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Introduction 
This Panel Report is an overview and analysis of the 2015 National Program (NP) 304 Crop 

Protection and Quarantine Panel Review. The project plans reviewed by these panels were 

applicable to the mission of the National Program to “provide technology to manage pest 

population below economic damage thresholds by the integration of environmentally compatible 

strategies that are based on increased understanding of the biology and ecology of insect, mite, 

and weed pests.” 

 

Candidates to chair each panel were recommended by the National Program Leaders (NPL’s), 

Drs. Rosalind James and Kevin Hackett and vetted by the Office of Scientific Quality Review 

(OSQR). Dr. Michael A. Grusak, Scientific Quality Review Officer (SQRO), approved a Chair 

for 17 out of the 18 panels. Panel 16 had two unique plans and individual reviews were sought 

for each plan and a composite review prepared under Dr. Grusak’s signature (Table 1).  

 
Table 1. Crop Protection and Quarantine Panels with the date of the initial review meeting where all plans before the panel were 

discussed and rated, the number of panelists appointed to the panel, and the number of projects reviewed by each panel. 

Panel Panel Chair Panel 
Meeting Date 

Number 
of 

Panelists 

Number of 
Projects 

Reviewed 

Panel 1: BC-Augmentative Dr. Denny J. Bruck, Research Scientist, 
DuPont Pioneer, DuPont Agricultural 
Biotechnology, Johnston, IA 

July 8, 2015 5 5 

Panel 2: BC-Classical Dr. Lambert H. Kanga, Director, Florida 
A&M University, Tallahassee, FL 

April 14, 2015 3 3 

Panel 3: Cotton Pest Management Dr. Tom A. Royer, Professor, Oklahoma 
State Univ, Stillwater, OK 

April 9, 2015 3 3 

Panel 4: IPM-Cotton Dr. Charles D. Parker, Advisor to the 
Board, National Cotton Council of 
America, Cordova, TN 

April 23, 2015 3 3 

Panel 5: IPM-Other Dr. Judith Hough-Goldstein, Professor, 
Dept Entomology & Wildlife Ecol, 
Newark, DE 

June 9, 2015 3 3 

Panel 6: Post-Harvest Dr. Rizana M. Mahroof, Assoc Professor, 
Dept Biological & Physical Sciences, 
South Carolina State Univ, Orangeburg, 
SC 

April 29, 2015 4 4 

Panel 7: Systematics of Insect 
Pests & Beneficials 

Dr. Wendy Moore, Assistant Professor, 
Dept Entomology, Univ Arizona, Tucson, 
AZ 

July 17, 2015 3 3 

Panels 8: Systematics of Pest 
Arthropods 

Dr. Carol D. von Dohlen, Professor & Co-
Director Graduate Studies, Dept Biology, 
Utah State Univ, Logan, UT 

April 21, 2015 2 2 

Panel 9: Insect Genomics & 
Physiology 

Dr. Anandasankar Ray, Associate 
Professor, Univ California, Riverside, CA 

August 18, 
2015 

3 4 

Panel 10: IPM-Corn Dr. Bonnie B. Pendleton, Assoc 
Professor, Dept Agricultural Sciences, 
West Texas A&M Univ, Canyon, TX 

July 21, 2015 3 3 

Panel 11: IPM-Fruits Dr. Jaime C. Piñero, Assistant Professor, 
Cooperative Extension & Research, 
Lincoln Univ, Jefferson City, MO 

July 15, 2015 5 5 
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Panel 12: IPM-Hort & Vegetables Dr. Faith M. Oi, Associate Extension 
Specialist, Dept Entomology & 
Nematology, Univ Florida, Gainesville, FL 

July 7, 2015 5 5 

Panel 13: IPM-Small Farm Dr. Oscar E. Liburd, Professor, Dept 
Entomology & Nematology, Univ Florida, 
Gainesville, FL 

June 12, 2015 3 3 

Panel 14: Systems Weed 
Management 

Dr. Eric R. Gallandt, Assoc Professor, 
School of Food & Agriculture, Univ 
Maine, Orono, ME 

June 10, 2015 3 3 

Panel 15: Weed Classical 
Biocontrol 

Dr. Ruth A. Hufbauer, Assistant 
Professor, Dept Bioagricultural Sciences 
& Pest Mgmt, Colorado State Univ, Fort 
Collins, CO 

