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Introduction 
This Panel Report is an overview and analysis of the 2015 National Program (NP) 306 Quality 
and Utilization of Agricultural Products Panel Review. The project plans reviewed by these 
panels were applicable to the mission of the National Program to “enhance the marketability of 
agricultural products, increase the availability of healthful foods, develop value-added food and 
nonfood products, and enable commercially-preferred technologies for post-harvest 
processing.” 
 
Candidates to chair each panel were recommended by the National Program Leader (NPL), Dr. 
Gene Lester and vetted by the Office of Scientific Quality Review (OSQR). Dr. Michael A. 
Grusak, Scientific Quality Review Officer (SQRO), approved a Chair for 14 out of the 17 panels. 
Panels 12 and 17 consisted of a single plan for which written reviews were solicited and a 
composite review prepared under Dr. Grusak’s signature. Panel 15 had two unique plans and 
individual reviews were sought for each plan and a composite review prepared under Dr. 
Grusak’s signature (Table 1). The Chair for Panel 10 withdrew at a late date from the review so 
individual reviews were sought for each plan and composite reviews were prepared under Dr. 
Grusak’s signature. 
 
Table 1. Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products 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: Lipid-Based 
Bioproducts 

Dr. Larry Johnson, Professor & Director, Center for 
Crops Utilization Research, Iowa State University, 
Ames, IA 

January 30, 
2015 

5 5 

Panel 2: 
Polysaccharide-Based 
Bioproducts 

Dr. Jinwen Zhang, Associate Professor, Composite 
Materials and Engineering Center, Washington State 
University, Pullman, WA 

February 5, 
2015 

3 3 

Panel 3: Protein-Based 
Bioproducts 

Dr. Deland Myers, Professor, Department of Plant 
Sciences, North Dakota State University, Fargo, ND 

January 23, 
2015 

3 3 

Panel 4: Miscellaneous 
Bioproducts 

Dr. Manjusri Misra, Professor, School of Engineering, 
University of Guelph, Guelph, Ontario, Canada 

March 2, 2015 5 5 

Panel 5: Biopesticides Dr. Brian Federici, Distinguished Professor of 
Entomology, Department of Entomology, University of 
California, Riverside, CA 

N/A 2 1 

Panel 6: Cotton 
Processing 

Dr. Dana Porter, Associate Professor & Extension 
Specialist, Department of Biological and Agricultural 
Engineering, Texas A&M Agrilife Research and 
Extension Service, Lubbock, TX 

March 10, 
2015 

4 4 

Panel 7: Wheat/Grain 
Quality 

Dr. Andrew Ross, Professor, Department of Crop and 
Soil Science, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR 

March 26, 
2015 

5 5 

Panel 8: Grain 
Engineering 

Dr. Jon Faubion, Singleton Endowed Professor, 
Department of Grain, Science and Industry, Kansas 
State University, Manhattan, KS 

March 31, 
2015 

3 3 

Panel 9: Peanuts/Oils Dr. Casimir Akoh, Distinguished Research Professor, 
Department of Food Science and Technology, The 
University of Georgia, Athens, GA 

January 21, 
2015 

3 3 
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Table 1. (Continued) Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products 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 10: Citrus Dr. Michael A. Grusak, SQRO N/A 7 2 
Panel 11: Dairy Dr. Joseph Marcy, Department Head, Department of 

Food Science and Technology, Virginia Tech 
University, Blacksburg, VA 

January 13, 
2015 

3 2 

Panel 13: Processing Dr. Cristina Sabliov, Associate Professor, Biological 
and Agricultural Engineering Department, Louisiana 
State University Agricultural Center, Baton Rouge, LA 

January 28, 
2015 

4 4 

Panel 14: Functional 
Foods 

Dr. Vivian Wu, Professor, Department of Food Science 
and Nutrition, University of Maine, Orono, ME 

February 24, 
2015 

5 5 

Panel 15: Meats Dr. Michael A. Grusak, SQRO N/A 6 2 
Panel 16: Fruit and 
Vegetable Quality 

Dr. Cindy Tong, Associate Professor, Department of 
Horticultural Science, University of Minnesota, St. Paul, 
MN 

February 9, 
2015 

6 5 

Panel 17: Quality and 
Marketability 

Dr. Michael A. Grusak, SQRO N/A 5 1 

 
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 to which researchers are required to respond in writing and, as appropriate, revise 
their written plans. 
 
