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Introduction 
This Panel Report provides the background of the 2012 National Program 
(NP) 101 Food Animal Production Panel Review.  The project plans reviewed 
by these panels were applicable to the mission of the National Program to 
“1) safeguard and utilize animal genetic resources, associated genetic and 
genomic databases, and bioinformatic tools; 2) develop a basic 
understanding of the physiology of livestock and poultry; and 3) develop 
information, tools, and technologies that can be used to improve animal 
production systems, all to ensure an abundant, safe, and inexpensive supply 
of animal products produced in a healthy, competitive, and sustainable 
animal agriculture sector of the U.S. economy.” 
 
In collaboration with the Office of Scientific Quality Review (OSQR), and the 
National Program Leader, Dr. Mark Boggess, divided 27 plans into nine 
panels. After considering several candidates, Dr. Joyce Loper, Scientific 
Quality Review Officer (SQRO) appointed a Chair for the nine panels (Table 
1). 
 
Table 1. Food Animal Production Panels 

Panel Panel Chair Panel 
Meeting 

Date 

Number 
of 

Panelists 

Number of 
Projects 

Reviewed 
Panel 1 – Production 
Efficiency: Genetics & 
Genomics 

Dr. Keith Campbell, Prof  Animal Development, 
University of Nottingham, School of Biosciences, 
Div Animal Sci, Leicestershire, United Kingdom 

July 10, 
2012 

3 2 

Panel 2 – Genomic Selection: 
Genetics & Genomics 

Dr. Susan Lamont, Charles F. Curtiss 
Distinguished Professor, Iowa State Univ, Dept 
Animal Sci, Ames, IA 

July 11, 
2012 

5 4 

Panel 3 – Physiology: Genetics 
& Genomics 

Dr. Clare Gill, Assoc Prof, Dept Anim Sci, Texas 
A&M Univ, College Station, TX 

June 22, 
2012 

3 2 

Panel 4 – Genetic & 
Germplasm Technologies 

Dr. Jerry Dodgson, Prof & Chairperson, Dept 
Microbiology & Molecular Genetics, Michigan 
State Univ, East Lansing, MI 

June 21, 
2012 

4 3 

Panel 5 – Nutritional 
Physiology: Ruminant Dairy 

Dr. Barry Bradford, Assoc Prof, Anim Sci 
Industry, Kansas State Univ, Manhattan, KS 

June 28, 
2012 

4 3 

Panel 6 – Nutritional 
Physiology: Ruminant Beef & 
Non-Ruminant 

Dr. Gordon Carstens, Assoc Prof, Dept Anim Sci, 
Texas A&M Univ, College Station, TX 

July 6, 2012 4 4 

Panel 7 – Reproductive 
Physiology 

Dr. Billy Flowers, Alumni Distinguished Prof, 
Dept Anim Sci, North Carolina State Univ, 
Raleigh, NC 

June 26, 
2012 

3 2 

Panel 8 – Animal Welfare and 
Stress 

Dr. Janeen Salak-Johnson, Assoc Prof, Dept 
Anim Sci, Univ Illinois, Urbana, IL 

June 15, 
2012 

6 5 

Panel 9 – Meat Product Quality 
& Nutritional Value 

Dr. Steven Moeller, Assoc Prof, Swine Ext 
Specialist, Dept Anim Sci, The Ohio State Univ, 
Columbus, OH 

May 25, 
2012 

3 2 
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Dr. Michael Strauss, Peer Review Program Coordinator, and Dr. Loper  
presented an orientation to the Panel Chairs. Dr. Loper subsequently 
approved the candidate panelists selected by each Chair. The approvals took 
into account conflicts of interest and followed guidelines for diversifying 
panel composition geographically, institutionally, and according to gender 
and ethnicity. Panelists demonstrated a recognizable level of knowledge of 
recent research within their respective fields of food animal production. All 
panels received a telephone/web-based orientation. The Office of National 
Programs (ONP) provided an overview of the NP 101 Food Animal Production 
Program.  All panels convened online. 
 