June 30, 2015 5 5 

Panel 16: Weed and Arthropod 
Biocontrol 

Dr. Michael A. Grusak, SQRO N/A 8 2 

Panel 17: Weed Ecology Dr. Sam St. Clair, Associate Professor, 
Plant & Wildlife Sciences, Brigham 
Young Univ, Provo, UT 

August 6, 
2015 

4 4 

Panel 18: Weed 
Physio/Biochem/Genomics 

Dr. David J. Schultz, Associate 
Professor, Dept Biology, Univ Louisville, 
Louisville, KY 

July 14, 2015 4 4 

 

Panel Review Results 
Following Panel Review, OSQR sends each Area Director a document that contains the 

consensus recommendations for each plan from their Area. This may include recommendations 

for revision of the plan which researchers are required to respond in writing and, as appropriate, 

revise their written plan. 

 

In addition, as part of their discussion panelists provide a judgment of the overall quality of the 

plan, expressed in terms of the degree of revision that may be required. This judgment is termed 

an “Action Class.” Each reviewer is asked to provide an Action Class rating for each plan. 

OSQR assigns a numerical equivalent to each Action Class rating and then averages these to 

arrive at an overall Action Class Score for the plan. 

 

The Action Classes and their Numerical Equivalents are defined below. 

 

Average Score 7.0-8.0 No Revision Required (Numerical Equivalent: 8). An 

excellent plan; no revision is required, but minor changes to the 

project plan may be suggested. 

Average Score 5.1-6.9 Minor Revision Required (Numerical Equivalent: 6). The 

project plan is feasible as written, requires only minor 

clarification or revision to increase quality to a higher level. 

Average Score 3.1-5.0 Moderate Revision Required (Numerical Equivalent: 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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Average Score 1.1-3.0 Major Revision Required (Numerical Equivalent: 2). 
There are significant flaws in the experimental design and/or 

approach or lack of clarity which hampers understanding. 

Significant revision is needed. 

Average Score 0-1.0 Not Feasible (Numerical Equivalent: 0). The project plan, 

as presented, has major scientific or technical flaws. 

Deficiencies exist in experimental design, methods, 

presentation, or expertise which make it unlikely to succeed. 

 

For plans receiving one of the first three Action Classes (No Revision, Minor Revision or 

Moderate Revision) scientists respond in writing to panel comments in the consensus 

recommendation document, revise their project plan as appropriate, and submit the revised plan 

and responses to OSQR through their Area Office. These are reviewed by the SQRO and, once 

he/she is satisfied that all review concerns have been satisfactorily addressed, the project plan is 

certified and may be implemented. Certification is contingent upon satisfactorily addressing 

panel comments and recommendations. Plans have not “passed” review until receiving the 

Officer’s certification. 

 

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 panel, which provides a second set of 

Consensus Recommendations and Action Class. If the re-review Action Class is No Revision, 

Minor Revision or Moderate Revision the project plan may be implemented after receipt of a 

satisfactory response and Officer certification as described above. Plans receiving Major 

Revision or Not Feasible scores at this point fail review. (The Action Class and Consensus 

Recommendations are provided to the Area but there is no further option for revision). Such 

plans are terminated, reassigned, or restructured at the discretion of the Area of Office of 

National Programs. On occasion, it is elected not to further revise plans that have received a low 

score on initial review. In such cases, these are treated as having not successfully completed (i.e., 

failed) review, they cannot be certified, and appropriate action becomes the responsibility of the 

Area and NPL leadership. 

 

NP 304 Overview 
The results of review by panel are summarized in Table 2. Scores ranged from plans receiving 

No Revision to Major Revision. There were no plans judged as Not Feasible on either initial or 

final review. Nearly 63 percent of plans received a score of Minor Revision or higher on initial 

review and by the conclusion of review more than 70 percent had achieved that. Five plans 

(7.6%) received scores of Major Revision on initial review and all of those had received Minor 

or Moderate scores after revision. Overall, this represents an improvement in review outcomes 

for the National Program over prior review cycles (Table 3). 

 

Review outcomes were examined for the potential for factors that might influence review. When 

results were compared to the number of reviewers on a panel no correlation was seen (Figure 1). 

