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Introduction 
This Panel Report provides the background on the 2012 National Program 
(NP) Water Availability and Watershed Management Panel Review. The 
project plans reviewed by these panels were applicable to the mission of the 
National Program to “(1) conduct fundamental and applied research on the 
processes that control water availability and quality for the health and 
economic growth of the American people; and (2) develop new and 
improved technologies for managing the Nation's agricultural water 
resources. These advances in knowledge and technologies will provide 
producers, action agencies, local communities, and resource advisors with 
the practices, tools, models, and decision support systems they need to 
improve water conservation and water use efficiency in agriculture, enhance 
water quality, protect rural and urban communities from the ravages of 
droughts and floods, improve agricultural and urban watersheds, and 
prevent the degradation of riparian areas, wetlands, and stream corridors. 
The rationale for this program is that water is fundamental to life and is a 
basic requirement for virtually all of our agricultural, industrial, urban, and 
recreational activities, as well as the sustained health of the natural 
environment.” 
 
In collaboration with the Office of Scientific Quality Review (OSQR), and the 
National Program Leaders, Mark Walbridge and Charles Walthall, divided 37 
projects into twelve panels. After considering several candidates, Dr. Donald 
Knowles, Scientific Quality Review Officer (SQRO), appointed a chair for the 
eleven panels (Table 1).   
 
Dr. Michael Strauss, Peer Review Program Coordinator, and Dr. Knowles 
presented an orientation to the Panel Chairs. Dr. Knowles 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 water availability and 
watershed management.  The panels received a telephone-web-based 
orientation. The Office of National Programs (ONP) provided an overview of 
the NP 211 Water Availability and Watershed Program.  All panels convened 
online. 
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Table 1. Breakdown of the Water Availability and Watershed Management Panels 
Panel Panel Chair Panel Meeting 

Date 
Number 

of 
Panelists 

Number of 
Projects 

Reviewed 
Panel 1 – Irrigation Dr. George Vellidis, Professor, Dept Biol & Agr 

Engr, Univ Georgia, Tifton, GA 
November 30, 

2011 
6 3* 

Panel 2 – Water Productivity at 
Multiple Scales 

Dr. Dan Thomas, Professor & Head, Dept 
Biosys & Agr Engr, Oklahoma State Univ, 
Stillwater, OK 

October 26, 
2011 

4 3 

Panel 3 – Dryland/Rainfed and 
Drainage Water Management 

Dr. Daniel Devlin, Director, Kansas Ctr Agr 
Res & the Environ, Kansas State Univ, 
Manhattan, KS 

December 14, 
2011 

5 4 

Panel 4 – Water Reuse Dr. James Dobrowolski, National Program 
Leader, USDA, NIFA, Inst Bioenergy, Climate 
& Environ, Div Environ Sci, Washington, DC 

December 12, 
2011 

5 4 

Panel 5 – Water/Water Quality 
Processes, Management, and 
Control 

Dr. Stephen Hamilton, Professor, Kellogg Biol 
Stn, Michigan State Univ, Hickory Corners, MI 

November 21, 
2011 

4 3 

Panel 6 – Sediment and Water 
Quality in Agricultural 
Watersheds 

Dr. Mark Grismer, Professor, Depts Land, Air 
& Water Res; Biol & Agr Engr, Univ California, 
Sebastopol, CA  

December 13, 
2011 

5 3 

Panel 7 – Water Treatment and 
Control Technologies 

Dr. Thomas Franti, Assoc Professor, Dept Biol 
Sys Engr, Univ Nebraska, Lincoln, NE 

November 7, 
2011 

5 4 

Panel 8 – Managing 
Agricultural Water Quality 

Dr. Rafael Munoz-Carpena, Professor, Dept 
Agr Biol Engr, Univ Florida, Gainesville, FL 

December 9, 
2011 

4 2* 

Panel 9 – Water Resource 
Management and Conservation 

Dr. James Dobrowolski, National Program 
Leader, USDA, NIFA, Inst Bioenergy, Climate 
& Environ, Div Environ Sci, Washington, DC 

