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Introduction 
This Panel Report provides the background of the 2013 National Program (NP) 215 Pasture, 
Forage and Rangeland Systems Panel Review. The project plans reviewed by these panels were 
applicable to the mission of the National Program to “develop and integrate improved 
management practices, germplasm, and land-use strategies to optimize economic viability and 
environmental enhancement in managing vegetation, livestock and natural resources on private 
and public lands.” 
 
In collaboration with the Office of Scientific Quality Review (OSQR), and the National Program 
Leader, Dr. Jeffrey Steiner, divided 25 plans into eight panels. After considering several 
candidates, Dr. Joyce Loper, Scientific Quality Review Officer (OSQR), appointed a Chair for 
the eight panels (Table 1). 
 
Table 1.  Pasture, Forage and Rangeland Systems Panels 
 
 
 
Panel  

 
 
 
Panel Chair 

 
Panel 

Meeting 
Date 

 
Number 

of 
Panelists 

Number 
of 

Projects 
Reviewed

Panel 1: Genetics & 
Breeding: Alfalfa  

Dr. Larry Teuber, Prof-Ext Specialist, Dept 
Plant Sci, Univ California, Davis, CA 

October 30, 
2013 

3 3 

Panel 2: Managed Forage 
Systems  

Dr. Craig Sheaffer, Prof, Dept Agron & Plant 
Genetics, Univ Minnesota, St. Paul, MN 

October 12, 
2012 

3 3 

Panel 3: Genetics & 
Breeding: Grasses  

Dr. Lloyd Nelson, Prof Emeritus, Dept Soil & 
Crop Sci, Texas A&M Univ, College Station, TX 

November 6, 
2012 

5 5 

Panel 4: Great Plains 
Grazinglands 

Dr. Joel Brown, Rangeland Ecologist, Jornada 
Exp Range, New Mexico State Univ, Las 
Cruces, NM 

October 16, 
2012 

4 4 

Panel 5: Pasture 
Management Systems  

Dr. Jerry Nelson, Prof, Dept Plant Sci, Univ 
Missouri, Columbia , MO 

October 31, 
2012 

3 3 

Panel 6: Western Rangeland 
Conservation & Management  

Dr. David Barker, Assoc Prof, Dept Hort & Crop 
Sci, Ohio State Univ, Columbus, OH 

November 5, 
2012 

3 3 

Panel 7: Western Rangeland 
Restoration & Sustainability  

Dr. Derek Bailey, Assoc Prof & Director, 
Chihuahuan Desert Rangeland Res Ctr, New 
Mexico State Univ, Las Cruces, NM 

October 18, 
2012 

3 3 

Panel 8: Poisonous Plants  Dr. Joyce Loper, SQRO N/A 3 1 
 

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. 
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Action classes are defined below. 
 

No Revision Required (score: 8). An excellent plan; no revision is required, but minor 
changes to the project plan may be suggested. 
 
Minor Revision Required (score: 6). The project plan is feasible as written, 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. 
 
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 expertises 
which make 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. 
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NP 215 Program Overview 
The following is a summary of the comments made at the panel debriefings in the third cycle.  
The panelists gained respect for ARS and felt that it was good to see high technical level of 
USDA work.  They were impressed that ARS can and do build on long-term data.  They 
recognize that it can be a challenge when researchers are moved into a new area where they may 
not have experience.  They therefore urged ARS to connect such individuals to public 
researchers to get grounded and assure that the work is properly focused. 
 
Table 2 shows the initial and final scores for the third cycle expressed as percentages for the NP 
215 Pasture, Forage and Rangeland Systems Panel.  Four out of the 25 plans that were reviewed 
received a major revision score. One of those plans was terminated without further revision. The 
remaining three plans completed re-review and were certified. The average initial score for the 
third cycle was 5.23 (Minor Revision) which is higher than the previous cycles (first: 4.15, 
Moderate Revision; second: 5.04, Minor Revision; Table 3). The average final Action Class for 
all three review cycles was Minor Revision (6.38, 5.24, and 5.26, respectively).  
 
Most panels had four members for the third cycle of the NP 215 Pasture, Forage and Rangeland 
Systems Panels (Figure 1).  When comparing panel size versus initial review score for all three 
cycles of the NP 215 Pasture, Forage and Rangeland Systems Panels, there does not appear to be 
any effect on score and panel size (Figure 2). 
 
