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Introduction 
This Panel Report provides the background on the 2012 National Program (NP) 303 Plant 
Diseases Panel Review. The project plans reviewed by these panels were applicable to the 
mission of the National Program to “develop control strategies to reduce losses caused by plant 
diseases that are effective and affordable while maintaining environmental quality.” 
 
In collaboration with the Office of Scientific Quality Review (OSQR) and the Plant Diseases 
National Program Leaders, Drs. Deb Fravel and Gail Wisler divided 57 projects into 16 panels. 
After considering several candidates, Drs. Joyce Loper and Donald Knowles, Scientific Quality 
Review Officers (SQRO), appointed a chair for each of the sixteen panels. 
 
Table 1. Plant Diseases Panels 

Panel Panel Chair Panel 
Meeting 

Date 

Number 
of 

Panelists 

Number of 
Projects 
Reviewed 

Panel 1 – Methods Dr. Tom Creswell, Director, Plant & Pest Diagnostics 
Lab, Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN 

January 20, 
2012 

4 3 

Panel 2 – Molecular 
Approaches 

Dr. Jeffrey Jones, Professor, Plant Pathology Dept, 
Univ Florida, Gainesville, FL 

January 26, 
2012 

5 4 

Panel 3 – Emerging 
Diseases 

Dr. Jacqueline Fletcher, Regents Professor, Dept 
Entomol & Plant Pathol, Oklahoma State Univ, 
Stillwater, OK 

January 27, 
2012 

5 4 

Panel 4 - Systematics Dr. Marc Cubeta, Professor, Dept Plant Pathol, North 
Carolina State Univ, Raleigh, NC 

January 12, 
2012 

5 4 

Panel 5 – Genetics & 
Biology 

Dr. George Bruening, Professor Emeritus, Plant 
Pathol Dept, Univ California, Davis, CA 

January 30, 
2012 

5 4 

Panel 6 – Root Crops Dr. Dean Malvick, Assoc Professor, Dept Plant 
Pathol, Univ Minnesota, St. Paul, MN 

February 27, 
2012 

4 3 

Panel 7 – Fungal Disease Dr. David Van Sanford, Professor, Dept Agronomy, 
Univ Kentucky, Lexington, KY 

February 13, 
2012 

5 4 

Panel 8 – Novel Control 
Strategies 

Dr. Krishna Subbarao, Professor, Dept Plant Pathol, 
Univ California, Salinas, CA 

January 19, 
2012 

3 3 

Panel 9 – Biology, 
Epidemiology and Control 

Dr. Katherine Stevenson, Professor, The Univ 
Georgia, Tifton, GA 

February 7, 
2012 

5 4 

Panel 10 - Sugarcane Dr. Jerry Bennett, Professor, Agronomy Dept, Univ 
Florida, Gainesville, FL 

December 
16, 2011 

3 2 

Panel 11 – Soybean and 
Cotton 

Dr. Nevin Young, Distinguished McKnight Professor, 
Dept Plant Pathol, Univ Minnesota, St. Paul, MN 

January 10, 
2012 

4 3 

Panel 12 – Disease 
Management 

Dr. Barry Jacobsen, Professor, Dept Plant Sci, 
Montana State Univ, Bozeman, MT 

March 1, 
2012 

6 5 

Panel 13 - Mycotoxins Dr. Themis Michailides, Plant Pathologist & Lecturer, 
Kearney Agr Res & Ext Ctr, Parlier, CA 

January 31, 
2012 

3 2 

Panel 14 – Vegetable 
Crops 

Dr. George Bruening, Professor Emeritus, Plant 
Pathol Dept, Univ California, Davis, CA 

February 16, 
2012 

4 3 

Panel 15 - Nematodes Dr. Ernest Bernard, Professor, Entomology & Plant 
Pathol Dept, The Univ Tennessee, Knoxville, TN 

February 23, 
2012 

6 5 

Panel 16 - Resistance Dr. Frances Trail, Professor, Dept Plant Biology, 
Michigan State Univ, East Lansing, MI 

January 23, 
2012 

5 4 
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Dr. Michael Strauss, Peer Review Program Coordinator, and Drs. Knowles and Loper presented 
an orientation to the Panel Chairs. Drs. Knowles and 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 plant diseases. The panels received a telephone/ 
web-based orientation. The Office of National Programs (ONP) provided an overview of the NP 
303 Plant Diseases Panels.  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. 
 