December 8, 
2011 

5 2* 

Panel 10 – Managing 
Agricultural Watersheds and 
Landscapes 

Dr. Melba Crawford, Assoc Dean for Egr Res, 
Purdue Univ, West Lafayette, IN 

December 21, 
2011 

6 5 

Panel 11 – Water and Soil 
Conservation 

Dr. Michael O’Neill, National Program Leader, 
USDA, NIFA, Inst Bioenergy, Climate & 
Environ, Div Environ Sci, Washington, DC 

December 2, 
2011 

4 3 

Panel 12 – Salt Tolerance Dr. Donald Knowles, SQRO N/A 3 1 
*Panels had projects that were terminated before review. 
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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 (score), 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 or revision to the work on one 
or more objectives, perhaps involving alteration of the experimental 
approaches in order to increase quality to a higher level and may need 
some rewriting for greater clarity. 
 
Major Revision Required (score: 2). There are significant flaws in 
the experimental design and/or approach or lack of clarity which 
hampers understanding. Significant revision is needed. 
 
Not Feasible (score: 0). The project plan, as presented, has major 
flaws or deficiencies, and cannot be simply revised. Deficiencies exist 
in approach, experimental design, presentation, or expertise which 
makes it unlikely to succeed. 

 
For plans receiving one of the first three Action Classes (No Revision, Minor 
Revision, and Moderate Revision) scientists respond in writing to panel 
comments, revise their project plan as appropriate, and submit the revised 
plan and responses to OSQR through their Area Office.  These are revised 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. 
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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 or Office of National Programs. 
 
NP 211 Program Review Overview 
The following is a summary of the comments made in the panel debriefings 
of the third cycle.  The general consensus among panels was that this review 
process gave them a better understanding of ARS and left a favorable 
impression.  They appreciate that ARS takes on these long-term projects 
where many university researchers may not be able to adequately address 
these problems in a shorter timeframe.   
 
For those proposals that were poorly written, they suggest mentoring and 
providing examples of well-written plans. 
 
Table 2 shows the initial and final scores for the third cycle in terms of 
percentages.  All but one project passed review.  The overall average score 
for all plans was 5.15 which is in the Minor Revision range. 
 
Table 3 shows the initial and final scores for the first, second and third cycles 
expressed as percentages. The first cycle scored higher with an average final 
score of 5.29 (Minor Revision).  All three cycles had one plan that did not 
pass final review. 
 
Table 4 shows the initial and final scores for the in-person and online panels 
over all three review cycles.  There is not a marked difference among the 
average score for the in person panels (4.79; Moderate Revision) and the 
online panels (4.76; Moderate Revision) in Initial review.  The average final 
scores improved but again there was not a marked difference between the in 
person (5.24; Minor Revision) and online (5.15; Minor Revision) final scores. 
 
Figures 1 and 2 present the distribution of scores for the Water Availability 
and Watershed Management Panels for the score versus panel size. In Figure 
1 there appears to be a suggestion that scores were lower, on average, from 
smaller panels. The low number of plans overall, however, makes it unlikely 
that this is significant. Further, when the scores for all three review cycles 
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are included in Figure 2, the trend is less clear and when all scores from the 
third cycle (Figure 3) are included the trend is clearly insignificant. 
 
Figure 4 shows the distribution of scores for the number of scientists versus 
score for the Third Cycle panels.  It shows that there is no relationship 
between the score received and the number of scientists on a plan.                                
 
Figures 5 and 6 show the distribution of the Water Availability and 
Watershed Management Panels initial and final scores assigned by the First 
(2001), Second (2007) and Third (2012) Cycle.  The first cycle outscored the 
second and third cycles in the initial score (5.29, 4.31 and 4.76, 
respectively) and final score (5.49, 5.00 and 5.15, respectively) reviews.  
Action classes are determined from scores as follows: 
 

Action Class   Score Range 
No Revision Needed  > 7.0 
Minor Revision Needed  5.1-6.9 
Moderate Revision Needed 3.1-5.0 
Major Revision Needed  1.1-3.0 
Not Feasible   < 1.0 
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Table 2. Initial and Final Scores for the Third Cycle (2012) Distribution for the NP 211 Water Availability and Watershed 
Management Panels Broken Down by Percentages 