Panel Review Results 
Along with the Panel’s written recommendations, OSQR sends each Area 
Director a worksheet that shows each reviewer’s judgment of the degree of 
revision their project plan requires.  This judgment is referred to as an 
“action class”.  The action classes of the panelists are also converted to a 
numerical equivalent, averaged, and a final action class rating is assigned. 
 
Scientists are required to revise their project plans as appropriate and 
submit a formal statement to OSQR through their Area Director 
demonstrating their response to the Panel’s recommendations. The project 
plans are implemented following approval and certification from the SQRO. 
 
Action classes are defined as below: 
 

No Revision Required (score: 8).   An excellent plan; no revision is 
required, but minor changes to the plan may be suggested. 
 
Minor Revision Required (score: 6). The project plan is feasible as 
written, and requires only minor clarification or revision to increase 
quality to a higher level. 
 
Moderate Revision Required (score: 4).  The project plan is 
basically feasible, but requires changes or revision to the work on one 
or more objectives, perhaps involving alteration of the experimental 
approaches in order to increase quality to a higher level and may need 
some rewriting for greater clarity. 
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Major Revision Required (score: 2). There are significant flaws in 
the experimental design and/or approach or lack of clarity which 
hampers understanding. Significant revision is needed. 
 
Not Feasible (score: 0). The project plan, as presented, has major 
scientific or technical flaws. Deficiencies exist in experimental design, 
methods, presentation, or expertise which makes it unlikely to 
succeed. 

 
For plans receiving one of the first three Action Classes (No Revision, Minor 
Revision, and Moderate Revision) scientists respond in writing to panel 
comments, revise their project plan as appropriate, and submit the revised 
plan and responses to OSQR through their Area Office. These are reviewed 
by the SQR Officer at OSQR and, once they are satisfied that all review 
concerns have been satisfactorily addressed, the project plan is certified and 
may be implemented. 
 
When the Action Class is Major Revision or Not Feasible, responses and 
revised plans are provided as above, but must then be re-reviewed by the 
original review panel that provide a second set of narrative comments and 
Action Class based on the revised plan. If the re-review action class is no 
revision, minor or moderate revision the project plan may be implemented 
after receipt of a satisfactory response and SQRO certification, as described 
above.  Plans receiving major revision or not feasible scores on re-review are 
deemed to have failed.  The action class and consensus comments are 
provided to the Area but there is no further option for revision of such plans. 
Low scoring or failed plans may be terminated, reassigned, or restructured, 
at the discretion of the Area and Office of National Programs. 
 
NP 101 Overview 
The following is a summary of the comments made in the panel debriefings 
of the third cycle. Most panelists were pleased with the overall work 
presented. There were, however, significant concerns expressed (and 
reflected in scores) by the Animal Welfare and Stress panel. It was felt that 
collaborating within USDA-ARS researchers often is an important lost 
opportunity.  Panels felt that some research groups appeared to be insular 
and lacked potentially valuable external connections and collaboration. It 
was felt that this would, overall, improve research.  
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The review outcomes for the current review cycle are summarized in Table 
2. Following initial review all but one panel had an average Action Class of at 
least Moderate Revision with two of those having an average of Minor 
Revision. One panel, Animal Welfare and Stress, had an average Action 
Class of Major Revision with one plan receiving a Minor Revision score and 
the remaining four receiving Major Revision scores. By conclusion of the 
second review for plans scoring Major Revision or below four panels had 
average Action Class scores of Minor Revision. Three plans received a second 
Major Revision score and, thus, did not successfully complete review. 

Table 3 shows the initial and final scores for all three cycles to date for the 
Food Animal Production Panels. The first cycle’s initial and final scores were 
higher than the second and third cycles. Nonetheless, no plans in the current 
cycle received Not Feasible scores while these were seen in prior review 
cycles. 