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 and 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 306 Program Overview  
At the end of each panel meeting, the reviewers are asked to provide general comments or 
recommendations on the process. In addition, Panel Chairs provide a written statement on the 
review process and research plans.  The reviewers said that the strength of this review is that it 
was not about money but focused on research. The lack of budget makes focus more on science 
and how to improve research. Before this review, they did not appreciate how much thought goes 
into ARS research and the level of review these plans undergo. It improved their impression of 
ARS and they had a better understanding of how ARS Research is planned and were better able 
to appreciate the work of ARS.   
 
Many of the projects were thought to be quite novel but could be improved by more national and 
international collaboration. Industry collaborations were not always clear in these plans. In other 
cases it was good to see breadth of collaboration. The reviewers thought the plans, in general, 
showed thoroughness and care and often the effort taken in these plans was impressive. One 
reviewer noticed that some of the plans were a bit large but interesting and much better written 
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than in an earlier panel five years before. Some of the plans appeared overly ambitious and 
needed more detail and greater clarity of approach.  Some felt that although it is good research it 
is not likely suitable for competitive research programs. 
 
Table 2 shows the initial and final scores for the third cycle plans expressed as percentages for 
the NP 306 Quality and Utilization of the Agricultural Products Panels. One plan that received a 
major revision score was terminated without further review. Two other plans that received major 
revision scores went through second review and were certified. The third cycle initial score 
(5.23; Minor Revision) was higher than the first (4.91; Moderate Revision) and second (4.9; 
Moderate Revision) cycles, but in final review the first cycle had the highest average initial score 
(5.69; Minor Revision) followed by the second cycle (5.36; Minor Revision) and lastly, the third 
cycle (5.35; Minor Revision). 
 
There was no influence of the size of the panel on the initial score for the plans in the current NP 
306 Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products review (Figure 1). Even with the inclusion 
of the first and second cycles, Figure 2 shows that there was no influence of panel size on initial 
review score.  Figure 3 contains data for all plans reviewed by panels in the current review cycle. 
It also shows that panel size has no influence on initial review score. 
 
Figure 4 appears to show a slight influence on the scientific effort (scientific year, SY) on the 
initial review score for the current review of the NP 306 Quality and Utilization of Agricultural 
Products Plans, although the R2 value suggests that this is not the case. Figure 5 includes the 
initial review score on all plans reviewed in the current five-year review cycle and confirms a 
lack of influence of SY time on score. 
 
There is no apparent influence of actual number of scientists on the initial review score for the 
current NP 306 Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products Panel Review (Figure 6) and 
Figure 7, which includes the plans that have been reviewed in the current five-year review cycle, 
is consistent with this observation. 
 
The first cycle had the larger amount of plans receiving major revision (16) followed by the 
second (15) and the third cycle (current) had only three plans. The first and second cycle reviews 
also had one plan each receiving a not feasible score (Figure 8). The second cycle had five plans 
failing review and the first and third cycles had one plan each failing review (Figure 9). 
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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 306 Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products Panels. Note that for 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: Lipid-
Based 
Bioproducts 

40.0% 0.0% 40.0% 20.0% 0.0% 4.93 40.0% 20.0% 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.81 

Panel 2: 
Polysaccharide- 
Based 
Bioproducts 

0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 4.83 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 4.83 

Panel 3: 
Protein-Based 
Bioproducts 

0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.33 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.33 

Panel 4: 
Miscellaneous 
Bioproducts 

0.0% 40.0% 60.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.77 0.0% 40.0% 60.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.77 

Panel 5: 
Biopesticides 

0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6 

Panel 6: Cotton 
Processing 

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

Panel 7: Wheat/ 
Grain Quality 

40.0% 20.0% 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.48 40.0% 20.0% 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.48 