Third Cycle, 2012 

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 - Irrigation (3) 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.67 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.67 
Panel 2 - Water 
Productivity at Multiple 
Scales (3) 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 4.33 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.94 
Panel 3 - Dryland/Rainfed 
& Drainage Water 
Management (4) 0.0% 75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.3 0.0% 75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.3 
Panel 4 - Water Reuse (4) 0.0% 25.0% 75.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.6 0.0% 25.0% 75.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.6 
Panel 5 - Water/Water 
Quality Processes, 
Management, & Control 
(3) 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 5 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 5 
Panel 6 - Sediment & 
Water Quality in 
Agricultural Watersheds 
(3) 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 4.4 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 4.4 
Panel 7 - Water 
Treatment & Control 
Technologies (4) 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 4.3 25.0% 50.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 5 
Panel 8 - Managing 
Agricultural Water Quality 
(2) 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.75 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.75 
Panel 9 - Water Resource 
Management & 
Conservation (2) 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.8 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.8 
Panel 10 - Managing 
Agricultural Watersheds & 
Landscapes (5) 0.0% 40.0% 60.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.87 0.0% 40.0% 60.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.87 
Panel 11 - Water & Soil 
Conservation (3) 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 4.61 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.94 
Panel 12 - Salt Tolerance 
(1) 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4 

Total 2.8% 40.8% 46.7% 9.7% 0.0% 4.76 7.6% 43.6% 46.7% 2.1% 0.0% 5.15 
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Table 3. Initial and Final Scores for All Cycles Expressed as Percentages for the NP 211 Water Availability and Watershed 
Management 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, 2001 
(n=47) 17.0% 42.6% 31.9% 8.5% 0.0% 5.29 19.1% 44.7% 34.0% 0.0% 2.1% 5.49 
Second Cycle, 2007 
(n=48) 0.0% 29.2% 47.9% 20.8% 2.1% 4.31 2.1% 47.9% 47.9% 0.0% 2.1% 5.00 
Third Cycle, 2011 
(n=37) 2.7% 43.2% 43.2% 10.8% 0.0% 4.76 8.1% 45.9% 43.2% 2.7% 0.0% 5.15 

 
 

Table 4. In Person vs. Online Scores for the NP 211 Water Availability and Watershed Management 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 

In Person (n=95) 8.4% 35.8% 40.0% 14.7% 1.1% 4.79 10.5% 46.3% 41.1% 0.0% 2.1% 5.24 

Online (n=37) 2.7% 43.2% 43.2% 10.8% 0.0% 4.76 8.1% 45.9% 43.2% 2.7% 0.0% 5.15 
 
 

Figure 1. Panel Size vs. Score for the Third Cycle of the NP 211 Water Availability and Watershed Management Panels 
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Figure 2. Panel Size vs. Score for all Three Cycles of the NP 211 Water Availability and Watershed Management Panels 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3. Panel Size vs. Score for All the Third Cycle Panels 
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Figure 4. Number of Scientists vs. Score for the Third Cycle of the NP 211 Water Availability and Watershed Management 
Panels 

 
 
 
 
 
 Figure 5. Initial Review Scores for the First (2001), Second (2007), and Third (2012) Cycle Distribution for the NP 211 Water 
Availability and Watershed Management Panels (average score 5.29; 4.31; 4.76, respectively). The number of plans reviewed by 
each cycle is in parentheses. Number over columns is the actual number of plans receiving that score. 
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Figure 6. Final Review Scores for the First (2001), Second (2007), and Third (2012) Cycle Distribution for the NP 211 Water 
Availability and Watershed Management Panels (average score 5.49; 5.00; 5.15, respectively). The number of plans reviewed by 
each cycle is in parentheses. Number over columns is the actual number of plans receiving that score. 

 

 
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 12 panels were composed of nationally and 
internationally recognized experts to review 37 projects primarily coded to 
the Water Availability and Watershed Management Program (See Table 1, 
page 2). The information and charts below provide key characteristics of the 
Water Availability and Watershed Management Panels. This information 
should be read in conjunction with the Panel Chair Statements. 
 