Figures 1-3 assess the potential impact of panel size on review outcome, as 
measured by initial review score.  Figure 1 seems to suggest a correlation 
with plans in larger panels having lower scores. However, the sample size is 
small and the bulk of low scores were associated with a single research area. 
When similar data is compared for all three review cycles the impact is not 
seen (Figure 2). The same is true when data from all plans reviewed in the 
current review cycle, independent of their National Program, are examined 
(Figure 3). It is concluded that the apparent relationship in Figure 1 is due to 
a bias introduced by the small sample size, whereas examining larger 
amounts of data suggests that panel size does not impact review outcomes. 

Figure 4 examines the potential impact in the current review cycle of the 
number of scientists (SYs) on a plan on the score. It is concluded that the 
number of scientists does not significantly impact the review, as measured 
by the initial review score. 

Figures 5 and 6 show the distribution of initial and final score for all three 
cycles of the Food Animal Production Panels.  The second cycle had a greater 
number of Minor Revision scores than the second and third cycles. All cycles 
were about the same in the Moderate Revision category. The second and 
third cycles had the higher percentages of major revision scores and the 
higher proportion of major revision scores in the final review. No plans 
received initial Action Class scores of Not Feasible in the current review 
cycle. 
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Table 2. Initial and Final Scores for the Third (2012) Cycle Expressed as 
Percentages for the NP 101 Food Animal Production Panels 

Panel (No. of plans) 

Initial Review Final Review 
%      
No 
Rev 

%      
Min   
Rev  

%     
Mod  
Rev 

%      
Maj   
Rev 

%    
Not 

Feas 

Avg 
Initial 
Score 

%       
No   
Rev 

%     
Min  
Rev  

%   
Mod 
Rev 

%   
Maj 
Rev 

%   
Not 

Feas 

Avg 
Final 
Score 

Panel 1 - Production 
Efficiency: Genetics & 
Genomics (2) 

0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.0 

Panel 2 - Genomic 
Selection: Genetics & 
Genomics (4) 

0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 3.7 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 5.2 

Panel 3 - Physiology: 
Genetics and 
Genomics (2) 

0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0 

Panel 4 - Genetic and 
Germplasm 
Technologies (3) 

0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 3.8 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 5.1 

Panel 5 - Nutritional 
Physiology: Ruminant 
Dairy (3) 

0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 4.2 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 4.7 

Panel 6 - Nutritional 
Physiology: Ruminant 
Beef and Non-
Ruminant (4) 

0.0% 75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.4 0.0% 75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.4 

Panel 7 - 
Reproductive 
Physiology (2) 

0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0 

Panel 8 - Animal 
Welfare & Stress (5) 

0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 80.0% 0.0% 2.9 20.0% 40.0% 0.0% 40.0% 0.0% 4.7 

Panel 9 - Meat 
Product Quality & 
Nutritional Value (2) 

0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.7 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.7 

NP 101 0.0% 36.5% 41.7% 21.8% 0.0% 4.2 5.0% 45.2% 42.6% 7.2% 0.0% 5.0 

 
 
Table 3. Initial and Final Scores for All Cycles Expressed as Percentages for 
the NP 101 Food Animal Production Panels 

Third Cycle, 
2012 

Initial Review Final Review 
%      
No 
Rev 

%      
Min   
Rev  

%     
Mod  
Rev 

%      
Maj   
Rev 

%    
Not 

Feas 

Avg 
Initial 
Score 

%       
No   
Rev 

%     
Min  
Rev  

%   
Mod 
Rev 

%   
Maj 
Rev 

%   
Not 

Feas 

Avg 
Final 
Score 

First Cycle 7.9% 50.0% 26.3% 13.2% 2.6% 5.07 15.8% 55.3% 28.9% 0.0% 0.0% 5.8 

Second Cycle 6.5% 22.6% 38.7% 29.0% 3.2% 4.15 9.7% 32.3% 51.6% 6.5% 0.0% 4.95 

Third Cycle  0.0% 33.3% 37.0% 29.6% 0.0% 4.2 7.4% 44.4% 37.0% 11.1% 0.0% 5.0 
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Figure 1. Panel Size vs. Initial Review Score for the Third Cycle of the NP 
101 Food Animal Production Panels 