If the action class is: 
 

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, 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 on 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. 
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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 plans 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 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 303 Program Overview 
The following is a summary of the comments made at the panel debriefings in the third cycle.  
The panelists felt that through the review process they were given a good education about ARS 
and increased their respect for ARS projects now that they saw the depth of the plans.  They felt 
it was good to see problems addressed that would not be funded competitively and were glad that 
ARS can tackle the more difficult and high risk projects  Panelists that were on panels in the 
previous cycles thought the quality of the plans are improving but that very large projects can be 
challenging to review.  In regards to collaboration, they felt that scientists should seek to 
collaborate across regions rather than just the regions in which they are located.  They also noted 
the importance of collaboration for those scientists isolated from universities or other research 
centers. 
 
Table 2 shows the initial and final scores for the third cycle expressed as a percentage of the 
plans reviewed, as well as the calculated average Action Class Score for each panel and for the 
program overall.  Three out of the 57 plans reviewed received a major revision score. Two of 
those plans were not certified. The average initial score was 5.39 (Minor Revision range) which 
is higher than the first two cycles (4.71, 4.46, Moderate Revision range; respectively).  The 
average final scores were similar across the three cycles, with the first cycle average final score 
slightly higher (5.78) than for the second (5.54) or third cycle (5.42) (Table 3).  However there 
were no scores of Not Feasible in the current cycle (Table 3).  
 
The question of whether the number of reviewers on a panel influences score was investigated 
(Figures 1, 2). For the third cycle reviews, all of which were conducted online, there does not 
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appear to be a significant influence (Figure 1). When scores from all three cycles are considered 
(Figure 2), there appears to be slightly lower scores with larger panels but it is unclear that this is 
statistically significant. It should further be noted that panels larger than six or seven reviewers 
are typically traveling and those with four or fewer are typically online (with a mix of traveling 
and online panels between these). The overall conclusion is that panel size, particularly with 
present online panels, does not seem to influence review outcomes. 
 
Comparing the review outcome to the number of scientists (SYs) on a plan shows a very slight 
tendency to lower scores for very large plans. However, the paucity of data for larger plans 
makes it difficult to conclude any real impact (Figure 3). 
 
Figures 4 and 5 compare the distribution of initial and final scores for the three cycles. The third 
cycle had a higher average initial score (5.39) than was seen in the first (4.72) or second (4.46) 
cycles. The first and second cycles had a greater number of plans receiving a major revision 
score on initial review. In final review, as noted above, the average scores were similar across 
the three cycles.   
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Table 2. Initial and Final Scores for the Third (2012) Cycle Expressed as Percentages for the NP 303 Plant Diseases 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 – Methods 
(3) 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.83 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.83 

Panel 2 - Molecular 
Approaches (4) 50.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.5 50.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.5 

Panel 3 - Emerging 
Diseases (4) 25.0% 25.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.75 25.0% 25.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.75 
Panel 4 – 
Systematics (4) 25.0% 25.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.85 25.0% 25.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.85 

Panel 5 - Genetics & 
Biology (4) 0.0% 50.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 4.7 0.0% 50.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 4.7 
Panel 6 - Root Crops 
(3) 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 5 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 4.5 

Panel 7 - Fungal 
Disease (4) 0.0% 75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.2 0.0% 75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.2 

Panel 8 - Novel 
Control Strategies (3) 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.83 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.83 
Panel 9 - Biology, 
Epidemiology & 
Control (4) 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.7 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.7 
Panel 10 – 
Sugarcane (2) 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.67 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.67 

Panel 11 - Soybean & 
Cotton (3) 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 4 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 5.11 

Panel 12 - Disease 
Management  (5) 0.0% 80.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.52 0.0% 80.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.52 
Panel 13 – 
Mycotoxins (2) 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.67 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.67 

Panel 14 - Vegetable 
Crops (3) 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6 
Panel 15 – 
Nematodes (5) 0.0% 80.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.53 0.0% 80.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.53 
Panel 16 – 
Resistance (4) 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.1 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.1 

NP 303 (57) 8.8% 56.1% 29.8% 5.3% 0.0% 5.39 8.8% 57.9% 29.8% 3.5% 0.0% 5.42 
 
Table 3. Initial and Final Scores for All Cycles Expressed as Percentages for the NP 303 Plant Diseases 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 (2003, 
2004) 19.0% 23.8% 30.2% 22.2% 4.8% 4.71 33.3% 30.2% 33.3% 1.6% 1.6% 5.78 