Affiliations 
Peer reviewers are affiliated with several types of institutions, especially 
universities, government, special interest groups, and industry. In some 
cases, peer reviewers have recently retired but are active as consultants, 
scientific editorial board members, and are members of professional 
societies. Also, several government-employed panelists are recognized for 
both their government affiliation and faculty ranking. Tables 2 and 3 show 
the type of institutions with which the Water Availability and Watershed 
Management Panel members were affiliated with at the time of the review. 
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Table 2. Faculty Rank of Panelists Affiliated with Universities 

Panel Professor Associate Professor Assistant Professor 
Panel 1 – Irrigation 4 2  
Panel 2 – Water Productivity at Multiple Scales 3 1  
Panel 3 – Dryland/Rainfed and Drainage Water 5   
Panel 4 – Water Reuse 3   
Panel 5 – Water/Water Quality Processes, 
Management and Control 

2 1  

Panel 6 – Sediment and Water Quality in 
Agricultural Watersheds 

1 1  

Panel 7 – Water Treatment and Control 
Technologies 

3 2  

Panel 8 – Managing Agricultural Water Quality 3  1 
Panel 9 – Water Resource Management and 
Conservation 

3   

Panel 10 – Managing Agricultural Watersheds and 
Landscapes 

4 1  

Panel 11 – Water and Soil Conservation 3   
Panel 12 – Salt Tolerance 1 1  
 
Table 3. Other Affiliations Represented on the Panels 

Panel Government Industry & Industry 
Organizations 

Other 

Panel 1 – Irrigation    
Panel 2 – Water Productivity at Multiple Scales    
Panel 3 – Dryland/Rainfed and Drainage Water    
Panel 4 – Water Reuse 1   
Panel 5 – Water/Water Quality Processes, 
Management and Control 

  1 

Panel 6 – Sediment and Water Quality in Agricultural 
Watersheds 

2  1 

Panel 7 – Water Treatment and Control Technologies    
Panel 8 – Managing Agricultural Water Quality    
Panel 9 – Water Resource Management and 
Conservation 

2   

Panel 10 – Managing Agricultural Watersheds and 
Landscapes 

1   

Panel 11 – Water and Soil Conservation 1   
Panel 12 – Salt Tolerance 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 
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addressed in the National Program are preferred. Table 4 describes their 
characteristics in the Water Availability and Watershed Management Panels. 
 
Table 4. The Panels’ Recent Accomplishments 

Panel Published 
Articles 
Recently 

Received Recent 
Professional 

Awards 

Having 
Review 

Experience 

Currently Performing 
Research 

Panel 1 – Irrigation 6 3 6 5 
Panel 2 – Water Productivity at Multiple 
Scales 

4 4 4 4 

Panel 3 – Dryland/Rainfed and Drainage 
Water 

5 4 5 5 

Panel 4 – Water Reuse 5 4 5 3 
Panel 5 – Water/Water Quality Processes, 
Management and Control 

4 2 4 4 

Panel 6 – Sediment and Water Quality in 
Agricultural Watersheds 

5 3 5 5 

Panel 7 – Water Treatment and Control 
Technologies 

5 5 5 5 

Panel 8 – Managing Agricultural Water 
Quality 

4 4 4 4 

Panel 9 – Water Resource Management 
and Conservation 

5 4 5 4 

Panel 10 – Managing Agricultural 
Watersheds and Landscapes 

6 4 6 6 

Panel 11 – Water and Soil Conservation 4 4 4 3 
Panel 12 – Salt Tolerance*   1  
*Data not available. 
 