 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Panel Size vs. Initial Review Score for all Three Cycles of the NP 
101 Food Animal Production Panels
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Figure 3. Panel Size vs. Initial Review Score for All Third Cycle Panels 

 
 
Figure 4.  Number of Scientists vs. Initial Review Score for the Third Cycle of 
the NP 101 Food Animal Production Panels

 
  

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Sc
o
re

Panel Size

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Sc
o
re

Number of Scientists



9 
 

Figure 5. Initial Reviews Scores for the First (2002), Second (2007) and 
Third (2012) Cycle Distribution for the NP 101 Food Animal Production 
Panels (average score 5.07; 4.15; 4.2, respectively).  The number of plans 
reviewed by each cycle is in parentheses. Number over columns are the 
actual number of plans receiving that score. 
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Figure 6. Final Review Scores for First (2002), Second (2007), and Third 
(2012) Cycle Distribution for the NP 101 Food Animal Production Panels 
(average score 5.8; 4.95; 5.0, respectively).  The number of plans reviewed 
by each cycle is in parentheses. Number over columns are the actual 
number of plans receiving that score. 
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Panel Characteristics   
ARS places responsibility for panel member selection primarily on external 
and independent Panel Chairs. ARS scientists, managers, and the Office of 
National Programs may recommend panelists but the Panel Chair is under no 
obligation to use these recommendations. Several factors such as 
qualification, diversity, and availability play a role in who is selected for an 
ARS peer review panel. The nine panels were composed of nationally and 
internationally recognized experts to review 27 projects primarily coded to 
the Food Animal Production Program (See Table 1, page 2).  The information 
and charts below provide key characteristics of the Food Animal Production 
Panels. This information should be read in conjunction with the Panel Chair 
Statements. 
 
Affiliations  
Peer reviewers are affiliated with several types of institutions, especially 
universities, government, special interest groups, and industry. In some 
cases, peer reviewers have recently retired but are active as consultants, 
scientific editorial board members, and are members of professional 
societies. Also, several government-employed panelists are recognized for 
both their government affiliation and faculty ranking. Table 4 shows the 
faculty ranking of the Food Animal Production Panel members at the time of 
the review. 
 
Table 4. Faculty Rank of Panelists Affiliated with Universities 

Panel Professor Associate Professor Assistant Professor 
Panel 1 – Production Efficiency: Genetics & Genomics (3) 3   
Panel 2 – Genomic Selection: Genetics & Genomics (5) 5   
Panel 3 – Physiology: Genetics & Genomics(3) 1 1 1 
Panel 4 – Genetic & Germplasm Technologies (4) 4   
Panel 5 – Nutritional Physiology: Ruminant Dairy (4) 2 2  
Panel 6 – Nutritional Physiology: Ruminant Beef & Non-
Ruminant (4) 

2 2  

Panel 7 – Reproductive Physiology (3) 1 2  
Panel 8 – Animal Welfare and Stress (6) 3 3  
Panel 9 – Meat Product Quality & Nutritional Value (3) 1 1 1 

 
Accomplishments  
The peer review process is intended to be rigorous and objective, striving for 
the highest possible scientific credibility. In general, panelists are expected 
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to hold a PhD unless the norm for their discipline tends to not require 
doctorate level education to achieve the highest recognition and qualification 
(e.g., engineers and modeling specialists). Panelists are also judged by their 
most recent professional accomplishments (e.g. awards and publications 
completed in the last five years). Finally, the panelists who are currently 
performing or leading research to address a problem similar to those 
addressed in the National Program are preferred. Table 5 describes their 
characteristics in the Food Animal Production Panels. 
 
