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This Panel Report provides the background on the 2007 National Program (NP) 308 
Methyl Bromide Alternatives Panel Review.  The project plans reviewed by these panels 
were applicable to the mission of this National Program to “develop environmentally 
compatible and economically feasible alternatives to the use of methyl bromide as a soil 
and postharvest commodity treatment.” 
 
The National Program Leaders, Drs. Sally Schneider and Ken Vick divided 14 projects 
into two peer review panels.  After considering several candidates for a Panel Chair for 
each panel, Dr. Thomas (Ed) Cleveland, Scientific Quality Review Officer appointed 
Chairs for each panel (Table 1). 
 
Table 1.  Breakdown of the Methyl Bromide Alternatives Panels 

Panel Panel Chair Number of 
Panelists 

Number of 
Projects 
Reviewed 

Panel Meeting Date 

NP 308 Postharvest 
Panel 

Dirk Maier, Professor & Associate Head, 
Department of Agricultural and Biological 
Engineering, Purdue University, West 
Lafayette, In  

3 6 September 18-19, 
2007 

NP 308 Soils Panel Frank Louws, Associate Professor, 
Department of Plant Pathology, North 
Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC 

6 8 September 17-18, 
2007 

 
Dr. Michael Strauss, Peer Review Program Coordinator, and Dr. Cleveland presented an 
orientation to the Panel Chairs.  Dr. Cleveland subsequently approved the candidate 
panelists selected by each.  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 
recent research within their respective fields of methyl bromide alternatives.  The panels 
received a telephone/web-based orientation.  The National Program Staff provided an 
overview of the NP 308 Methyl Bromide Alternatives program.  All panels convened in 
the George Washington Carver Center, Beltsville, Maryland. 
 
Panel Review Results 
Along with the panel’s written recommendations, OSQR sends each research team’s 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 are also converted to a numerical equivalent, averaged, and a final action class 
rating is assigned. 
 
If the action class is: 
 

No Revision Required.  No revision is required, but minor changes to the project 
plan may be made. 
 
Minor Revision Required.  The project plan is basically feasible as written but 
requires some revision to increase quality to a higher level. 
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Moderate Revision Required.  The project plan is basically feasible as written 
but requires moderate revision to one or more objectives, perhaps involving 
changes to the experimental approaches, in order to increase quality to a higher 
level.  The project plan may also need some rewriting for greater clarity. 

 
Scientists are required to revise their project plan as appropriate and submit a formal 
statement to their Area Director demonstrating their response to the Panel’s 
recommendations.  The project plans are implemented following a certification from the 
SQR Officer. 
 

Major Revision Required.  Substantial revision to one or more objectives is 
necessary, but the project plan should be sound and feasible after significant 
revision. 
 
Not Feasible.  The project plan has major flaws or deficiencies, and cannot be 
simply revised to produce a sound project.  If the project is terminated, a complete 
redesign and rewrite are required. 

 
Scientists respond to the Panel’s recommendations, revise their project plans, and have 
them re-reviewed by members of the panel.  The project plans are implemented upon 
receiving a more favorable peer review.  Though rare, Area Directors may request a 
postponed peer review or termination for project plans that cannot be promptly improved. 
Projects are reviewed no more than two times by the original panel.  See Figures 1 and 2 
for the distribution of initial and final scores assigned by the first (2002) and second 
(2007) cycle Methyl Bromide Alternatives Panels. 
 
In the first cycle of the NP 308 Panel Review, the panelists were impressed with the 
quality and quantity of research in the plans.  However, many of the plans needed more 
details under procedures or experimental design and also under contingency plans.  The 
second cycle panelists expressed confidence in the research and research teams but they 
too felt that some plans lacked or were deficient in the experimental design.  Where they 
scored plans low they indicated that it was largely due to lack of adequate information to 
enable them to fully assess the science. 
 