Panel 8: Grain 
Engineering 

100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.33 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.33 

Panel 9: 
Peanuts/Oils 

0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 4 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.66 

Panel 10: Citrus 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6 

Panel 11: Dairy 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4 

Panel 12: 
Allergies 

0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.5 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.5 

Panel 13: 
Processing 

0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.6 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.6 

Panel 14: 
Functional 
Foods 

0.0% 40.0% 60.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.99 0.0% 40.0% 60.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.99 

Panel 15: 
Meats 

0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.33 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.33 

Panel 16: Fruit 
& Vegetable 
Quality 

0.0% 60.0% 20.0% 20.0% 0.0% 4.69 0.0% 60.0% 20.0% 20.0% 0.0% 4.69 

Panel 17: 
Quality & 
Marketability 

0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.6 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.6 

NP 306, All 10.6% 54.0% 31.1% 4.3% 0.0% 5.23 10.6% 55.2% 33.0% 1.2% 0.0% 5.35 
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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 306 Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products 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 (91) 9.9% 44.4% 27.5% 17.6% 1.1% 4.91 19.8% 48.4% 30.8% 1.1% 0.0% 5.69 

Second Cycle 
(72) 

12.5% 41.7% 23.6% 20.8% 1.4% 4.9 15.3% 47.2% 30.6% 6.9% 0.0% 5.36 

Third Cycle 
(54) 

13.0% 44.4% 37.0% 5.6% 0.0% 5.23 13.0% 46.3% 38.9% 1.9% 0.0% 5.35 
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Figure 1. Influence of the number of reviewers (Panel Size) on the averaged numerical outcome (Score) received on the first 
review for the 54 plans in the current NP 306 Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products review. 

 
 
 
Figure 2. Inclusion of review scores for plans reviewed in the first (2004), second (2010) and third (2015) with the data in Figure 
1 (217 plans total) for NP 306 Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products Panels 

 
 
 
Figure 3. Similar to Figures 1 and 2 but for all plans reviewed by panels in the current 5-year review cycle. 
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Figure 4. 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 54 plans in the current NP 306 Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products Panel Review. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5. Same as Figure 4 but for all plans reviewed by panels in the current 5-year review cycle. 
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Figure 6. 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 306 Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products review. 

 
 
 
Figure 7. Same as Figure 6 but for all plans reviewed in the current 5-year review cycle. 
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Figure 8. Percentage distribution of initial review scores for the first (2004), second (2010) and third (2015) cycles for the NP 306 
Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products Panels (4.91; 4.90; 5.23, 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. 

 
 
 
Figure 9. Percentage distribution of final review scores for the first (2004) second (2010) and third (2015) cycles for the NP 306 
Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products Panels (5.69; 5.36; 5.35, 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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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. 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 17 panels were composed of 
nationally and internationally recognized experts to review 54 projects primarily coded to the 
Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products Program (see Table 1, page 2). The information 
and charts below provide key characteristics of the Quality and Utilization of Agricultural 
Products 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 Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products 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. Number of 
panelists in parentheses. 

Panel Professor Associate 
Professor 

Assistant 
Professor 

Government Industry & 
Industry 

Organizations 

Other 

Panel 1: Lipid-Based 
Bioproducts (6) 

2 1   2 1 

Panel 2: Polysaccharide-Based 
Bioproducts (4) 

2 1 1    

Panel 3: Protein-Based 
Bioproducts (4) 

3    1  

Panel 4: Miscellaneous 
Bioproducts (6)* 

3 2   1  

Panel 5: Biopesticides (3) 3      
Panel 6: Cotton Processing (5) 2 2 1    
Panel 7: Wheat/Grain Quality (6) 2  1  2 1 
Panel 8: Grain Engineering (4) 4      
Panel 9: Peanuts/Oils (4) 3 1     
Panel 10: Citrus (7) 7      
Panel 11: Dairy (3) 3      
Panel 12: Allergies (4) 1   1 2  
Panel 13: Processing (5) 3 2     
Panel 14: Functional Foods (6) 6      
Panel 15: Meats (6) 3 3     
Panel 16: Fruit and Vegetable 
Quality (7) 

