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REVIEWER Shannon Hughes 
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GENERAL COMMENTS I believe the authors successfully clarified and addressed most of 
the concerns brought up by the reviewers in the first round of the 
review process. I would be interested in seeing the Implications 
section be further developed, perhaps providing specific suggestions 
and/or citations relevant to streamlining the publication process. The 
authors suggest that this streamlining will require commitment from 
all stakeholders across industry, authors, and journals... In the spirit 
of moving this conversation forward, I would be interested in specific 
suggestions for what that might include or entail. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

Reviewer Name  

Shannon Hughes  

Institution and Country  

Colorado State University  
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Please leave your comments for the authors below:  

 

Comment: I believe the authors successfully clarified and addressed most of the concerns brought up 

by the reviewers in the first round of the review process. I would be interested in seeing the 

Implications section be further developed, perhaps providing specific suggestions and/or citations 

relevant to streamlining the publication process. The authors suggest that this streamlining will require 

commitment from all stakeholders across industry, authors, and journals... In the spirit of moving this 

conversation forward, I would be interested in specific suggestions for what that might include or 

entail.  

 

Response: As suggested by reviewer 1, we have expanded the implications section by adding 
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suggestions (and citations) describing what each of the stakeholders could do to streamline and 

speed up the publication process. p. 17-18 
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