The first cycle panelists felt that there was too high of a concentrated effort into 
biological control research and not enough on things agricultural industries were 
presently using such as chemical controls.  The second cycle panelists felt that the 
program would benefit from an overall genetics/breeding approach.  While those 
breeding programs may exist, they should include factors important to the decline of 
Methyl Bromide usage. 
 
The first cycle’s initial and final action class score was minor revision.  The second 
cycle’s initial action class scored was moderate revision and their final action class score 
was raised to minor revision. 
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Figure 1.  Initial Review Scores for First (2002) and Second (2007) Cycle Distribution for NP 308 Methyl Bromide 
Alternatives Panels (average score 5.04; 4.53, respectively). 
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Figure 2.  Final First (2002) and Second (2007) Cycle Score Distribution for the NP 308 Methyl Bromide Alternatives 
Panels (average score 5.94; 5.97, respectively). 

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

No Revision Minor Revision Moderate
Revision

Major Revision Not Feasible

Nu
m

be
r o

f P
ro

je
ct

s

2002
2007

 



5 

Figure 3.  Initial Scores for the First (2002) Cycle Methyl Bromide Alternatives Panels 
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Figure 4.  Re-Review Scores for the First (2002) Cycle Methyl Bromide Alternatives Panels 
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Figure 5.  Final Scores for the First (2002) Cycle Methyl Bromide Alternatives Panels 
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Figure 6.  Initial Scores for the Second (2007) Cycle Methyl Bromide Alternatives Panels 
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Figure 7.  Re-Review Scores for the Second (2007) Cycle Methyl Bromide Alternatives Panels 
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Figure 8.  Final Scores for the Second (2007) Cycle Methyl Bromide Alternatives Panels 
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Panel Characteristics 
ARS places responsibility for panel member selection primarily on external and 
independent panel chairs.  ARS scientists, managers, and National Program Staff 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 two panels were composed of 
nationally and internationally recognized experts to review 14 projects primarily coded to 
the Methyl Bromide Alternatives National Program (See Table 1, page 2).  The 
information and charts below provide key characteristics of the Methyl Bromide 
Alternatives 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 2 and 3 
below show the type of institutions with which the Methyl Bromide Alternatives Panel 
members were affiliated with at the time of the review. 
 
Table 2. Faculty Rank of Panelists Affiliated with Universities 
Panel Professor Associate 

Professor 
Assistant 
Professor 

Postharvest 1 1  
Soils 2* 2 1 
*Extension Specialist. 
 
Table 3. Other Affiliations Represented on the Panels 
Panel Government Industry & Industry 

Organizations 
Other 

Postharvest  2  
Soils 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 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 4 below describes their characteristics in the 
Methyl Bromide Alternatives Panels. 
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Table 4. The Panels’ Recent Accomplishments 
Panel Published 

Articles 
Recently 

Received 
Recent 

Professional 
Awards 

Having 
Review 

Experience 

Currently 
Performing 
Research 

Postharvest 4 2 4 3 
Soils 7 4 7 7 
 
Personal Characteristics 
The SQR Officer approves panel membership for the purpose of eliminating a conflict of 
interest or in fulfilling the Agency’s obligation to create panels with a diverse 
membership (Departmental Regulation 1032-2 Diversity in Task Force and Committee 
Assignments).  OSQR considers the distribution of race, nationality, sex, physical 
abilities, age, and duty station (by region) as primary determinants in creating a diverse 
panel.  See Table 5 to better understand the diversity of the Panels’ personal 
characteristics. 
 
Table 5. The Panels’ Personal Characteristics 
Panel American 

Minority 
Foreign Females Other Significant Comments 

Postharvest  1  Panelists work in three ARS 
Administrative Areas. 

Soils  1 1 Panelists work in four ARS 
Administrative Areas. 