Second cycle (2007) 3.2% 41.9% 30.6% 21.0% 3.2% 4.46 11.3% 53.2% 35.5% 0.0% 0.0% 5.54 

Third cycle (2012) 8.8% 56.1% 29.8% 5.3% 0.0% 5.39 8.8% 57.9% 29.8% 3.5% 0.0% 5.42 
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Table 4. In Person vs. Online Scores for the NP 303 Plant Diseases Panels Over All Three Cycles 

  

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 

In Person 11.2% 32.8% 30.4% 21.6% 4.0% 4.59 22.4% 41.6% 34.4% 0.8% 0.8% 5.66 

Online 8.8% 56.1% 29.8% 5.3% 0.0% 5.39 8.8% 57.9% 29.8% 3.5% 0.0% 5.42 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Panel Size vs. Score for the Third Cycle NP 303 Plant Diseases Panels 
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Figure 2. Panel Size vs. Score for All Three Cycles of the NP 303 Plant Diseases Panels 

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3. Number of Scientists vs. Score for the Third Cycle of the NP 303 Plant Diseases Panels
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Figure 4. Initial Review Scores for the First (2003, 2004), Second (2007) and Third (2012) Cycle Distribution for the 
NP 303 Plant Diseases Panels (average score 4.71; 4.46; 5.39, respectively).  The number of plans reviewed by 
each cycle is in parentheses. Number over columns are the actual number of plans receiving that score. 

 
 

 

 

Figure 5. Final Review Scores for the First (2003,2004), Second (2007) and Third (2012) Cycle Distribution for the 
NP 303 Plant Diseases Panels (average score 5.78; 5.54; 5.42, 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 16 panels were composed of nationally and internationally recognized 
experts to review 57 projects primarily coded to the Plant Diseases Program (See Table 1, page 
2). The information and charts below provide key characteristics of the Plant Diseases 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 5 and 6 show the type of institutions with 
which the Plant Diseases Panel members were affiliated with at the time of review. 
 
Table 5. Faculty Rank of Panelists Affiliated with Universities 

Panel Professor Associate Professor Assistant Professor 
Panel 1 – Methods (4) 3 1  
Panel 2 – Molecular Approaches (5) 3 2  
Panel 3 – Emerging Diseases (5) 4 1  
Panel 4 – Systematics (5) 1 1 3 
Panel 5 – Genetics and Biology (5) 4  1 
Panel 6 – Root Crops (4) 1 3  
Panel 7 – Fungal Disease (5) 4  1 
Panel 8 – Novel Control Strategies (4) 4   
Panel 9 – Biology, Epidemiology and Control (5) 5   
Panel 10 – Sugarcane (3) 3   
Panel 11 – Soybean and Cotton (4) 1 2 1 
Panel 12 – Disease Management (6) 4  2 
Panel 13 – Mycotoxins (3) 1 1  
Panel 14 – Vegetable Crops (4) 4   
Panel 15 – Nematodes (6) 3 1  
Panel 16 – Resistance (5) 2 1 1 
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Table 6. Other Affiliations Represented on the Panels  
Panel Government Industry & Industry Organizations Other 

Panel 1 – Methods (4)    
Panel 2 – Molecular Approaches (5)    
Panel 3 – Emerging Diseases (5)    
Panel 4 – Systematics (5)    
Panel 5 – Genetics and Biology (5)    
Panel 6 – Root Crops (4)    
Panel 7 – Fungal Disease (5)    
Panel 8 – Novel Control Strategies (4)    
Panel 9 – Biology, Epidemiology and Control (5)    
Panel 10 – Sugarcane (3)    
Panel 11 – Soybean and Cotton (4)    
Panel 12 – Disease Management (6)    
Panel 13 – Mycotoxins (3)   1 
Panel 14 – Vegetable Crops (4)    
Panel 15 – Nematodes (6) 2   
Panel 16 – Resistance (5) 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 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 7 describes their 
characteristics in the Plant Diseases Panels. 
 