Table 5. The Panels’ Recent Accomplishments  
Panel Published 

Articles 
Recently 

Received Recent 
Professional 

Awards 

Having 
Review 

Experience 

Currently Performing 
Research 

Panel 1 – Production Efficiency: Genetics 
& Genomics (3) 

3 2 3 3 

Panel 2 – Genomic Selection: Genetics & 
Genomics (5) 

5 5 5 4 

Panel 3 – Physiology: Genetics & 
Genomics (3) 

3 2 3 3 

Panel 4 – Genetic & Germplasm 
Technologies (4) 

4 3 4 4 

Panel 5 – Nutritional Physiology: 
Ruminant Dairy (4) 

4 4 4 4 

Panel 6 – Nutritional Physiology: 
Ruminant Beef & Non-Ruminant (4)* 

3 1 3 3 

Panel 7 – Reproductive Physiology (3) 3 3 3 3 
Panel 8 – Animal Welfare and Stress (6) 6 5 6 6 
Panel 9 – Meat Product Quality & 
Nutritional Value (3) 

3 0 3 3 

*Data not available. 
 
Current and Previous ARS Employment  
The Research Title of the 1995 Farm Bill 105-585, mandated ARS’s 
requirements for the peer review of ARS research projects: 1) panel peer 
reviews of each research project were mandated at least every five years 
and 2) the majority of peer reviewers must be external (non-ARS scientists).  
Table 6 shows how many panelists were formerly employed by ARS. 
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Table 6. Affiliations with ARS 
Panel Formerly Employed by ARS 
Panel 1 – Production Efficiency: Genetics & Genomics (3)  
Panel 2 – Genomic Selection: Genetics & Genomics (5)  
Panel 3 – Physiology: Genetics & Genomics(3) 1 
Panel 4 – Genetic & Germplasm Technologies (4)  
Panel 5 – Nutritional Physiology: Ruminant Dairy (4) 1 
Panel 6 – Nutritional Physiology: Ruminant Beef & Non-Ruminant (4)  
Panel 7 – Reproductive Physiology (3)  
Panel 8 – Animal Welfare and Stress (6) 1 
Panel 9 – Meat Product Quality & Nutritional Value (3)  

 
 
  



14 
 

Food Animal Production Panel Chairs  
 
    Keith Campbell, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
    Panel 1 - Production Efficiency: Genetics and  
    Genomics 
 
    Professor of Animal Development, Division of Animal  
    Sciences, University of Nottingham, Leicestershire, 

United Kingdom 
 
Education:  B.Sc. Queen Elizabeth College; 
University of London; Ph.D. University of Sussex 

 
Dr. Campbell was Professor of Animal Development at the University of 
Nottingham, School of Biosciences.  Dr. Campbell played a huge part in the 
creation of the sheep, Dolly, the first cloned mammal.  Dr. Campbell’s 
research interests included embryology, biotechnology and cell biology. 
 
 
 
    Susan Lamont, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 

Panel 2 - Genomic Selection: Genetics and  
    Genomics 
 
    Charles F. Curtiss Distinguished Professor,  

   Department of Animal Science, Iowa State  
   University, Ames, Iowa 
 
   Education:  B.S. Trinity Christian College, Ph.D.  
   University of Illinois Medical Center 

 
Dr. Lamont is the Charles F. Curtiss Distinguished Professor in Agriculture 
and Life Sciences and the Equity Advisor, College of Agriculture and Life 
Sciences at the Iowa State University.  Her research interests include 
genomics, genetics, QTL, poultry and disease. 
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   Clare Gill, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 

Panel 3 - Physiology: Genetics and Genomics 
 
   Associate Professor, Department of Animal Science, 
   Texas A&M University, College Station, Texas 
 
   Education:  B.Biotech University of South Australia; Ph.D. 
   University of Adelaide, Australia 
 
Dr. Gill is an Associate Professor of Animal Genomics and Associate Vice 
President for Diversity at Texas A&M University.  Her research interests 
include animal genomics and QTL mapping. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     Jerry Dodgson, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 4 - Genetic and Germplasm  
     Technologies 
 
     Professor and Chairperson, Department of  
     Microbiology and Molecular Genetics, Michigan 
     State University, East Lansing, Michigan 
 
