made as needed (see above). 

 Except for some APA issues, the article is well written and appropriately
justified through literature and addresses an important question. I feel
that the study has value and the question is important to be investigated,
unfortunately I also believe the study was done poorly. 
  
 Design: To limit the traditional group’s contact with technology, they
were not allowed to interact with the tools used to collect data (such as
data loggers, probes, etc.). It is not stated whether the group is able to
collect that data through non-digital means (such as pH tests, DO tests,
thermometers, etc.). It seems that the instructor collected the data
him/herself through the probes and reported the data to the students to
record. This creates a difference in pedagogy and student vs. teacher
directed learning NOT a difference related to technology. Since we know that
student experience leads to student understanding, it seems that this is a
major flaw in the design of the study. 
  
 I would be more convinced by the results of the study if the design were
more clearly thought out. i.e. students in the traditional group expected to
share data/reflections with one another through face to face interaction or
data sharing VS students in the traditional-plus group using blogs etc.,
traditional group students leading data collection with non-technological
scientific equipment rather than having to rely on the instructor to report
data collected.

In Response to this suggestion by Reviewer D, the following narrative was revised to better explain the differences between the traditional and the traditional plus groups: 

· In the traditional approach, the students were given the opportunity to reflect upon their experiences and record their thoughts in their personal journals. The students then dictated excerpts from these journals to the graduate field instructor… (P. 6)

· The traditional group was also limited in their access to the use of the mobile data loggers and electronic measurement instruments and probes. Hydrologic data collection was conducted with low-tech measurement tools such as pH strips, turbidity tubes, and qualitative observations that evaluated presence and absence of aquatic organisms, oily sheens, etc.. To investigate less tangible water characteristics such as conductivity and dissolved oxygen content, students had minimal use of digital measurement probes and the field instructor mediated the use of these instruments. (P. 7)
  
 An argument could also be made to more clearly delegate what was considered
as “technology” for the study. Scientific equipment such as data loggers
and probes vary greatly from technology such as Wi-Fi connected tablets and
digital cameras. Were the 31 students used in quant the same as the 32 used in qual? One reflexive journal is very little qualitative data. What about the other
author(s)? What about student interviews? A more justified study design would have more evenly matched the two groups, pedagogically speaking.
  
 i.e.
 Tablets and blogs VS journals and paired/group sharing
 Digital cameras VS sketches
 Data loggers/probes VS traditional scientific testing equipment
 Websites (like surf your watershed) VS printed material containing like
data and information
Thank you so much for these helpful suggestions regarding the design of the study. These will be highly considered when conducting future research related to this subject and the role of technology in increasing student observation in an outdoor learning environment. 
  
 Beyond design, the quantitative data reported is beyond confusing. When
reporting results from t-tests, the reader should be provided with much more
information (including t at the minimum). Also, Table 3 shows average test
scores that appear to be out of maybe 4? But the (presumed) same test scores
are much higher when reported in table 4 with no explanation for the
difference. In addition, the author compared groups for homogeneity but not
the right groups. We are not interested if the groups within treatments are
the same, we need to know if the groups ACROSS treatments are the same. 
After reviewing the results section, I completely agree that the quantitative data presented is “beyond” confusing. The data was revisited and reanalyzed using descriptive statistics and a Kruskal-Wallis Test for non-parametric variables. These statistics were more appropriate for our small sample size and simplified the confusion of this section of the manuscript. Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6 were all deleted and replaced with a histogram that displays the difference between pre- and post-test scores for all students, and a table that describes the results of the Kruskal-Wallis Test. (P. 9 – 11). 
When describing the qualitative data used, the blog posts are not mentioned
as a source however they are cited in the data description (page 11).

The description of the qualitative design and analysis were revised to include blog posts to alleviate the confusion mentioned in this suggestion. The following text was added to the narrative: 

· The lead author’s journal entries were supplemented by quotes from student blog entries to illustrate specific examples referenced in the lead author’s observations and descriptions (P. 9) 