Table 7. The Panels’ Recent Accomplishments 

Panel Published Articles 
Recently 

Received Recent 
Professional 

Awards 

Having 
Review 

Experience 

Currently 
Performing 
Research 

Panel 1 – Methods (4) 4 3 4 2 
Panel 2 – Molecular Approaches (5) 5 4 5 5 
Panel 3 – Emerging Diseases (5) 5 3 5 4 
Panel 4 – Systematics (5)* 5 3 4 5 
Panel 5 – Genetics and Biology (5) 5 1 5 5 
Panel 6 – Root Crops (4) 4 1 4 4 
Panel 7 – Fungal Disease (5) 5 5 5 5 
Panel 8 – Novel Control Strategies (4) 4 4 4 4 
Panel 9 – Biology, Epidemiology and Control (5) 5 4 5 5 
Panel 10 – Sugarcane (3) 2 1 3 2 
Panel 11 – Soybean and Cotton (4) 4 2 4 4 
Panel 12 – Disease Management (6) 6 4 6 5 
Panel 13 – Mycotoxins (3) 3 2 3 3 
Panel 14 – Vegetable Crops (4) 4 2 4 4 
Panel 15 – Nematodes (6) 6 5 6 6 
Panel 16 – Resistance (5) 5 2 5 5 
*Data not available. 
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Current and Previous ARS Employment 
The Research Title of the 1998 Farm Bill 105-185, mandated ARS’s requirements for the peer 
review of ARS research projects: 1) panel peer reviews of each research project were mandated 
at least every five years and 2) the majority of peer reviewers must be external (non-ARS 
scientists). Table 8 shows how many panelists were formerly employed by ARS. 
 
Table 8.  Affiliations with ARS 
Panel Formerly Employed by ARS 
Panel 1 – Methods (4) 0 
Panel 2 – Molecular Approaches (5) 0 
Panel 3 – Emerging Diseases (5) 1 
Panel 4 – Systematics (5) 0 
Panel 5 – Genetics and Biology (5) 0 
Panel 6 – Root Crops (4) 2 
Panel 7 – Fungal Disease (5) 1 
Panel 8 – Novel Control Strategies (4) 1 
Panel 9 – Biology, Epidemiology and Control (5) 1 
Panel 10 – Sugarcane (3) 1 
Panel 11 – Soybean and Cotton (4) 0 
Panel 12 – Disease Management (6) 2 
Panel 13 – Mycotoxins (3) 0 
Panel 14 – Vegetable Crops (4) 0 
Panel 15 – Nematodes (6) 1 
Panel 16 – Resistance (5) 1 
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Plant Diseases Panel Chairs 
 
     Dr. Tom Creswell, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     NP 303 Panel 1 – Methods 
 
     Director, Plant and Pest Diagnostic Laboratory; Professor, 
     Department of Botany and Plant Pathology, Purdue  
     University, West Lafayette, IN 
 
     Education:  B.S. & M.S. Auburn University; Ph.D. North  
     Carolina State University 
 
Since 2008, Dr. Creswell has been the Director of the Plant and Pest Diagnostic Laboratory at 
Purdue University.  His research interests are plant pathology, mycology, disease diagnosis and 
ornamentals. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     Dr. Jeffrey Jones, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 2 – Molecular Approaches 
 
     Professor, Plant Pathology Department, University of  
     Florida, Gainesville, FL 
 
     Education:  B.S. University of Massachusetts; M.S. and 
     Ph.D. Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University  
      
Dr. Jones’ research centers on ecology and host-parasite interaction of bacterial plant pathogens 
and plant pathogen variation as measured by phenotypic and genotypic analyses. He has been the 
Professor in the Plant Pathology Department of the University of Florida since 1998. 
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     Dr. Jacqueline Fletcher, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 3 – Emerging Diseases 
 
     Regents Professor & Sarkeys Distinguished Professor,  
     Department of Entomology and Plant Pathology, Oklahoma  
     State University, Stillwater, OK 
 
     Education:  B.S. Emory University; M.S. University of 
     Montana; Ph.D. Texas A&M University 
 
 
 
 
Currently appointed as Regents Professor of the Department of Entomology and Plant Pathology 
and as Director of the National Institute for Microbial Forensics and Food and Agricultural 
Biosecurity at Oklahoma State University, Dr. Fletcher’s research interests include microbial 
forensics, food safety, plant biosecurity, and phytopathogenic bacteria. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     Dr. Marc Cubeta, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 4 – Systematics 
 
     Professor, Department of Plant Pathology, North 
     Carolina State University. Raleigh, NC 
 
     Education:  B.S. University of Delaware; M.S. University 
     of Illinois; Ph.D. North Carolina State University 
 
Dr. Cubeta has been a Professor of Plant Pathology at the University of North Carolina since 
2009. Dr. Cubeta’s research interests are mycology, soil fungal ecology, population genetics and 
systematics. 
 