Extending this to include all plans reviewed in the current review cycle (Figure 2) confirmed that 

the number of reviewers on a panel does not appear to influence review outcomes. Similarly, the 
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scientific effort, expressed as the number of Scientist Years (SYs) assigned to a project was 

compared to review outcomes. When combining the current NP304 review SY assignments with 

those of other plans reviewed in the present review cycle, the analysis did not reveal any 

influence of the scientific effort on review outcomes (Figures 3, 4). Alternatively, if the number 

of individual scientists devoted to a plan, irrespective of the level of their effort, is examined, 

there is still no influence seen on the review outcomes (Figures 5, 6). 

 

The distribution of review scores (from No Revision to Not Feasible) was examined over the 

previous three review cycles (Figures 7, 8). For both initial review (Figure 7) and final review 

(Figure 8) there was a continued improvement over prior review cycles. Specifically there was 

an increase in the number of plans scoring initially at the Minor Revision level and a significant 

decrease in the number of plans scoring Major Revision or Not Feasible. The five plans scoring 

Major Revision received scores of No Revision (2) or Minor Revision (3) on re-review. 

 

 

Table 2. Proportion of initial and final scores for the third (2015) cycle expressed as percentage of all reviewed and the average 
initial numerical score for the NP 304 Crop Protection and Quarantine Panels. Note that for the plans receiving No Revision, 
Minor Revision, or Moderate Revision, a second score is not received from the Panel so the initial score is recorded as the final 
score. 

Third Cycle, 
2015 

Initial Review Final Review 

No 
Revision 

Minor 
Revision 

Moderate 
Revision 

Major 
Revision 

Not 
Feasible 

Avg 
Initial 
Score 

No 
Revision 

Minor 
Revision 

Moderate 
Revision 

Major 
Revision 

Not 
Feasible 

Avg 
Final 
Score 

Panel 1: BC-
Augmentative 0.0% 80.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.6 0.0% 80.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.6 
Panel 2: BC-
Classical 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.2 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.2 
Panel 3: Cotton 
Pest 
Management 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 5.3 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7 
Panel 4: IPM-
Cotton 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 4.8 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.7 
Panel 5: IPM-
Other 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.2 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.2 
Panel 6: Post-
harvest 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.5 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.5 
Panel 7: 
Systematics of 
Insect Pests & 
Beneficials 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.8 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.8 
Panel 8: 
Systematics of 
Pest Arthropods 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6 
Panel 9: Insect 
Genomics & 
Physiology 25.0% 0.0% 50.0% 25.0% 0.0% 4.6 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.9 
Panel 10: IPM-
Corn 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.5 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.5 
Panel 11: IPM-
Fruits 0.0% 80.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.5 0.0% 80.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.5 
Panel 12: IPM-
Hort and 
Vegetable Crops 20.0% 0.0% 60.0% 20.0% 0.0% 4.1 20.0% 20.0% 60.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5 
Panel 13: IPM-
Small Farm 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.2 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.2 
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Panel 14: 
Systems Weed 
Management 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 5.2 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 5.2 
Panel 15: Weed 
Classical 
Biocontrol 0.0% 60.0% 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.4 0.0% 60.0% 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.4 
Panel 16: Weed 
and Arthropod 
Biocontrol 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.5 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.5 
Panel 17: Weed 
Ecology 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.5 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.5 
Panel 18: Weed 
Physiol/Biochem/ 
Genomics 0.0% 50.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 4.6 0.0% 75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.7 

NP 304, All 8.1% 54.8% 29.5% 7.6% 0.0% 5.2 11.3% 59.2% 29.5% 0.0% 0.0% 5.6 

 

 

 

Table 3. Proportion of initial and final scores for all cycles expressed as percentage of all reviewed and the average initial 
numerical score for the NP 304 Crop Protection and Quarantine Panels. See note above regarding No, Minor, and Moderate 
initial scores. Number of plans are indicated in parentheses. 