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). 
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Table 5.  Affiliations with ARS 
Panel Currently Employed by ARS Formerly Employed by ARS 

Panel 1 – Irrigation  1 
Panel 2 – Water Productivity at Multiple Scales   
Panel 3 – Dryland/Rainfed and Drainage Water  1 
Panel 4 – Water Reuse  1 
Panel 5 – Water/Water Quality Processes, Management 
and Control 

 1 

Panel 6 – Sediment and Water Quality in Agricultural 
Watersheds 

 2 

Panel 7 – Water Treatment and Control Technologies  2 
Panel 8 – Managing Agricultural Water Quality   
Panel 9 – Water Resource Management and 
Conservation 

 1 

Panel 10 – Managing Agricultural Watersheds and 
Landscapes 

 2 

Panel 11 – Water and Soil Conservation  1 
Panel 12 – Salt Tolerance   
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Water Availability and Watershed Management Panel 
Chairs 
 
     Dr. Melba Crawford, PhD, ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 10 – Managing Agricultural  
     Watersheds and Landscapes 
 

Professor and Associate Dean of Engineering 
Research, Purdue University, West Lafayette, 
IN 

 
Education:  B.S. & M.S. University of Illinois; 
PhD Ohio State University 

 
Dr. Crawford is currently Professor and Associate Dean for Research at 
Purdue University.  She is also the Director for the Laboratory for 
Applications of Remote Sensing.  Her research interests are remote sensing 
and geospatial analysis. 
 
 
     Dr. Daniel Devlin, PhD, ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 3 – Dryland/Rainfed and Drainage  
     Water Management 
 

Director, Kansas Center for Agricultural 
Resources and the Environment, Kansas State 
University, Manhattan, KS 
 
Education: B.S. & M.S. Kansas State 
University; PhD Washington State University 

 
Dr. Devlin is the Director for the Kansas Center for Agricultural Resources 
and the Environment, and Director of the Kansas Water Resources Institute, 
Kansas State University.  His research interests include soil sustainability 
and water quality; and water quality at the watershed level. 
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     Dr. James Dobrowolski, PhD, ARS Panel  
     Chair 
 

Panel 4 – Water Reuse; Panel 9 –Water 
Reuse Management and Conservation 
 
National Program Leader, USDA, National 
Institute of Food and Agriculture, Division of 
Environmental Sciences, Washington, DC 
 
Education:  B.S. University of California; M.S. 
Washington State University; PhD Texas A&M 
University 

 
Dr. Dobrowolski is a National Program Leader at the Institute of Bioenergy, 
Climate and Environment where he develops and manages national 
programs in Rangeland and Grassland Ecosystems and Agricultural Water 
Quality.  His research interests include rangeland ecosystems, watershed 
management, multi-species, grazing, rangeland management and 
agricultural water security.  
 
 
     Dr. Thomas Franti, PhD, ARS Panel Chair 
 

Panel 7 – Water Treatment and Control 
Technologies 
 
Associate Professor, Department of Biological 
Systems Engineering, University of Nebraska, 
Lincoln, NE 
 
Education:  B.S. University of Wisconsin; M.S. 
Iowa State University; PhD Purdue University 

 
Dr. Franti is currently an Associate Professor and Surface Water 
Management Engineer at the University of Nebraska. His research interests 
include water quality, hydrology and erosion, urban storm water BMPs and 
ecological engineering. 
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     Dr. Mark Grismer, PhD, ARS Panel Chair 
 
     Panel 6 – Sediment and Water Quality in  
     Agricultural Watersheds 
 

  Professor, Department of Land, Air and Water  
Resources, University of California, Sebastopol, 
CA 
 
Education:  B.S. & M.S. Oregon State 
University; PhD Colorado State University  

 
Dr. Grismer is a Professor in the Department of Land, Air and Water 
Resources and Department of Biological and Agricultural Engineering. His 
research interests are soil-water engineering. 
 
 
     Dr. Stephen Hamilton, PhD, ARS Panel  
     Chair 
 

Panel 7 – Water Treatment and Control 
Technologies 
 
Associate Director, W. K. Kellogg Biological 
Station, Michigan State University, Hickory 
Corners, MI 
 
Education: B.S. Technological University, 
Houghton; M.A. University of Colorado; PhD 
University of California 

 
Dr. Hamilton is a Professor in the Department of Zoology and Associate 
Director at the W.K. Kellogg Biological Station at Michigan State University.  
His research interests include Biogeochemistry and ecosystem ecology with 
particular attention to aquatic environments, hydrological controls of 
ecosystem structure and function, agricultural ecology; Global change, 
tropical rivers and floodplains; North-temperate wetlands, rivers and 
streams. 
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    Dr. Rafael Munoz-Carpena, PhD, ARS  
    Panel Chair 
 

Panel 8 – Managing Agricultural Water 
Quality 
 
Professor, University of Florida, Gainesville, FL 
 
Education:  B.S. & M.S. Universidad Politécnica 
de Madrid; PhD North Carolina State University 
 

Dr. Munoz-Carpena is a Professor in the Department of Agricultural and 
Biological Engineering, University of Florida.  His research interests include 
hydrology, water quality, computer modeling, and uncertainty analysis. 
 