     Education:  B.S. Michigan State University;  
     Ph.D. University of Wisconsin 
 
Dr. Dodgson is the Associate Chairperson for Undergraduate Affairs, 
Department of Microbiology and Molecular Genetics at Michigan State 
University.  His research interests include genomics, poultry, virology and 
transgenics. 
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    Barry Bradford, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
    Panel 5 – Nutritional Physiology: Ruminant  
    Dairy 
 
    Associate Professor, Department of Animal Sciences,  
    Kansas State University, Manhattan, Kansas 
 
    Education:  B.S. Iowa State University; Ph.D.  
    Michigan State University 
 
Dr. Bradford is an Associate Professor of Animal Sciences and Industry and 
Kansas State University.  His research interests include ruminant nutrition, 
physiology and endocrinology. 
 
 
 
 
 
    Gordon Carstens, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
    Panel 6 – Nutritional Physiology: Ruminant  
    Beef and Non-Ruminant 
 
    Associate Professor, Department of Animal Science,  
    Texas A&M University, College Station, Texas 
 
    Education:  B.S. Iowa State University; M.S.& Ph.D. 
    Colorado State University 
 
Dr. Carstens is an Associate Professor in the Department of Animal Sciences 
and Intercollegiate Faculty of Nutrition at Texas A&M University.  His 
research interests include ruminant nutrition, nutrition physiology and 
energy metabolism.   
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    William Flowers, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
    Panel 7 – Reproductive Physiology 
 
    Alumni Distinguished Professor, Department of  
    Animal Science, North Carolina State University, 
    Raleigh, North Carolina 
 
    Education:  B.S. Virginia Tech; M.S. & Ph.D.  
    University of Missouri 
 
Dr. Flowers is an Alumni Distinguished Professor of Animal Science and 
Physiology at the North Carolina State University.  His research interests 
include swine, reproduction, spermatogenesis and folliculogenesis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    Janeen Salak-Johnson, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
    Panel 8 – Animal Welfare and Stress 
 
    Associate Professor, Department of Animal Sciences 
    University of Illinois, Urbana, Illinois 
 
    Education:  B.S.; M.S. & Ph.D. Texas Tech University 
 
Dr. Salak-Johnson is an Associate Professor in the Department of Animal 
Sciences at the University of Illinois. Her research interests include stress, 
immunology, animal well-being, physiology and behavior. 
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    Steven Moeller, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
    Panel 9 – Meat Product Quality and Nutritional 
    Value 
 
    Associate Professor, Department of Animal Sciences, 
    The Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio 
 
    Education:  B.S.; M.S. & Ph.D. Iowa State University 
 
Dr. Moeller is a Professor in the Department of Animal Sciences and State 
Swine Extension Specialist at The Ohio State University.  His research 
interests include meat quality, pork, beef, genetics, and management. 
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Panel Chair Statements 
All Panel Chairs are required to turn in a statement that describes how their 
Panel was conducted and possibly provide comments on the review process 
that might not otherwise be found in the individual research project plan 
peer reviews.  Panel Chairs are given some guidelines for writing their 
statements, but are nevertheless free to discuss what they believe is 
important for broad audiences. 
  



20 
 

 



21 
 

 



22 
 

 



23 
 

 



24 
 

 



25 
 



26 
 



27 
 



28 
 



29 
 



30 
 



31 
 



32 
 



33 
 

 



34 
 

Projects Reviewed by the Food Animal Production 
Panels 
 
Beltsville Area 
 

Erin Connor 
Understanding Genetic and Physiological Factors Affecting 
Nutrient Use Efficiency of Dairy Cattle 

 
 David Donovan 

Developing Genetic Biotechnologies for Increased Food Animal 
Production, Including Novel Antimicrobials for Improved Health 
and Product Safety 

 
 Julie Long 

Development of New Technologies and Methods to Enhance the 
Utilization and Long-Term Storage of Poultry, Swine and Fish 
Gametes and Embryos 