  Initial Review Final Review 

No 
Revision 

Minor 
Revision 

Moderate 
Revision 

Major 
Revision 

Not 
Feasible 

Avg 
Initial 
Score 

No 
Revision 

Minor 
Revision 

Moderate 
Revision 

Major 
Revision 

Not 
Feasible 

Avg 
Final 
Score 

First Cycle (86) 4.0% 30.4% 33.7% 27.5% 4.4% 4 23.0% 35.3% 40.4% 0.0% 1.2% 5.5 

Second Cycle (73) 6.7% 34.6% 40.9% 17.8% 0.0% 4.7 10.6% 46.7% 41.8% 0.9% 0.0% 5.4 

Third Cycle (64)  7.8% 53.1% 31.3% 7.8% 0.0% 5.2 10.9% 57.8% 31.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.6 

 
 

Figure 1. Influences of the number of reviewers (Panel Size) on the averaged numerical outcome (Score) received on the first 
review for the 64 plans in the current NP 304 Crop Protection and Quarantine review. 
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Figure 2. Similar to Figure 1 but for all plans reviewed by panels in the current 5-year review cycle. 

 
 

 

Figure 3. Influence of the overall scientific effort (in terms of Scientific Years, SY) assigned to a plan on the score received on 
initial review for the 64 plans in the current NP 304 Crop Protection and Quarantine Panel Review. 
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Figure 4. Same as Figure 4 but for all plans reviewed by panels in the current 5-year review cycle. 
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Figure 5. Influence of the number of scientists on a plan (independent of the proportion of their time) on the score received on 
initial review with the current NP 304 Crop Protection and Quarantine review. 

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6. Same as Figure 6 but for all plans reviewed in the current 5-year review cycle. 

 
 

Figure 7. Percentage distribution of initial review scores for the first (2005) second (2010), and third cycle (2015) cycles for the 

NP 304 Crop Protection and Quarantine Panels (4.0; 4.7; 5.2, average composite scores, respectively). The number of plans 

reviewed by each cycle is in parentheses. Number over columns is the number of plans receiving that score. 
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Figure 8. Percentage distribution of final review scores for the first (2005), second (2010) and third (2015) cycles for the NP 304 
Crop Protection and Quarantine Panels (5.5; 5.4; 5.6, respectively). The number of plans reviewed by each cycle is in 
parentheses. Number over columns is the number of plans receiving that score. 
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panelists but the Panel Chair is under no obligation to use these recommendations. However, the 

SQRO does review and approve the Panel Chair’s panel member selections and may ask for 

alterations or additions. Several factors such as qualifications, diversity and availability play a 

role in who is selected for an ARS peer review panel. The 18 panels were composed of 

nationally and internationally recognized experts to review 64 projects primarily coded to the 

Crop Protection and Quarantine Program (see Table 1, page 2). The information and charts 

below provide key characteristics of the Crop Protection and Quarantine 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, but also 

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. Table 4 shows the faculty rank of panelists affiliated with universities and the type of 

institutions with which the Crop Protection and Quarantine Panel members were affiliated with 

at the time of review. 

 
 
Table 4. Faculty Rank of Panelists Affiliated with Universities and Other Affiliations Represented on the Panels 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Panel 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Academ
ic 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Governm
ent 

 
 
 
 
 

Industry & 
Industry 

Orgs 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Emeritu
s 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Other 

Panel 1: BC-Augmentative 2 1 1 2  

Panel 2: BC-Classical 4     

Panel 3: Cotton Pest Management 4     

Panel 4: IPM-Cotton 3   1  

Panel 5: IPM-Other 4     

Panel 6: Post-Harvest 3 1    

Panel 7: Syst, of Insect Pests & 
Beneficials 

4     

Panel 8: Systematics of Pest Arthropods  3     

Panel 9: Insect Genomics & Physiology  4     

Panel 10: IPM-Corn 3   1  

Panel 11: IPM-Fruits 5 1    

Panel 12: IPM-Hort & Vegetables 5 1    

Panel 13: IPM-Small Farm 4     

Panel 14: Systems Weed Management 4     

Panel 15: Weed Classical Biocontrol 3 1    

Panel 16: Weed and Arthropod* 8     
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Panel 17: Weed Ecology 3 1  1  

Panel 18: Weed Physio, Biochem, 
Genomics 

5     

*-Two plans each reviewed through written, Ad Hoc, reviews process rather than a panel. 