 
     Dr. Michael O’Neill, PhD, ARS Panel Chair 
 

Panel 11 – Water and Soil Conservation 
 
National Program Leader, USDA, National 
Institute of Food and Agriculture, Institute of 
Bioenergy, Climate and Environment, 
Washington, DC 
 
Education:  AB University of Maryland; MA & 
PhD University of Buffalo 

 
Dr. O’Neill is the National Program Leader at the Institute of Bioenergy, 
Climate and Environment where he administers the Water Resources 
Program.   
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      Dr. Daniel Thomas, PhD, ARS Panel  
      Chair 
 

Panel 2 – Water Productivity at 
Multiple Scales 
 
Department Head and Professor, 
Oklahoma State University, Stillwater, 
OK 
 
Education:  B.S. & M.E. Louisiana State 
University; PhD Purdue University 

 
Dr. Thomas is Head and Professor of the Department of Biosystems and 
Agricultural Engineering at Oklahoma State University.  His research 
interests include water resources engineering, irrigation, drainage, modeling, 
and precision agricultural systems. 
 
 

Dr. George Vellidis, PhD, ARS Panel 
Chair 
 
Panel 1 – Irrigation 
 
Professor, University of Georgia, Tifton, 
GA 
 
Education:  B.S. & M.S. Virginia Tech; 
PhD University of Florida 

 
Dr. Vellidis is a Professor of the Department of Biological and Agricultural 
Engineering at the University of Georgia.  His research interests include 
water quality, irrigation, and precision agriculture. 
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Panel Chair Statements 
All Panel Chairs are required to turn in a statement that describes how their 
panel was conducted and possibly provide comments on the review process 
that might not otherwise be found in the individual research project plan 
peer reviews. Panel Chairs are given some guidelines for writing their 
statements, but are nevertheless free to discuss what they believe is most 
important for broad audiences. 
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Projected Reviewed by the Water Availability and 
Watershed Management  
 
Beltsville Area 
 
 Wade Crow 

Leveraging Remote Sensing, Land Surface Modeling and Ground-
Based Observations for the Integrative Assessment of Water 
Quantity and Quality Variables within Heterogeneous Agricultural 
Landscapes 

 
Mid South Area 
 

Roger Kuhnle 
Technologies for Managing Water and Sediment Movement in 
Agricultural Watersheds 

 
Martin Locke 

Integrated Strategies for Improved Water Quality and Ecosystem 
Integrity within Agricultural Watersheds 

 
 Michele Reba 

Preserving Water Quality and Availability for Agriculture in the 
Lower Mississippi River Basin 
 

 Mathias Romkens and Craig Hickey (NCPA) 
Acoustic and Geophysical Technology Development for 
Improving Assessment and Monitoring of Erosion and Sediment 
Transport in Watersheds, and the Integrity of Earthen Dams 

 
 Mathias Romkens and Sam Wang (NCCHE) 

Improving Computational Modeling in Support of Better Erosion 
and Sediment Movement Control in Agricultural Watersheds 

 
Rui Xiu Sui 

Development of Water Management Technologies for the Mid-
South 
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Paul White 
Integrated Crop, Soil, and Water Management Systems for 
Sustainable Production of Sugarcane for Bioenergy Feedstock 

 
Midwest Area 
 
 Barry Allred 

Integrated Drainage Water and Agronomic Management 
Strategies for Environmental Protection and Sustainable 
Agricultural Production in the Midwest U.S. 

