Detailed Response to Reviewers
I wish to thank both the reviewers for their time and constructive comments. They highlighted important shortcomings of the manuscript and provided extremely valuable insights in order to improve its contents, approach and structure. Here I will try to address the issues raised as best as possible. 

Reviewer #A: 
R#A, Comment 1
The selected examples of solutions seem to be arbitrarily chosen without too much thought, all described at a high level without offering even a small glimpse of their special characteristics.
Reply 1
In order to give a better insight of the selected cases, the following paragraphs have been added: "As chief executives...(Reuters 2015)", "For example, Libelium...(Libellium 2015a)", "An indicative example of such...urban hacking/street art" and "An initiative working towards...to conceptualizing models for cities". In addition, several changes have been made to the selected cases. Some of them have been removed (see Hitachi, LabGov, LocalWiki and FIWARE) while others have been added (see Metalab and Fab Lab Barcelona). 
R#A, Comment 2
The comparison between the different solutions would be more clear if a specific application/problem was chosen (e.g., environmental issues) and more details were given as how each solutions can address the specific problem. 
Reply 2
To address this issue, the essay now compares the selected cases on the base of the following criteria: citizen participation, citizens' privacy and consumption of ICTs. More details available in section 2.
R#A, Comment 3
The specific solutions seem to have been placed randomly in their quadrant and ... in a rush.
Reply 3
To clarify how the selected cases were placed in the quadrants, the following part has been added: "It should be noted that the...of their aims and activities". Additionally, the positioning of the cases has been re-adjusted on the figures.

R#A, Comment 4
The concept of participation is central to the argument and is...very different forms of participation but not "independent". 
Reply 4
Several changes have been made to address this comment. Firstly, the essay's approach on open source technologies has drastically changed (see section 3.2). Moreover, the argument that open source automatically means more participation in decision-making has been removed - see paragraph: "However, accessibility to the development...(West and O’Mahoney 2008)". Second, the issues related to the digital divides are taken into consideration - see only paragraph: "Nevertheless, even if it is feasible to fork...to inequality and digital divide".  Last, changes have been made to distinguish between the citizen participation in the design and the implementation process of the technologies.
R#A, Comment 5
Regarding the selected examples, a measure of openness for an open source platform is the extent to which it has been replicated/forked. So, it would be interesting to have such information for the case of Libelium.
Reply 5
In order to provide such information, an empirical study would be needed. However, as pointed out in section 2 (see added paragraph: “It should be highlighted that this paper...the concept of the smart city”), our aim is not to provide a detailed work on the performance of the selected cases but to provide a framework for further discussion on the “smart city”. 
R#A, Comment 6
Perhaps the most important point made in the paper is the need of a "global" framework... that would be inspiring enough for local communities to make small steps toward the direction it points to.
Reply 6
In this revised version, the whole section 3.4 (The “commons-based smart city”) has been reworked in order to describe sufficiently the complexity of the problem mentioned. Indicative of the changes made is the following paragraph: "In a nutshell, the adoption of the...and enrich the global commons". Further, the phrases that strongly criticised the local scale have been removed. Also, two cases (Public Lab and Fab Lab Barcelona) have been added in the "commons-based smart city", through which I try to clarify the characteristics of this quadrant. To sum up, my support now rests with a commons-oriented smart city, i.e. both of the right quadrants, without expressing a preference for a specific scale. Nevertheless, the main differences between the two types has been described in sections 3.3 and 3.4.
R#A, Comment 7
The language matters also for such an ambitious paper and some careful editing would significantly help the message to come through in a convincing way.
Reply 7
Various changes have been made throughout the text to improve language and editing matters.

R#A, Comment 8
Statements that should be supported by references...
Reply 8
References supporting the mentioned statements have been added.

R#A, Comment 9
Minor typos or phrases that could be improved... 
Reply 9
Phrases changed.

Reviewer #B: 
R#B, Comment 1
In the conclusion, the article states... a typology help us better understand about them?
Reply 1
This argument has been removed since it mainly referred to the "corporate smart city", whereas the conclusions concern the four types of the smart city introduced in this essay.
R#B, Comment 2
The distinction between centralized and distributed smart cities for commons-oriented smart cities rests on simply support from institutions: "It becomes evident that, in order to succeed at scale, grassroots innovation needs support from the appropriate institutions" (pg 8).
Reply 2
The main difference between the two right quadrants is related to the orientation regarding the production and circulation of the commons. In order to make this distinction more clear, several changes have been made throughout the essay. Representative are the following paragraphs: "Last, a fundamental characteristic...diffusion of innovation" and "In a nutshell, the adoption of the...and enrich the global commons".

R#B, Comment 3
FIWARE complicates this quadrant as a public/private cooperation... by reinforcing the notion of start-ups and SME efficiency. 
Reply 3
FIWARE has been removed. See Reply 1 to Reviewer A.
R#B, Comment 4
Similarly, one would not normally consider open source on the corporate side... a clarification and further justification of the cases would bolster the argument of this paper.
Reply 4
The essay's approach on open source technologies has drastically changed. Sections 3.2 and 3.3 include all the respective information regarding the new position. Concerning the issues on digital divides, see Reply 4 to Reviewer A. 
R#B, Comment 5
How does the potential for the use of the mentioned technologies in surveillance and control complicate...the local-trap argument (cf Purcell 2006).
Reply 5
Privacy is now one of the criteria through which the different types of the smart city is being discussed - see paragraph "The comparison amongst the...in terms of ICTs consumption". Further, the following parts have been added to address better the privacy issue: "Secondly, the installation of thousands of cameras...should not be underestimated (Morozov 2013)", "Similarly to the 'corporate smart city'...and where to implement them" and "Contrary to the proprietary technologies...such as GPS coordinates (Antoniadis and Apostol 2014)". Moreover, a paragraph related to the "local-trap" argument has been added in the conclusions: "Although many researchers and activists...more democratic than global ones or vice versa". 
R#B, Comment 6
Third, this typology is forward looking (and rightly so) but...ignores "actually existing smart cities" (cf Shelton et al 2015). 
Reply 6
The argument of "actually existing smart cities" has been included in the essay - see paragraphs: "Of course, their goal is not just... (Shelton, Zook and Wiig 2015)" and "In addition, such developments have...from 'dumb' to 'smart' ".
R#B, Comment 7
The main socio-environmental argument could use some brief...useful to the broader argument of this paper (cf Schnaiberg and Gould 2009).
Reply 7
Rather than focusing on details about the socio-environmental aspects of the smart city, the main aim of the revised essay is to provide a taxonomy to facilitate further discussion - see added paragraph: “It should be highlighted that this paper...the concept of the smart city”. Thus, the title of the essay has been also changed. As mentioned in Reply 2 to Reviewer A, the environmental impact is just one of the criteria used to compare the selected cases of each quadrant. Specifically, the comparison focuses on ICTs consumption, since further details would require an empirical study. Last, the socio-environmental argument is now present in the conclusions - see paragraph "From an environmental perspective...for more sustainable outcomes".
R#B, Comment 8
Referring back to the treatment of open-source... does not have institutional support, nor is of the ideology of free software.
Reply 8
See Reply 4.
I would like to thank you again for your review, and I am looking forward to meeting your expectations. Since your inputs have been extremely valuable, in the eventuality of a publication I would like to explicitly acknowledge your contribution.

The author