1 3  1 1 1 

Panel 17: Quality and 
Marketability (5) 

1 1  1 2  

*Data not available. 
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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 doctorate level education to achieve the highest recognition and 
qualification (e.g., engineers and modeling specialists). Panelists are also judged by their most 
recent professional accomplishments (e.g. awards and publications completed in the last five 
years). Finally, the panelists who are currently performing or leading research to address a 
problem similar to those addressed in the National Program are preferred. Table 5 describes their 
characteristics in the Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products Panels. 
 
Table 5. The Panels’ Recent Accomplishments. Number of panelists in parentheses. 

Panel Published 
Articles 
Recently 

Received Recent 
Professional 

Awards 

Having 
Review 

Experience 

Currently 
Performing 
Research 

Panel 1: Lipid-Based Bioproducts (6) 5 4 5 4 
Panel 2: Polysaccharide-Based Bioproducts (4) 4 2 4 4 
Panel 3: Protein-Based Bioproducts (4) 3 4 4 4 
Panel 4: Miscellaneous Bioproducts (6) 6 4 5 6 
Panel 5: Biopesticides (3) 3 3 3 3 
Panel 6: Cotton Processing (5) 4 5 5 5 
Panel 7: Wheat/Grain Quality (6) 6 5 6 4 
Panel 8: Grain Engineering (4) 2 4 4 4 
Panel 9: Peanuts/Oils (4) 4 3 4 4 
Panel 10: Citrus (7)* 6 3 4 5 
Panel 11: Dairy (3) 3 3 3 3 
Panel 12: Allergies (4)* 3 1 4 1 
Panel 13: Processing (5) 5 5 5 5 
Panel 14: Functional Foods (6) 5 6 6 6 
Panel 15: Meats (6) 6 6 6 6 
Panel 16: Fruit and Vegetable Quality (7)* 6 4 6 5 
Panel 17: Quality and Marketability (5)* 4 2 4 4 

*Data not available. 
 

Current and Previous ARS Employment 
The Research Title of the 1995 Farm Bill 105-585, mandated ARS’s requirements for the peer 
review of 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. 
 
  



14 

 

Table 6.  Affiliations with ARS. Number of panelists in parentheses. 
Panel Currently Employed by ARS Formerly Employed by ARS 
Panel 1: Lipid-Based Bioproducts (6) 0 0 
Panel 2: Polysaccharide-Based Bioproducts (4) 0 0 
Panel 3: Protein-Based Bioproducts (4) 0 1 
Panel 4: Miscellaneous Bioproducts (6) 0 0 
Panel 5: Biopesticides (3) 0 0 
Panel 6: Cotton Processing (5) 0 1 
Panel 7: Wheat/Grain Quality (6) 0 3 
Panel 8: Grain Engineering (4) 0 0 
Panel 9: Peanuts/Oils (4) 0 1 
Panel 10: Citrus (7) 0 0 
Panel 11: Dairy (3) 0 0 
Panel 12: Allergies (4) 0 0 
Panel 13: Processing (5) 0 0 
Panel 14: Functional Foods (6) 0 0 
Panel 15: Meats (6) 0 1 
Panel 16: Fruit and Vegetable Quality (7) 0 1 
Panel 17: Quality and Marketability (5) 0 0 
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Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products Panel Chairs 
 
     Lawrence A. Johnson, Ph.D. 
 
     Panel 1: Lipid-Based Bioproducts (2015) 
 
     Professor and Director, Center for Crops Utilization  

    Research, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa 
 
    Education: B.S. The Ohio State University; M.S. North  

   Carolina State University; Ph.D. Kansas State University 
 

Dr. Johnson’s research interests are fats and oil chemistry, 
corn and soybean processing. 

 
 
 
 
     Jinwen Zhang, Ph.D. 
 