  



15 

 

     Dr. George Bruening, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 5 – Genetics & Biology and Panel 14 – 
     Vegetable Crops 
 
     Professor Emeritus, Plant Pathology Department 
     University of California, Davis, CA 
 
     Education:  B.S. Carroll College; M.S. & Ph.D.  
     University of Wisconsin 
 
Dr. Bruening’s research interests include plant virology and plant resistance to disease.  Since 
2008, he has served as Professor Emeritus of the Plant Pathology Department at the University of 
California.  In 2010, he was appointed Chair of the Scientific Advisory Panel, Citrus Research 
and Development Foundation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     Dr. Dean Malvick, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 6 – Root Crops 
 
     Associate Professor, Department of Plant Pathology,  
     University of Minnesota, St. Paul, MN 
 
     Education:  B.S. Bemidjii State University; M.S. Oregon 
     State University; Ph.D. University of Minnesota 
 
 
In 2009, Dr. Malvick was appointed Associate Professor of the Department of Plant Pathology, 
University of Minnesota.  His research interests are plant pathology, fungi and oomycetes. 
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     Dr. David Van Sanford, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 7 – Fungal Disease 
 
     Professor, Department of Agronomy, University of 
     Kentucky, Lexington, KY 
 
     Education:  B.S. Oregon State University; M.S. Colorado 
     State University; Ph.D. North Carolina State University 
 
Since 1993, Dr. Van Sanford has been Professor of Agronomy at the University of Kentucky. Dr. 
Van Sanford’s research interests include wheat, plant breeding, disease resistance and head scab. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     Dr. Krishna Subbarao, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 8 – Novel Control Strategies 
 
     Professor, Department of Plant Pathology, University of 
     California, Salinas, CA 
 
     Education:  B.S. & M.S. Mysore University, India; Ph.D.  
     Louisiana State University 
 
Dr. Subbarao’s research interests include mycology, epidemiology and population genetics.  
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     Dr. Katherine Stevenson, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 9 – Biology, Epidemiology and Control 
 
     Professor, The University of Georgia, College of  
     Agriculture and Environmental Sciences 
 
     Education: B.S.; M.S. & Ph.D. Cornell University 
 
 
 
 
Dr. Stevenson’s research interests include epidemiology and disease management; and 
monitoring, management and mechanisms of fungicide resistance in fungal plant pathogens of 
pecan, peanut and watermelon. 
 
 

 

 

 

     Dr. Jerry Bennett, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 10 – Sugarcane 
 
     Professor, Agronomy Department, University of  
     Florida, Gainesville, FL 
 
     Education:  B.S. & M.S. Texas Tech University; Ph.D. 
     University of Nebraska 
 

Dr. Bennett’s area of expertise is environmental stress physiology of agronomic crop plants; 
effects of water deficits on the physiology, growth, development and yield of agronomic 
crops; adaptation of crops to environmental stresses; genetic, morphological and physiological 
characteristics relating to crop avoidance or tolerance of water deficits; crop water relations; 
nitrogen fixation; photosynthate accumulation and partitioning; evapotranspiration; stomatal 
activity; techniques for measuring plant water status.  He has been a Professor in the 
Agronomy Department at the University of Florida since 1990. 
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     Dr. Nevin Young, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 11 – Soybean and Cotton 
 
     Distinguished McKnight Professor, Department of Plant 
     Pathology, University of Minnesota, St. Paul, MN 
 
     Education:  B.S. Indiana University; M.S. & Ph.D. Yale  
     University 
           
Dr. Young is a Distinguished McKnight Professor in the Department of Plant Pathology at the 
University of Minnesota.  He has been a Full Professor since 1998.  Dr. Young’s research 
interests include plant genomics, genome sequencing, disease resistance genes, genome 
evolution, and evolution of symbiosis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     Dr. Barry Jacobsen, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 12 – Disease Management 
 
     Professor, Department of Plant Sciences, Montana State 
     University, Bozeman, MT 
 