 

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 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 are asked if they are currently performing or leading research. Table 

5 describes their characteristics in the Crop Protection and Quarantine Panels. 
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Table 5. The Panels’ Recent Accomplishments 

Panel 
 

 
 

Recent 
Publication 

 
Recent 

Professional 
Awards 

 
 

Review 
Experience 

 
 

Active in 
Research 

Panel 1: BC-Augmentative 6 3 6 4 
Panel 2: BC-Classical 4 4 4 3 
Panel 3: Cotton Pest Management 4 4 4 4 
Panel 4: IPM-Cotton 3 4 4 3 
Panel 5: IPM-Other 4 4 4 4 
Panel 6: Post-Harvest 5 5 5 5 
Panel 7: Systematics of Insect Pests & Beneficials 4 3 4 4 
Panel 8: Systematics of Pest Arthropods  3 1 3 3 
Panel 9: Insect Genomics & Physiology  4 4 4 4 
Panel 10: IPM-Corn  4 3 3 4 
Panel 11: IPM-Fruits  6 5 6 6 
Panel 12: IPM-Hort & Vegetables 6 4 6 5 
Panel 13: IPM-Small Farm 4 3 4 3 
Panel 14: Systems Weed Management 4 3 4 4 
Panel 15: Weed Classical Biocontrol 6 4 6 5 
Panel 16: Weed and Arthropod* 7 5 8 6 
Panel 17: Weed Ecology  5 2 5 5 
Panel 18: Weed Physio/Biochem/Genomics  5 3 5 5 

*- Two plans each reviewed through written, Ad Hoc, reviews process rather than a panel. 
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Current and Previous ARS Employment 
The Research Title of the 1995 Farm Bill 105-585, mandated ARS’s requirements for the peer 

review of the 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 the number of peer reviewers for each panel that are currently or 

formerly employed by ARS. 

 
Table 6.  Affiliations with ARS 

Panel 
 

Currently Employed 
by ARS 

Formerly Employed by 
ARS 

Panel 1: BC-Augmentative  0 3 
Panel 2: BC-Classical  0 1 
Panel 3: Cotton Pest Management  0 1 
Panel 4: IPM-Cotton  0 1 
Panel 5: IPM-Other  0 1 
Panel 6: Post-Harvest 0 1 
Panel 7: Systematics of Insect Pests & Beneficials 0 0 
Panel 8: Systematics of Pest Arthropods 0 0 
Panel 9: Insect Genomics & Physiology  0 0 
Panel 10: IPM-Corn  0 0 
Panel 11: IPM-Fruits 0 0 
Panel 12: IPM-Hort & Vegetables 0 1 
Panel 13: IPM-Small Farm 0 0 
Panel 14: Systems Weed Management 0 0 
Panel 15: Weed Classical Biocontrol 0 1 
Panel 16: Weed and Arthropod 0 3 
Panel 17: Weed Ecology 1 0 
Panel 18: Weed Physio/Biochem/Genomics 0 1 

 

Panel Perspectives 
At the close of panel meetings the panelists are asked to discuss: 

1. The review process, its functioning, and any recommendations they may have to improve 

it; and 

2. How or if the review altered their impression/understanding of ARS and ARS research. 

Overall, panelists described the process as efficient, fair, thoughtful and thorough. They felt that 

the capturing of their written comments and recommendations and their transmission to 

researchers was important. The value of outside review of ARS research was cited as an 

important strength. It was noted that this can strengthen the work and builds general confidence 

in ARS research. They found that discussion of the plans among the panelists was an important 

strength. It was noted that not all were aware until this that ARS relies on this external review 

and its presence was impressive to many. It was noted that it is particularly important that it is a 

seriously considered review and not a pro forma exercise. 

But reviewers felt it important for researchers to remember that reviewers on a panel may not all 

have specific, detailed, understanding of their work and the experimental details. Thus, parts of 

the plan that provide research history are important as are descriptions of the rationale for 
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individual parts of the work, how they integrate into the whole, and overall description of the 

research methods. It is important for researchers to understand that they may be writing for this 

somewhat more general audience. Also, for some plans the connection to stakeholders and 

benefits of the research in practical terms needed to be clearer. 

With regard to ARS, the process provides reviewers with a good understanding and appreciation 

for the breadth and depth of ARS research. 