Panel 2: Polysaccharide-Based Bioproducts (2015) 
 
Associate Professor, Composite Materials and Engineering 
Center, Washington State University, Pullman, Washington 
 
Education: B.E. Suzhou Institute of Silk Textile 
Technology, China, M.E. Dalian University of Technology, 
China; Ph.D. University of Massachusetts 
 
Dr. Zhang’s research interests are polymer materials, 
organic synthesis, and polymer characterization and 
processing. 
 

 

     Deland Myers, Ph.D. 
 

Panel 3: Protein-Based Bioproducts (2015) 
 
Professor, Department of Plant Sciences, North Dakota 
State University, Fargo, North Dakota 
 
Education: B.S. University of Missouri; M.S. & Ph.D. 
University of Missouri 
 
Dr. Myers research interests are protein, industrial uses of 
agricultural crops and product development. 
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     Manjusri Misra, Ph.D. 
 

Panel 4: Miscellaneous Bioproducts (2015) 
 
Professor, School of Engineering and the Department of 
Agriculture, University of Guelph, Guelph, Ontario, 
Canada 
 
Education: B.S., M.S. & Ph.D. Utkal University, India 
 
Dr. Misra’s research interests are renewable and biobased 
materials, bioplastics, biocomposites, bioproducts, 
sustainability, and biorefining. 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     Brian Federici, Ph.D.  
 

Panel 5: Biopesticides (2015) 
 
Distinguished Professor of Entomology, Department of 
Entomology, University of California, Riverside, California 
 
Education: B.S. Rutgers University; M.S. & Ph.D. 
University of Florida 
 
Dr. Federici’s research interests is insect pathology. 
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     Dana Porter, Ph.D. 
 

 Panel 6: Cotton Processing (2015) 
 

Associate Professor and Extension Specialist, Department 
of Biological and Agricultural Texas A&M Agrilife 
Research and Extension Service, Lubbock, Texas 
 
Education: B.S. & M.S. Texas A&M University; Ph.D. 
Mississippi State University 
 
Dr. Porter’s research interests are agricultural engineering, 
irrigation, agricultural water management and cotton. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
   Andrew Ross, Ph.D. 
 

  Panel 7: Wheat/Grain Quality 
 

Professor, Department of Crop and Soil Science, Oregon 
State University, Corvallis, Oregon 
 
Education:  B.Sc. University of Sydney; Ph.D. University 
of New South Wales 
 
Dr. Ross’ research interests are cereal science. 
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    Jon Faubion, Ph.D. 
 

Panel 8: Grain Engineering (2015) 
 
Singleton Endowed Professor, Department of Grain, 
Science and Industry, Kansas State University, Manhattan, 
Kansas 
 
Education:  B.S. & Ph.D. Kansas State University 
 
Dr. Faubion’s research interests include grain science, 
baking science, cereal quality and cereal chemistry. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   Casimir Akoh, Ph.D. 
 

Panel 9: Peanuts/Oils (2015) 
 
Distinguished Research Professor, Department of Food 
Science and Technology, The University of Georgia, 
Athens, Georgia 
 
Education: B.S. University of Nigeria; M.S. & Ph.D. 
Washington State University 
 
Dr. Akoh’s research interests includes lipid chemistry and 
lipid biotechnology, food chemistry. 
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    Joseph Marcy, Ph.D. 
 

Panel 11: Dairy (2015) 
 
Department Head, Department of Food Science and 
Technology, Virginia Tech University, Blacksburg, 
Virginia 
 
Education:  B.S. & M.S. University of Tennessee; Ph.D. 
University of North Carolina 
 
Dr. Marcy’s research interests include food packaging, 
food processing and aseptic processing. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    Cristina Sabliov, Ph.D. 
    

Panel 13: Processing (2015) 
 
Associate Professor, Department of Biological and 
Agricultural Engineering Department, Louisiana State 
University Agricultural Center, Baton Rouge, Louisiana 
 
Education: B.S. Lucian Blaga University of Sibia, 
Romania; M.S. University of Missouri; Ph.D. North 
Carolina State University 
 
Dr. Sabliov’s research interests include nanoparticles, 
nanodelivery systems and bioprocess engineering. 
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   Vivian Wu, Ph.D. 
 