Figure 3 shows the results of the panel size versus review score for all third cycle panels thus far.  
Here, too, panel size does not seem to influence the initial review score.  Interestingly, it does 
appear that plans with very large numbers of scientists (more than six) might have a marginal 
tendency to score higher on initial review, but the data are insufficient to be conclusive (Figure 
4). 
 
When comparing the initial review scores for the first, second and third cycle for the Pasture, 
Forage and Rangeland panels, the first cycle had the higher number of plans receiving major 
revision scores (10) than the second (2) and third (4) cycles (Figure 5).  All but one plan did not 
pass review in all three cycles (Figure 6). 
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Table 2. Initial and Final Scores for the Third (2013) Cycle Expressed as Percentages for the NP 215 
Pasture, Forage and Rangeland Systems Panels 

Third Cycle, 2013 

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 - Genetics & 
Breeding: Alfalfa (3) 

0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 5 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 5 

Panel 2 - Managed 
Forage Systems (3) 

0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.5 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.5 

Panel 3 - Genetics & 
Breeding: Grasses (5) 

0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.77 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.77 

Panel 4 - Great Plains 
Grazinglands (4) 

0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.6 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.6 

Panel 5 - Pasture 
Management Systems 
(3) 

0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 5.56 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.56 

Panel 6 - Western 
Rangeland and 
Conservation (3) 

0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 5 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 5 

Panel 7 - Western 
Rangeland Restoration 
(3)  

0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 4 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 5 

Panel 8 - Poisonous 
Plants (1) 

100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7 

Totals 12.5% 56.3% 14.6% 16.7% 0.0% 5.23 12.5% 56.3% 27.1% 4.2% 0.0% 5.46 

 
 
Table 3.  Initial and Final Scores for All Cycles Expressed as Percentages for the NP 215 Pasture, 
 Forage and Rangeland Systems Panels 

  

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 (n=26) 7.7% 34.6% 15.4% 38.5% 3.8% 4.15 42.3% 42.3% 15.4% 0.0% 0.0% 6.38 

Second Cycle (n=33) 6.1% 51.5% 36.4% 6.1% 0.0% 5.04 6.1% 54.5% 39.4% 0.0% 0.0% 5.24 

Third Cycle (n=25) 4.0% 64.0% 16.0% 16.0% 0.0% 5.23 4.0% 64.0% 28.0% 4.0% 0.0% 5.46 
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Figure 1. Panel Size vs. Initial Review Score for the Third Cycle of the NP 215 
 Pasture, Forage and Rangeland Systems Panels

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Panel Size vs. Initial Review Score for All Three Cycles of the NP 215 
 Pasture, Forage and Rangeland Systems 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 215 
Pasture, Forage and Rangeland Systems Panels
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Figure 5. Initial Review Scores for the First (2002), Second (2008) and Third (2013) Cycle 
Distribution for the NP 215 Pasture, Forage and Rangeland Systems Panels (average score 4.15; 
5.04; 5.23, respectively).  The number of plans reviewed by each cycle is in parentheses.  
Numbers over columns are the actual number of plans receiving that score. 

 
 
 
Figure 6. Final Review Scores for the First (2002), Second (2008), and Third (2013) Cycle 
Distribution for the NP 215 Pasture, Forage and Rangeland Systems Panels (average score 6.38; 
5.24; 5.46, respectively).  The number of plans reviewed by each cycle is in parentheses. 
Numbers 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 eight panels were composed of nationally and internationally recognized 
experts to review 25 projects primarily coded to the Pasture, Forage and Rangeland Management 
Program (see Table 1, page 2).  The information and charts below provide key characteristics of 
the Pasture, Forage and Rangeland Management 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. Tables 4 and 5 shows the type of institutions with 
which the Pasture, Forage and Rangeland Management Panel members were affiliated with at the 
time of the review. 
 
Table 4. Faculty Rank of Panelists Affiliated with Universities 

Panel Professor Associate 
Professor 

Assistant 
Professor 

Panel 1: Genetics & Breeding: Alfalfa (4) 2 1  
Panel 2: Managed Forage Systems (4) 3 1  
Panel 3: Genetics & Breeding: Grasses (6) 3 1 1 
Panel 4: Great Plains Grazinglands (5) 2 1 1 
Panel 5: Pasture Management Systems (4) 3 1  
Panel 6: Western Rangeland Conservation & Management (4)  3  
Panel 7: Western Rangeland Restoration & Sustainability (4) 2 2  
Panel 8: Poisonous Plants (2)  1  
 
 
Table 5. Other Affiliations Represented on the Panels 
Panel Government Industry & Industry 