Panel Chair Statements 
All Panel Chairs are requested to turn in a statement that describes how their Panel was 

conducted and to possibly provide comments on the review process that might not otherwise be 

found in the individual research project plan 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. Statements from NP 304 panel chairs follow. 
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Projects Reviewed by the Crop Protection and Quarantine Panels (listed by 

Lead Scientist) 

 

International  
 

Marie-Claude Bon 
Biological Control of Invasive Arthropod Pests from the Eastern Hemisphere 

 

René Sforza 
Biological Control of Invasive Weeds from Eurasia and Africa 

 

Midwest Area 

 
Robert Behle 

Use of Microorganisms to Manage Weeds and Insect Pests in Turf and Agricultural 

Systems 

 

Thomas Coudron 
Insect Biotechnology Products for Pest Control and Emerging Needs in Agriculture 

 

Adam Davis 
Understanding and Responding to Multiple-Herbicide Resistance in Weeds 

 

Bruce Hibbard 
Plant Resistance, Artificial Diets, Biology, and Resistance Management of Western Corn 

Rootworm and Other Maize Pests 

 

Richard Hellmich 
Managing Insects in the Corn Agro-Ecosystem 

 

Mark Jackson 
Development of Production and Formulation Technologies for Microbial Biopesticides in 

Conjunction with the Development of Attractants and Repellents for Invasive Insect Pests 

 

Michael Reding 
New Strategies for Management of Invasive Ambrosia Beetles in Horticultural and 

Nursey Crops 

 

Northeast Area 
 

William Bruckart 
Utilizing Plant Pathogens as Biological Control Agents of Invasive Weeds in the United 

States 
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Matthew Buffington 

Systematics of Parasitic and Herbivorous Wasps of Agricultural Importance 

 

Jian Duan 
Biological Control of Invasive Wood-Boring Insect Pests Such as Emerald Ash Borer and 

Asian Longhorned Beetle 

 

Donna Gibson 

Conservation and Enhancement of Fungal Resources for Biological Control and High 

Value Uses 

 

Matthew Greenstone 
Urban Landscape Integrated Pest Management 

 

Kim Hoelmer 
Classical Biological Control of Insect Pests of Crops, Emphasizing Brown Marmorated 

Stink Bug, Spotted Wing Drosophila and Tarnished Plant Bug 

 

Keith Hopper 
Host Specificity and Systematics of Insect Biological Control Agents 

 

Steven Lingafelter 

Beetle Taxonomy and Systematics Supporting U.S. Agriculture, Arboriculture, and 

Biological Control 

 

Stuart McKamey 
Systematics of Hemiptera, Including Plant Pests and Disease Vectors, and Beneficial 

Predators 

 

Lindsey Milbrath 
Evaluation of Biological Control for Invasive Weeds of the Northeastern United States 

 

Steven Mirsky 
Cover Crop-Based Weed Management: Defining Plant-Plant and Plant-Soil Mechanisms 

and Developing New Systems 

 

Allen Norrbom 
Systematics of Flies of Importance in Agroecosystems and the Environment 

 

Ronald Ochoa 
Plant Feeding Mite (Acari) Systematics 

 

John Vandenberg 
Microbial and Arthropod Biological Control Agents for Management of Insect Pests of 

Greenhouse Crops and Trees 
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Fernando Vega 
Develop Pest Management Technologies and Strategies to Control the Coffee Berry 

Borer 

 

Donald Weber 
Urban Small Farms and Gardens Pest Management 

 

Pacific West Area 
 

Peter Follett 
Pre- and Postharvest Treatment of Tropical Commodities to Improve Quality and 

Increase Trade through Quarantine Security 

 

Brenda Grewell 
Watershed-Scale Assessment of Pest Dynamics and Implications for Area-Wide 

Management of Invasive Insects and Weeds 

 

Peter Landolt 
New Technologies and Strategies to Manage the Changing Pest Complex on Temperate 

Fruit Trees 

 

Jana Lee 
Biologically-Based Management of Arthropod Pests in Small Fruit and Nursery Crops 

 

Yong Biao Liu 
Methyl Bromide Replacement: Post-Harvest Treatment of Perishable Commodities 

 

 

John Madsen 
Enhancing Water Resources Stewardship through Aquatic and Riparian Weed 

Management 

 

Patrick Moran 
Management of Invasive Weeds in Rangeland, Forest and Riparian Ecosystems in the Far 