Panel 14: Functional Foods 
 
Professor, Department of Food Science and Nutrition, 
University of Maine, Orono, Maine 
 
Education:  M.S. & Ph.D. Kansas State University 
 
Dr. Wu’s research interests are functional foods, food 
safety and microbiology. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     Cindy Tong, Ph.D. 
 

Panel 16: Fruit and Vegetable Quality (2015) 
 
Associate Professor, Department of Horticultural Science, 
University of Minnesota, St. Paul, Minnesota 
 
Education: A.B. University of Chicago; M.S. Duke 
University; Ph.D. University of California 
 
Dr. Tong’s research interests include postharvest 
physiology, apple fruit texture, potato anthocyanins, and 
small farm food safety. 
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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. 
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Projects Reviewed by the Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products 
Panels (listed by Lead Scientist) 
 
Mid West Area 
 

Byung-Kee Baik 
Genetic and Biochemical Basis of Soft Winter Wheat End-Use Quality 
 

 Mark Berhow 
Evaluation of the Chemical and Physical Properties of Low-Value Agricultural 
Crops and Products to Enhance their Use and Value 

 
 Girma Biresaw 

Value-Added Bio-Oil Products and Processes 
 

Atanu Biswas 
Conversion of Polysaccharides and Other Bio-Based Materials to High-Value, 
Commercial Products 

 
Steven Cermak 

Replacement of Petroleum Products Utilizing Off-Season Rotational Crops 
     

David Compton 
Technologies for Producing Biobased Chemicals 

 
Kenneth Doll 

Industrial Monomers and Polymers from Plant Oils 
  

Frederick Felker 
Improved Utilization of Low-Value Oilseed Press Cakes and Pulses for Health-
Promoting Food Ingredients and Biobased Products 
 

George Inglett 
Innovating Processing Technologies for Creating Functional Food Ingredients 
with Health Benefits from Food Grains, their Processing Products and By-
Products 

 
Lei Jong 

Renewable Biobased Particles 
 
 Renfu Lu 

Nondestructive Quality Assessment and Grading of Fruits and Vegetables 
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Jill Moser 
Improving Quality, Stability, and Functionality of Oils and Bioactive Lipids 

 
 Gordon Selling 

Improved Utilization of Proteinaceous Crop Co-Products 
 

Christopher Skory 
Technologies for Producing Renewable Bioproducts 

 
North East Area 
 

Stephen Delwiche 
Rapid Methods for Quality and Safety Inspection of Small Grain Cereals 

 
Rafael Garcia 

Commercial Flocculants from Low-Value Animal Protein 
 

Arland Hotchkiss 
Bioactive Food Ingredients for Safe and Health-Promoting Functional Foods 

 
Cheng Kung Liu 

Improving the Quality of Animal Hides, Reducing Environmental Impacts of 
Hide Production, and Developing Value-Added Products from Wool 

 
 Daniel Solaiman 

Commercial Products from Microbial Lipids 
 

Peggy Tomasula 
Improving the Sustainability and Quality of Food and Dairy Products from 
Manufacturing to Consumption via Process Modeling and Edible Packaging 

 
Diane Van Hekken 

Effect of Processing of Milk on Bioactive Compounds in Fresh High-Moisture 
Cheeses 

        
Pacific West Area 
 

Andrew Breksa and Bruce Whitaker 
Harnessing the Biosynthesis of Naturally Occurring Antioxidants to Enhance the 
Quality and Shelf Life of Fruits and Vegetables 

 
Gregory Glenn 

Bioproducts from Agricultural Feedstocks 



38 

 

Ronald Haff 
Defining, Measuring and Mitigating Attributes that Adversely Impact the Quality 
and Marketability of Foods 

 
James Mattheis 

Developmental Genomics and Metabolomics Influencing Temperate Tree Fruit 
Quality 

 
Tara McHugh 

New Sustainable Processing Technologies to Produce Healthy, Value-Added 
Foods from Specialty Crops 

 
Colleen McMahan 

Domestic Production of Natural Rubber and Industrial Seed Oils 
 

Craig Morris 
Wheat Quality, Functionality and Marketability in the Western U.S. 

