
Response to Reviewers’ comments 
 
Reviewer #1 – No specific comments requiring a response 
 
Reviewer #2 – No specific comments requiring a response 
 
Reviewer #3 – Response to comments as follows: 
 
1. If the USDA-ARS and state side are entwined it would be helpful to clarify this. If one cannot exist 
without the other it seems increasingly important to make this case to reviewers, policy makers and the 
public. Partnership of USDA-ARS, University of Georgia, and S-009 Multistate Project is discussed in 
detail in the “D. Advantages of multistate effort” and “Related, Current, and Previous Work” sections. 
 
2. Further characterization of the accessions are a critical component to allowing these accessions being 
used and advancements being made; however, the authors make no connection with the SSR markers on 
seashore paspalum and chili peppers what do they hope to get out of only genotyping such few numbers 
of accessions (30-50?). The rest of the composition and molecular characterization is good and I 
personally think very necessary but they do not clearly communicate why each is necessary, which again 
would help reviewers, policy makers and the public. The number of chili pepper accessions 
characterized was increased to 350 accessions. The entire seashore paspalum collection of 50 
accessions will be genotyped. Information on the usefulness of the SSR characterizations of these 
accessions was added to the Methods section of Objective 2. 
 
3. Their participants seem a rather odd fit (Gordon Rausser and economist with objectives 1&2 [acquire, 
conserve, genotype, phenotype]? ) and there was no description of how these participants would be 
involved. There are undoubtedly many other excellent scientists who would love to or do work with this 
group that are not listed and it was not clear why to me? Each experiment station director appoints one 
representative to the S-009 technical committee. Other participants have an interest in germplasm 
and submitted paperwork to join, but have not actively participated in the annual meetings. The 
participant list will be updated with the new project. 
 
4. The group really needs to update their SDC352 website to better communicate what they do and how 
they do it. One specific example, since no clear participants from this group were listed on some of the 
publications they are reporting, I am guessing it was germplasm from the PGRCU that they are 
highlighting? If so this should be clarified. The NIMSS website for S-009 will be updated when the new 
project plan is initiated. The publications section will be renamed as “Publications utilizing NPGS 
germplasm” since they include use of germplasm from other NPGS locations as well as PGRCU. 
 
5. I would suggest adding another objective though, better communicate what they do to reviewers, 
policy makers (education not lobbying) and the public. Peer reviewed publications are critical but so are 
some bulletins and web pages that just show the impact, day to day operation and challenges faced by 
this critical component of national infrastructure. The intent of this suggestion has been incorporated 
into Objective #4 and the Outreach plan with discussion of better methods of communicating the 
importance of this program to research and educational communities as well as to the general public. 