Organizations 
Other 

Panel 1: Genetics & Breeding: Alfalfa (4)  1  
Panel 2: Managed Forage Systems (4)    
Panel 3: Genetics & Breeding: Grasses (6)  1  
Panel 4: Great Plains Grazinglands (5) 1   
Panel 5: Pasture Management Systems (4)    
Panel 6: Western Rangeland Conservation & Management (4)  1  
Panel 7: Western Rangeland Restoration & Sustainability (4)    
Panel 8: Poisonous Plants (2)  1  
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Accomplishments 
The peer review process is intended to be rigorous and objective, striving for the highest possible 
scientific credibility. In general, panelists are expected to hold a PhD unless the norm for their 
discipline tends to not require a 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 6 describes their 
characteristics in the Pasture, Forage and Rangeland Management Panels. 
 
Table 6. The Panels’ Recent Accomplishments 
Panel Published 

Articles 
Recently 

Received Recent 
Professional 

Awards 

Having 
Review 

Experience 

Currently Performing 
Research 

Panel 1: Genetics & Breeding: Alfalfa (4)* 2 2 2 3 
Panel 2: Managed Forage Systems (4) 4 3 4 4 
Panel 3: Genetics & Breeding: Grasses (6)* 6 4 5 6 
Panel 4: Great Plains Grazinglands (5) 5 4 5 5 
Panel 5: Pasture Management Systems (4) 4 4 4 3 
Panel 6: Western Rangeland Conservation & 
Management (4) 

4 4 4 4 

Panel 7: Western Rangeland Restoration & 
Sustainability (4) 

4 2 3 4 

Panel 8: Poisonous Plants (2) 2 2 2 2 
 
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 7 shows how many panelists were formerly employed by ARS. 
 
Table 7.  Affiliations with ARS 
Panel Currently Employed by ARS Formerly Employed by ARS 
Panel 1: Genetics & Breeding: Alfalfa (4)   
Panel 2: Managed Forage Systems (4)   
Panel 3: Genetics & Breeding: Grasses (6)  1 
Panel 4: Great Plains Grazinglands (5)  2 
Panel 5: Pasture Management Systems (4)   
Panel 6: Western Rangeland Conservation 
& Management (4) 

  

Panel 7: Western Rangeland Restoration & 
Sustainability (4) 

 2 

Panel 8: Poisonous Plants (2)   
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Pasture, Forage and Rangeland Systems Panel Chairs 
 
    Larry Teuber, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
    Panel 1: Alfalfa Genetics and Breeding 
 
    Professor, Department of Plant Sciences, University of California, 
    Davis, CA 
 

   Dr. Teuber’s research interests include alfalfa, genetics, plant  
   breeding, pollination, geneflow, seed certification. 

 
 
    Craig Sheaffer, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
    Panel 2: Managed Forage Systems 
 
    Professor, Department of Agronomy and Plant Genetics,  
    University of Minnesota, St. Paul, MN 
 

Education: B.S. Delaware Valley College; M.S. & Ph.D.  
University of Maryland 

 
Dr. Sheaffer’s primary responsibilities are alfalfa and forage 
management and, sustainable cropping systems. 

 
 
    Lloyd Nelson, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
    Panel 3: Grass Genetics and Breeding 
 
    Professor Emeritus and Ryegrass Breeder, Department of Soil and  
    Crop Sciences, Texas A&M University, College Station, TX 
 
    Education: B.S. Wisconsin State University; M.S. North Dakota  
    State University; Ph.D. Mississippi State University 
 

Dr. Nelson’s research interests are plant breeding, forage, ryegrass, 
wheat and turfgrass. 
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    Joel Brown, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
    Panel 4: Great Plains Grazinglands 
 
    Rangeland Ecologist, USDA, NRCS, Jornada Experimental Range 
    Las Cruces, NM 
 
    Education:  B.S. Fort Hays State University; M.S. & Ph.D. Texas  
    A&M University 
 

Dr. Brown’s research interests are rangeland ecology and grazing 
management. 

 
 
    C. Jerome Nelson, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
    Panel 5: Pasture Management Systems 
 
    Curators’ Professor Emeritus, Department of Plant Sciences, 
    University of Missouri, Columbia, MO 
 
    Education:  B.S. & M.S. University of Minnesota; Ph.D.  
    University of Wisconsin 
 

Dr. Nelson’s research interests are forages, physiology, growth and 
development, quality environment. 