     Education:  B.S. & M.S. University of Wisconsin –  
     Madison; Ph.D. University of Minnesota 
 
 
 
Since 1994, Dr. Jacobsen has been a Professor in the Department of Plant Sciences at 
Montana State University. His research interests are IPM, vegetable, sugar beet, potato, field 
crop diseases, disease control, mycotoxins, and postharvest pathology. 
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     Dr. Themis Michailides, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 13 – Mycotoxins 
 
     Plant Pathologist and Lecturer, Department of Plant  
     Pathology, Kearney Agriculture Research and Extension  
     Center, University of California 
 
     Education:  M.S. Agricultural University of Athens, M.S.  
     & Ph.D. University of California  
 

Dr. Michailides research interests are fungal diseases, mycotoxins, fruit and nut trees, 
Aspergillus flavus, epidemiology and disease management. He has been a Plant 
Pathologist and Lecturer at the University of California since 1997. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     Dr. Ernest Bernard, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 15 – Nematodes 
 
     Professor, Entomology and Plant Pathology  
     Department, The University of Tennessee,  
     Knoxville, TN 
 
     Education:  B.S. & M.S. Michigan State University; 
     Ph.D. University of Georgia 
 
 
 
 
Dr. Bernard has been a Professor in the Department of Entomology and Plant Pathology 
Department since 1986. Dr. Bernard’s research interests include nematology, soil 
ecology, population dynamics and taxonomy. 
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     Dr. Frances Trail, Ph.D., ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 16 – Resistance 
 
     Professor, Department of Plant Biology, Michigan 
     State University, East Lansing, MI 
 
     Education:  B.A. University of North Carolina;  
     M.S. Oregon State University; Ph.D. Cornell  
     University 
 
 
Dr. Trail’s research interests include mycology, genetics, and plant-microbe interactions. 
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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 NP 303 Plant Diseases Panel 
 
Beltsville Area 
 
 Bryan Bailey 

Genomic Characterization and Management of Fungal Diseases of Cacao 
 

C. Jacyn Baker 
Physiological and Molecular Signaling in Viroid and Bacterial Disease 

 
Gary Bauchan 

Electron and Confocal Microscopy Applications to Pests and Plant Processes 
Impacting Agricultural Productivity 

 
Lynn Carta 

Morphological and Molecular Identification and Systematics of Agriculturally 
Important Nematodes 

 
Lisa Castlebury 

Systematics and Diagnostics of Emerging and Quarantine-Significant Plant 
Pathogenic Fungi 

 
Robert Davis 

Genome Sequence-Based Strategies for Detection and Identification of Plant 
Pathogenic Phytoplasmas and Spiroplasmas, and Vascular Walled Bacteria 

   
 Rosemarie Hammond 

Novel Disease Control Strategies for Cellular and Sub-Cellular Pathogens 
 

John Hartung 
 Invasive Pathogens of Citrus 
 
Richard Jones 

Potato and Tomato Disease Management through Understanding of Host 
Resistance and Pathogen Variability 

 
Ramon Jordan 

New and Emerging Viral and Bacterial Diseases of Ornamental Plants: 
Detection, Identification and Characterization 
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 Wayne Jurick, II 
Molecular Characterization of Host and Pathogen Factors Affecting Fungal 
Virulence During Postharvest Decay of Pome Fruits 

 
Gary Kinard 

Characterizing, Detecting, and Eliminating Pathogens to Enable the Safe 
Introduction of Plant Genetic Resources 

 
 Edward Masler 

Management Strategies for Plant-Parasitic Nematodes: Cover Crops, 
Amendments, and Internal Molecular Targets 

 
Stephen Rehner 

Systematics of Biological Control Microfungi for Management of Plant Diseases 
and Insect Pests 

 
Mid South Area 
 
 Hamed Abbas 

Biocontrol of Aflatoxin and Other Mycotoxins in Maize Using Non-Toxigenic 
Strains of Aspergillus flavus 

 
 Prakesh Arelli 

Genetics and Management of Soybean Cyst Nematodes and Diseases for 
Sustainable Production 

 
 Michael Grisham 

Effective Disease Management through Enhancement of Resistant Sugarcane 
 
 Salliana Stetina 

Management of Reniform Nematode in Cotton 
 
Midwest Area 
 
 Leslie Domier 

Improved Resistance to Soybean Pathogens and Pests 
 

Steve Goodwin 
Molecular Mechanisms of Plant Pathogen Interactions in Cereal 
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Teresa Hughes 
Population Dynamics and Disease Management of Soybean Root Pathogens 