 
Current and Previous ARS Employment 
The Research Title of the 1998 Farm Bill PL105-185, mandated ARS’s requirements for 
the peer review of ARS research projects: 1) panel peer reviews of each research project 
were mandated at least once every five years and 2) the majority of peer reviewers must 
be external (non-ARS) scientists.  Table 6 shows that the ARS does not currently employ 
any of the Methyl Bromide Alternatives Panel Reviewers. 
 
 
Table 6.  Affiliations with ARS 
Panel Currently 

Employed by 
ARS 

Formerly 
Employed by 

ARS 
Postharvest  1 
Soils  2 
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Methyl Bromide Alternatives Panel Chairs 
 
 
     Frank J. Louws, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Soils Panel 
 
     Assistant Professor and Extension Specialist,  

Department of Plant Pathology, North Carolina 
State University, Raleigh, NC 
 
Education:  Ph.D. Michigan State University; M.S. 
and B.S. University of Guelph, Canada 
 
Dr. Louws’ research activities include developing 
extension and research programs that emphasize 
IPM and sustainable agricultural principles and 
practices for the small fruit and vegetable 
agricultural sector. 

 
 
 
 
 
     Dirk E. Maier, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Postharvest Panel 
 

Education:  Ph.D.; M.S.; B.S. Michigan State 
University 
 
Dr. Maier’s research focuses on post-harvesting 
engineering and value-added processing of 
agricultural crops and biological products. 
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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 most important for broad audiences. 
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Projects Reviewed by the Methyl Bromide Alternatives Panels 
 
Beltsville Area 
 
Dilip Lakshman 

Biologically Based Management Strategies for Control of Soil-Borne Pathogens 
of Ornamental Crops as an Alternative to Methyl Bromide Pre-Plant Soil 
Fumigation 

 
Daniel Roberts 

Integration of Biologically Based Technologies for Suppression of Soilborne 
Plant Pathogens 

 
Northern Plains Area 
 
James Campbell 

Alternatives to Methyl Bromide Fumigation for Control of Insects in Postharvest 
Structures 

 
Pacific West Area 
 
Judy Johnson 

Non-Chemical Solutions for Controlling Pests and Maintaining Quality in 
Postharvest Commodities 

 
James Leesch 

New Chemically Based Methods and Methods Which Reduce the Use or 
Emissions of Chemicals as Alternatives to Methyl Bromide for Quarantine and 
Postharvest Pests 

 
Yong-Biao Liu 

Postharvest Pest Control on Perishable Agricultural Commodities Using 
Controlled Atmospheres and Pure Phosphine Treatments 

 
Frank Martin 

Management and Molecular Detection of Pathogens in Strawberry and Vegetable 
Production Systems 

 
Mark Mazzola 

Biologically-Based Systems for Soilborne Disease Control in Tree Fruit Agro-
Ecosystems 

 
Dong Wang 

Alternatives to Methyl Bromide for California Cropping Systems 
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South Atlantic Area 
 
Leon Allen, Jr. 

Enhancing Dispersion of Low Vapor Pressure Fumigants in Soil and Reducing 
Emissions to the Atmosphere for Improved Efficacy and Environmental 
Protection 

 
Michael Bausher 

Vegetable Grafting for Resistance to Soilborne Diseases 
 
Daniel Chellemi 

Alternatives to Methyl Bromide Soil Fumigation for Vegetable and Floriculture 
Production 

 
Nancy Epsky 

Protection of Subtropical and Tropical Agriculture Commodities and 
Ornamentals from Exotic Insects 

 
Southern Plains Area 
 
Robert Mangan 

Development of Quarantine Alternatives for Subtropical Fruit and Vegetable 
Pests 
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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 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-reviews of project plans 

 
Contact 
Send all questions or comments about this Report to: 
Christina Woods, Program Analyst 
USDA, Agricultural Research Service 
Office of Scientific Quality Review 
5601 Sunnyside Avenue, 2-1120B 
Beltsville, Maryland  20705-5142 
osqr@ars.usda.gov 
301-504-3282 (voice); 301-504-1251 (fax) 