Western U.S. Using Biological Control 

 

Joseph Munyaneza 
Systems Approach for Managing Emerging Insect Pests and Insect-Transmitted 

Pathogens of Potatoes 

 

Roger Sheley 

A Systems Approach to Restoring Invaded Sagebrush Steppe 

 
Joel Siegel 

Systems-Based Approaches for Control of Arthropod Pests Important to Agricultural 

Production, Trade and Quarantine 
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Keirith Snyder 
Integrating Ecological Process Knowledge into Effective Management of Invasive Plants 

in Great Basin Rangelands 

 

Dale Spurgeon 
Ecologically Based Pest Management in Western Crops Such as Cotton 

 

Roger Vargas 
Detection, Control and Areawide Management of Fruit Flies and Other Quarantine Pests 

of Tropical/Subtropical Crops 

 

Plains Area 
 

James Anderson 
Novel Weed Management Solutions: Understanding Weed-Crop Interactions in Northern 

Climates 

 

David Branson 
Ecology and Management of Grasshoppers and Other Rangeland and Crop Insects in the 

Great Plains 

 

Louis Hesler 
Ecologically-Based Pest Management for Modern Cropping Systems 

 

Gary Puterka 
Management of Aphids Attacking Cereals 

 
John Westbrook 

Detection and Biologically Based Management of Row Crop Pests Concurrent with Boll 

Weevil Eradication 

 

George Yocum 
Conservation of Genetic Diversity and Improved Storage Protocols for Agricultural Pests 

and Beneficial Insects 

 

Southeast Area 
 

Hans Alborn 
Insect, Nematode, and Plant Semiochemical Communication Systems 

 

Sandra Allan 
Improved Biologically-Based Tactics to Manage Invasive Insect Pests and Weeds 

 



45 
 

Kerry Allen 
Integrated Insect Pest and Resistance Management on Corn, Cotton, Sorghum, Soybean, 

and Sweet Potato 

 
Douglas Boyette 

Bioherbicidal Control of Invasive Weeds with Indigenous Plant Pathogens 

 

James Carpenter 
Integrating Biological and Genetic Control Tactics to Manage Invasive Insect Pests 

 

Stephen Duke 
New Weed Management Tools from Natural Product-Based Discoveries 

 

Nancy Epsky 
Methyl Bromide Replacement: Mitigation of the Invasive Pest Threat from the American 

Tropics and Subtropics 

 

Alfred Handler 
Improved Biologically-Based Methods for Insect Pest Management of Crop Insect Pests 

 

Robert Hoagland 

Biology and Management of Herbicide-Resistant Weeds 

 

Stephen LaPointe 
IPM Methods for Insect Pests of Orchard Crops 

 

Cindy McKenzie 
Exotic Whitefly Pests of Vegetables and Ornamental Plants 

 

Juan Morales-Ramos 
Production and Deployment of Natural Enemies for Biological Control of Arthropod 

Pests 

 

Dawn Olson 
Ecology and Biologically-Based Management Systems for Insect Pests in Agricultural 

Landscapes in the Southeastern Region 

 

Omaththage Perera 
Innovative Strategies for Insect Resistance Management in Bt Cotton 

 

Maribel Portilla 
Alternative Approaches to Tarnished Plant Bug Control 

 

David Shapiro-Ilan 
New Tools for Managing Key Pests of Pecan and Peach 
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Alvin Simmons 
Sustainable Approaches for Pest Management in Vegetable Crops 

 

Philip Tipping 
Identification, Evaluation, and Implementation of Biological Control Agents for Invasive 

Weeds of Southeastern Ecosystems 

 

Theodore Webster 

Integrated Management and Ecology of Weed Populations in the Southeastern Field 

Crops 

 

William White 
Integrated Weed and Insect Pest Management Systems for Sustainable Sugarcane 

Production 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



47 
 

Office of Scientific Quality Review 
The Office of Scientific Quality Review 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 with 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:  

Dr. Mike Strauss, Peer Review Program Coordinator 

USDA, ARS, OSQR 

5601 Sunnyside Avenue 

Beltsville, Maryland 20705-5142 

osqr@ars.usda.gov 

301-504-3282 (main line); 301-504-1251 (fax) 
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