 
 Dennis Flanagan 

Assessing Conservation Effects on Water Quantity and Quality at 
Field and Watershed Scales 

 
 Kevin King 

Environmental Effects and Services Resulting from Prevailing and 
Innovative Land Use and Management Practices within Poorly 
Drained Midwest Landscapes 

 
 William Koskinen 

Practices to Protect Water Quality and Conserve Soil and Water 
Resources in Agronomic and Horticultural Systems in the North 
Central United States 

 
 Robert Lerch 

Improving Water Quality in Agricultural Watersheds Underlain by 
Claypan and Restrictive Layer Soils 

 
 Mark Tomer 

Managing Agricultural Water Quality in Fields and Watersheds: 
New Practices and Technologies 

 
 Earl Vories 

Improving Irrigation Management for Humid and Sub-Humid 
Climates 
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North Atlantic Area 
 
 Peter Kleinman 

Management and Conservation Practices to Improve Water 
Quality in Agroecosystems of the Northeastern U.S.  

 
Northern Plains Area 
 
 Timothy Green, James Ascough, II and Gregory McMaster 

Spatial Modeling of Agricultural Watersheds: Water and Nutrient 
Management and Targeted Conservation Effects at Field to 
Watershed Scales 
 

 Dale Shaner 
Management Strategies to Sustain Irrigated Agriculture with 
Limited Water Supplies 

 
Pacific West Area 
 
 James Ayars 

Developing Sustainable Cropping Systems to Improve Water 
Productivity and Protect Water and Soil Quality in Irrigated 
Agriculture 

 
 David Bjorneberg 

Soil and Water Conservation for Northwestern Irrigated 
Agriculture 

 
 David Goodrich 

Ecohydrological Processes, Scale, Climate Variability, and 
Watershed Management 

 
 Catherine Grieve 

Crop Genetic Improvement and Crop Management in Irrigated 
Areas Affected by Salinity and Toxic Ions 
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 Douglas Hunsaker 
Enhancing Water Conservation and Crop Productivity in Irrigated 
Agriculture 

 
 Mark Seyfried 

Understanding Snow and Hydrologic Processes in Mountainous 
Terrain with a Changing Climate 

 
 Todd Skaggs 

Effects of Agricultural Water Management and Land Use Practices 
on Regional Water Quality 

 
Jeffry Stone 

Soil Erosion, Sediment Yield, and Decision Support Systems for 
Improved Land Management on Semiarid Rangeland Watersheds 

 
 Donald Suarez 

Integrated Field Scale Management Systems for Use of Degraded 
Waters 

 
 Clinton Williams 

Reuse of Treated Municipal Waste Water for Irrigation as a 
Means to Increase Alternative Water Supplies 

 
South Atlantic Area 
 

Joseph Albano 
Algal-Based Water Treatment Technologies for Sustainable 
Horticultural Crop Production 

 
 Robert Lowrance 

Enhancing Environmental Quality and Ecosystem Services in 
Southeastern U.S. Coastal Plain Agricultural Watersheds 

 
 Kenneth Stone 

Managing Water Availability and Quality to Maintain or Increase 
Agricultural Production, Conserve Nature Resources, and 
Enhance Environmental Quality in Humid Regions 
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Southern Plains Area 
 
 Jeffrey Baker 

Managing and Modeling Deficit Irrigation and Limited Rainfall for 
Crop Production in Semi-Arid Regions 

 
 David Brauer and Steven Evett 

Improving Water Productivity and New Water Management 
Technologies to Sustain Rural Economies 

 
 Jurgen Garbrecht 

Adapting Soil and Water Conservation to Meet the Challenges of 
a Changing Climate 

 
 Gregory Hanson 

Development of Safe, Efficient Engineering Measures for Design, 
Analysis, and Rehabilitation of Hydraulic Structures and Channels 

 
 James Kiniry 

Enhanced Models and Conservation Practices for Water Resource 
Management and Assessment 

 
 Patrick Starks 

Agricultural Land Management to Optimize Productivity and 
Natural Resource Conservation at Farm and Watershed Scales 
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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, 2-1120B 
Beltsville, Maryland  20705-5142 
osqr@ars.usda.gov 
301-504-3282 (voice); 301-504-1251 (fax) 


