Response to Reviewers 
“NE_TEMP2603: Advancing high tunnel specialty crop production”
The original review is included below along with our responses in italicized text:
Comments from Reviewer 1: 
Project objectives are well developed and	defined, needs and opportunities are clear and well supported. Specific details regarding cooperative activities would illustrate how objective will be met. For example, how will growers be assessed – stand along surveys, event questionnaires – how many on-farm trial will be carried out per experimental question, how many factsheets, guides, journal publications, etc. will be published per objective and when will these be published. Milestones should include specific deliverable targets. 
Team response: More details were added in Objective 1 that will require stakeholder engagement with extension educators. Targets were also listed in the Milestones section to map out progress of our objectives. Because this project is new, some details regarding experimental design are uncertain and will be discussed during our first project meeting. Target numbers of outputs were also listed (extension articles, guidelines, and research papers) based on a project membership number. However, the publication date is difficult to project as the review and revision timeline can vary substantially among manuscripts and journals. 
Comments from Reviewer 2: 
There is strong justification for the work but the approach is very broad. After the work of NEC-2013 one would hope that some more focused / prioritized issues could be presented for research and outreach. While the objectives ring true and the approaches make sense, they do not make a compelling case for generating and aggregating the data needed to develop robust improvements to high tunnel management recommendations. For example, a more cohesive approach could be presented to improve our understanding of high tunnel air management (temperature, humidity, carbon dioxide) by laying out a detailed and coordinate research agenda (rather than a few possible project examples) to assess the impact of different circulation, ventilation, shading, misting, and environmental controls systems. The same could be said for pest management – it is too early to name some key insects and diseases that high tunnel growers struggle to management, and then present a suite of research objectives for improved IPM for those? Perhaps that work will take place in future team meetings but the proposal seems like a good place to more clearly articulate specific research projects under each broad objective.
Team response: A more detailed research agenda was described for each objective. Because this project spans regions that may have unique pest/disease complexes, the pest management section was left somewhat generic to provide flexibility. However, we do know that several groups tend to be consistently problematic, and we listed them. We also tightened our pest management approach by evaluating biopesticide, biocontrol, or 25(b) exempt products as pest intervention tools of interest. These tools are important in high tunnels where spray products are not available for specific target sites/pests. Further justification for this choice was described in previous sections.
Comments from Reviewer 3:  
The objectives are reasonable but they don’t feel especially holistic, either in terms of interdisciplinarity or in reflecting the systems thinking needed to meaningfully change how high tunnels are currently used. A more novel and potentially impactful approach might incorporate participatory research and/or deeper integration with non-biological scientists (e.g., engineering, design, economics, sociology, or planning). 
Would advances in movable tunnel design help maintain soil health by enabling more effective crops and soil rotation? If so, why not include moveable tunnels or innovative tunnel redesign as part of Objective 3? This may be a more practical strategy for addressing several persistent challenges in tunnel production because it builds on existing production frameworks, rather than requiring a full redesign of farm management practices which are often location-dependent and inherently more complex. 
Finally, many growers are adopting containerized or hydroponic systems within tunnels and avoiding soil-based production altogether. Would this part be inclusive of all tunnel growers, or only those using soil-based systems? If the latter, is there a clear rationale for excluding other protected cultivation contexts, such as caterpillar tunnels, low tunnels, or other low-cost structures that fall outside the “high tunnel” category?
Team response: More detail within each objective was included to strengthen our approach and systems-approach.  Our proposal is focused on the style of high tunnel funded by the NRCS High Tunnel Initiative, as many growers received their high tunnel through this cost-share program. This excludes soilless culture, low tunnels, and some caterpillar tunnels. This was more clearly articulated in the Statement of Issue and Justification section. We agree that addressing tunnel structures would be important to Objective 3 and therefore included Objective 3D to measure climate conditions across high tunnel structures, including movable high tunnels, and compatibility with local climates. However, it is important to note that although of interest for many growers, movable tunnels are not very common among commercial growers currently, for two primary reasons: 1) the higher cost of movable tunnels,  and 2) they are not always suitable for windy conditions that tend to dominate Northern states where HTs are highly popular for season extension. 