 
 
    David Barker, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
    Panel 6: Western Rangeland Conservation and Management 
 
    Associate Professor, Department of Horticulture and Crop Science,  
    Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 
 
    Education:  B.S. & M.S. Massey University; Ph.D. University of 
    Nebraska 
 

Dr. Barker’s research interests include grassland ecology, grazing, 
water stress, drought, modeling, and forage growth. 
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     Derek Bailey, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 7: Western Rangeland Restoration and  
     Sustainability 
 
     Professor, Animal and Range Science Department, New  
     Mexico State University, Las Cruces, NM 
 
     Education:  B.S., M.S. & Ph.D. Colorado State University 
 

Dr. Bailey’s research interests are rangeland, grazing 
management, livestock, riparian areas, and sustainable 
agriculture. 
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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. 
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Projects Reviewed by the Pasture, Forage and Rangeland Systems Panels 
 
   Beltsville Area 
 
 Lem Nemchinov 

Regulation of Gene Expression in Alfalfa Development and Stress Tolerance 
 
 Andrea Skantar 

Enhanced Alfalfa and Forage Productivity through Molecular Detection and 
Characterization of Plant Nematodes 

 
 Scott Warnke 

Enhancement of Turfgrass Germplasm for Reduced Input Sustainability 
 
   Mid South Area 
 
 Randy Dinkins 

Sustainable Forage-Based Production for the Mid-South Transition Zone 
 
   Midwest Area 
 
 Michael Casler 

Redesigning Forage Genetics, Management, and Harvesting for Efficiency, Profit, 
and Sustainability in Dairy and Bioenergy Production Systems 

 
 Ronald Hatfield 

Removing Limitations to the Efficient Utilization of Alfalfa and Other Forages in 
Dairy Production, New Bio-Products, and Bioenergy to Enhance Sustainable 
Farming Systems and Food Security 

 
 Deborah Samac 

Enhanced Alfalfa Germplasm and Genomic Resources for Yield, Quality, and 
Environmental Protection 

 
   North Atlantic Area 
 
 R. Howard Skinner 

 Multifunctional Farms and Landscapes to Enhance Ecosystem Services 
 
    



26 
 

Northern Plains Area 
 
 David Augustine and Justin Derner 

Improved Management to Balance Production and Conservation in Great Plains 
Rangelands 

 
Scott Kronberg 

New Technologies to Enhance Sustainability of Northern Great Plains Grasslands 
 
 Kip Panter 

Understanding and Mitigating the Adverse Effects of Poisonous Plants on 
Livestock Production Systems 

 
 Jack Staub 

Develop Improved Plant Genetic Resources to Enhance Pasture and Rangeland 
Productivity in the Semiarid Regions of the Western U.S. 

  
 Lance Vermeire 

Adaptive Rangeland Management of Livestock Grazing, Disturbance, and 
Climatic Variation 

 
Kenneth Vogel 

Improving Bioenergy and Forage Plants and Production Systems for the Central 
U.S. 

 
Kenneth Vogel 

Improving Forage and Alternative Use Grasses for the Southern U.S. 
 
   Pacific West Area 
 
 Robert Blank 

Invasive Species Assessment and Control to Enhance Sustainability of Great 
Basin Rangelands 

 
 Chad Boyd 

Restoring and Managing Great Basin Ecosystems 
 
 James Dombrowski 

Improvement of Biotic and Abiotic Stress Tolerance in Cool Season Grasses 
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 Gregory Lewis 
Science-Based Grazing Systems that Protect Ecosystem Services and Sustain 
Efficient Livestock Production 

 
 Frederick Pierson 

Assessment, Conservation, and Management of Rangelands in Transition 
 
   South Atlantic Area 
 
 William Anderson 

Genetic Enhancement and Management of Warm-Season Species for Forage, 
Turf, and Renewable Energy 

 
   Southern Plains Area 
 
 Paul Bartholomew 

Integrated Forage Systems for Food and Energy Production in the Southern Great 
Plains 

  
 Joan Burke 

Sustainable Small Farm and Organic Production Systems for Livestock and 
Agroforestry 

  
 Byron Burson 

 Improved Forage and Alternative Use Grasses for the Southern U.S. 
 

Richard Estell 
 Management Technologies for Conservation of Western Rangelands 

  
Stacy Gunter 

Sustaining Southern Plains Landscapes through Plant Genetics and Sound Forage-
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 
Program every five years. 
 
OSQR sets the schedule of National Program Review sessions.  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 (voice); 301-504-1251 (fax) 