 
 Timothy Ramsay 

Identification of Biomarkers for Pre and Post Weaning Growth in 
Swine 

 
 Tad Sonstegard 

Enhancing Genetic Merit of Ruminants through Genome Selection 
and Analysis 

 
 Paul VanRaden 

Improving Genetic Predictions in Dairy Animals Using Phenotypic 
and Genomic Information 

  
Midwest Area 
 
 Hans Cheng 

Employing Genomics, Epigenetics, and Immunogenetics to 
Control Diseases Induced by Avian Tumor Viruses 
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 Susan Eicher 

Enhancing the Gastrointestinal Microbial and Immune Functions 
of Farm Animals to Promote Well-Being and Production 

 
 Mary Beth Hall 

Determining Influence of Microbial, Feed, and Animal Factors on 
Efficiency of Nutrient Utilization and Performance in Lactating 
Dairy Cows 

 
Donald Lay, Jr. 

Safeguarding Well-Being of Food Producing Animals 
 
Richard Muck 

Forage Characteristics that Alter Feed Utilization, Manure 
Characteristics and Environmental Impacts of Dairy Production 

 
Mid South Area 
 

Glen Aiken 
Optimizing the Biology of the Animal-Plant Interface for 
Improved Sustainability of Forage-Based Animal Enterprises 

 
 Joseph Purswell 

Improving Efficiency of Growth and Nutrient Utilization in Heavy 
Broilers Using Alternative Feed Ingredients 

 
 Joseph Purswell 

Optimizing Heavy Broiler Management and Housing Environment 
for Sustainable Production 

 
Pacific West Area 
 

Gregory Lewis 
Improving the Efficiency of Sheep Production in Western 
Rangeland Production Systems 
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Northern Plains Area 
 
 Harvey Blackburn 

National Animal Germplasm Program 
 
 Tami Brown Brandl 

Precision Animal Management for Improved Animal Well-Being 
 
Robert Cushman 

Strategies to Improve Heifer Selection and Heifer Development  
 
 Harvey Freetly 
  Improved Nutrient Efficiency of Beef Cattle and Swine 
 

Kreg Leymaster 
Genetic Research to Enhance Efficient and Sustainable 
Production of Beef Cattle and Sheep 

 
 Andrew Roberts 

Alleviating Rate Limiting Factors that Compromise Beef 
Production Efficiency 

 
 Gary Rohrer 

Genomic Approaches to Enhance Swine Production and Product 
Quality 

 
 Timothy Smith 

Genomic and Metagenomic Approaches to Enhance Efficient and 
Sustainable Production of Beef Cattle 

 
 Jeffrey Vallet 

 Improving Sow Lifetime Productivity in Swine 
 
 Tommy Wheeler 

Strategies to Optimize Meat Quality and Composition of Red 
Meat Animals 
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Southern Plains Areas 
 
 Jeffery Carroll 

Improving Immunity, Health, and Well-Being in Cattle and Swine 
 

Sam Coleman 
Improving the Efficiency and Sustainability of Diversified Forage-
Based Livestock Production Systems 
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Office of Scientific Quality Review 
The Office of Scientific Quality Review (OSQR) manages and implements the 
ARS peer review system for research projects, including peer review policies, 
processes and procedures. OSQR centrally coordinates and conducts panel 
peer reviews for project plans within ARS’ National Programs every five 
years. 
 
OSQR sets the schedule of National Program review session. The OSQR 
Team is responsible for: 

 Panel organization and composition (number of panels and the 
scientific disciplines needed) 

 Distribution of project plans 
 Reviewer instruction and panel orientation 
 The distribution of review results in ARS 
 Notification to panelists of the Agency response to review 

recommendations 
 Ad hoc or re-review of project plans 

 
Contact 
Send all questions or comments about this Report to: 
Christina Woods, Program Analyst 
USDA, ARS, OSQR 
5601 Sunnyside Avenue 
Beltsville, Maryland  20705-5142 
osqr@ars.usda.gov 
301-504-3282  