 
 H. Corby Kistler 

Fusarium Head Blight of Cereals: Pathogen Biology and Host Resistance 
 

Margaret Redinbaugh 
Control of Virus Diseases in Corn and Soybean 

 
 David Schisler 

Biocontrol Agent Production and Deployment Technologies for the Integrated 
Management of Plant Pathogens 

 
 Steve Scofield 

Molecular Mechanisms of Resistance to Wheat Fungal Pathogens 
 
Les Szabo 

Cereal Rust Fungi: Genetics, Population Biology, and Host-Pathogen 
Interactions 

 
David Willis 
 Genetics of the Pathogen-Host-Vector Interaction in Selected Vegetable Crops 

  
North Atlantic Area 
 
 Samuel Cartinhour 

Pseudomonas Systems Biology 
 
 Reid Frederick 

Emerging Foreign Fungal Plant Pathogens: Detection, Biology, and Interactions 
with Host Plants 

 
 Stewart Gray 

Management and Biology of Virus and Nematode Diseases of Potato and Small 
Grains 

 
 David Schneider 

Frameworks for Infectious Disease Dynamics 
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 William Schneider 
Identification, Characterization, and Biology of Foreign and Emerging Viral and 
Bacterial Plant Pathogens 

 
 Paul Tooley 

Biology, Pathology, and Epidemiology of Emerging Oomycete Pathogens 
 
 Michael Wisniewski 

Development of Biological Systems for Controlling Fruit Decay 
 
Northern Plains Area 
  
 Melvin Bolton 

Improving Crop Protection in Sugarbeet Using Molecular Technology 
 
 Michael Edwards 

Host-Pathogen Interactions in Barley and Wheat 
 

Roy French 
Wheat Virus Interactions with Host and Vector 

 
Pacific West Area 
 
 Barbara Baker 

 Manipulation of Plant Disease Resistance Genes for Improved Crop Protection 
 
Xian Ming Chen 

Improved Control of Stripe Rust in Cereal Crops 
 

 David Kluepfel 
Integrated Strategies for Advanced Management of Fruit, Nut, and Oak Tree 
Diseases 

 
 Joyce Loper 

Improved Strategies for Management of Soilborne Diseases of Horticultural 
Crops 

  
 Walter Mahaffee 

Exotic and Emerging Plant Diseases of Horticultural Crops 
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William Pfender 
Disease Modeling and Genetic Approaches to Enhance Wheat and Grass Seed 
Crop Biosecurity 

  
 Paul Pusey 

Biologically-Based Integrated Management of Fire Blight of Apple and Pear 
 

Drake Stenger 
Epidemiology and Management of Pierce’s Disease and Other Maladies of Grape 

 
 David Weller 

Biology and Biological Control of Root Diseases of Wheat, Barley and Biofuel 
Brassicas 

 
 William Wintermantel 

Biology, Epidemiology and Management of Vector-borne Viruses of Sugarbeet 
and Vegetable Crops 

 
Raymond Yokomi 

Characterization, Epidemiology and Management Strategies of Citrus Tristeza 
Virus and Spiroplasma citri on Citrus in California 

 
South Atlantic Area 
 
 Scott Adkins 

Emerging Diseases of Citrus, Vegetables, and Ornamentals 
 
 Jack Comstock 

Management of Diseases of Saccharum Hybrids through Development and 
Evaluation of Resistant Germplasm 

 
 Bruce Horn 

Genetics, Population Dynamics, and Mycotoxin Prevention in Peanut 
 
 Kai-Shu Ling 

Characterization, Etiology, and Disease Management for Vegetable Crops 
 
 Andrew Nyczepir 

Nematode and Disease Management of Deciduous Fruits 
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 Judy Thies 
Development of Disease and Nematode Resistance in Vegetable Crops 

 
 Patricia Timper 

Host Plant Resistance and Other Management Strategies for Nematodes in Cotton 
and Peanut 

 
Southern Plains Area 
 
 Louis Prom 

Characterization and Identification of Resistance in Sorghum to Fungal 
Pathogens 

 
 Robert Stipanovic 

Cotton Disease Management Strategies for Sustainable Cotton Production 
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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) 