 
Chang-Lin Xiao 

Integrate Pre- and Postharvest Approaches to Enhance Fresh Fruit Quality and 
Control Postharvest Diseases 

 
Wallace Yokoyama 

Adding Value to Plant-Based Waste Materials through Development of Novel, 
Healthy Ingredients and Functional Foods 

 
Plains Area 
 

Paul Armstrong 
Impacting Quality through Preservation, Enhancement, and Measurement of 
Grain and Plant Traits 

  
Scott Bean 

Impact of the Environment on Sorghum Grain Composition and Quality Traits 
 

Gregory Holt 
Enhancing the Profitability and Sustainability of Upland Cotton, Cottonseed, and 
Agricultural Byproducts through Improvements in Pre- and Post-Harvest 
Processing 
 

Jae-Bom Ohm 
Enhancement of Hard Spring Wheat, Durum and Oat Quality 
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Jeffrey Suttle 
Improving Potato Nutritional and Market Quality by Identifying and 
Manipulating Physiological and Molecular Processes Controlling Tuber Wound-
Healing and Sprout Growth 

 
Derek Whitelock 

Enhancing the Quality, Utility, Sustainability and Environmental Impact of 
Western and Cotton through Improvements in Harvesting, Processing, and 
Utilization 

 
Jeff Wilson and Bradford Seabourn 

Impact of Environmental Variation on Genetic Expression (phenotype) of Hard 
Winter Wheat Quality Traits 

 
South East Area 

 
Peter Bechtel 

Postharvest Sensory, Processing, and Packaging of Catfish 
 

Brian Bowker 
Assessment and Improvement of Poultry Meat, Egg, and Feed Quality 

 
Stephen Boue 

Nutritional and Sensory Properties of Rice and Rice Value-Added Products 
 

Christopher Butts 
Postharvest Systems to Assess and Preserve Peanut Quality and Safety 

 
Richard Byler 

Cotton Ginning Research to Improve Processing Efficiency and Product Quality 
in the Saw-Ginning of Picker-Harvested Cotton 

 
Randall Cameron 

Enhancing Utilization of Citrus Processing Co-Products 
 

Lisa Dean 
Improvement and Maintenance of Flavor, Shelf-Life, Functional Characteristics, 
and Biochemical/Bioactive Components in Peanuts, Peanut Products and Related 
Commodities through Improved Handling, Processing and Use of Genetic/ 
Genomic Resources 

 
Michael Dowd 

Increasing the Value of Cottonseed 
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Stephen Duke 
Discovery and Development of Natural Products for Pharmaceutical and 
Agrochemical Applications II 

 
J. Vincent Edwards 

Chemical Modification of Cotton for Value-Added Applications 
 

Doug Hinchliffe 
Cotton-Based Nonwovens 

 
Soheila Maleki 

Reducing Peanut and Tree Nut Allergy 
 
 Anne Plotto 

Quality, Shelf-Life and Health Benefits for Fresh, Fresh-Cut and Processed 
Products for Citrus and Other Tropical/Subtropical-Grown Fruits and Vegetables 

 
Agnes Rimando 

Health-Promoting Bioactives and Biobased Pesticides from Medicinal and Herbal 
Crops 

 
James Rodgers 

Improved Quality Assessments of Cotton from Fiber to Final Products 
 

Samir Trabelsi 
Rapid Assessment of Grain, Seed, and Nut Quality Attributes with Microwave 
Sensors 

 
Van Den Truong 

Improved Processes for the Preservation and Utilization of Vegetables, Including 
Cucumber, Sweet Potato, Cabbage, and Peppers to Produce Safe, High Quality 
Products with Reduced Energy Use and Waste 
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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:  
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) 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 


