Technical committee response to the peer reviewers
Reviewer 1

Stakeholder interaction:

The methods to communicate results from this project include publication of research, organization of symposia and discussions at national meetings to distribute information to stakeholders. These are valid avenues but the project leaders (and the SAES system generally) should consider ways to increase and formalize outreach efforts to enhance the exposure of findings from this project to funding agencies, university administration, poultry industry, breeders, etc. This might involve development of better Web-based resources and annual written and Web report of findings (glossy, color report). Increased funding from USDA, State Experiment Stations, etc should be provided to regional projects to enhance exposure and communication of the findings and their significance for stakeholders. The NE-1016 project leaders should continue to encourage participation at NE-1016 annual meetings of scientists and other representatives from the poultry and animal industries.
RESPONSE = Project members can work to develop web resources. The University of California-Davis already has a site that lists poultry genetic stocks, including those held by NE-1016 stations [http://animalscience.ucdavis.edu/AvianResources/index.htm].  Previous projects (notably NE-60) produce a printed annual report (through 1986). I believe the printing was coordinated through USDA-ADOL.  Funding issues eliminated the printed report.

It should be noted, and remembered, that the genetic strains of chickens developed by the NE-1016 stations are an extremely valuable resource for poultry disease basic and applied research. Furthermore, these genetic strains will continue to be well used in future research in this project. For example, studies with these strains will identify MHC and well as other genes that have an impact on aspects of immunity and disease resistance. Research with these genetics strains will allow a better understanding of the genetic differences in early immune responses to Marek’s disease vaccine and protection against replication of the Marek’s disease virus. Some of the research will involve practical breeding work to improve genetic resistance to Marek’s disease virus that is expected to serve as a model for what can be accomplished in commercial breeding programs for MDV resistance. Analysis of single nucleotide polymorphisms is another promising approach that can be directly applied in commercial breeding programs.

RESPONSE = No response needed.

Reviewer 2

On the whole, the Objectives are clear and supported by the Methods. One exception may be the reference in Objective 2 to 'welfare' that does not appear to be supported in the methods or projected outcomes. This is a minor point, given the scope of the project, but with the importance of animal welfare as a major issue of its own, maybe this reference should be omitted. I assume the authors were alluding to the welfare of the animals based on improved general health.

RESPONSE = Since the reviewer classified this as a minor point, the term “welfare” has been retained in objective 2.  In this case, welfare included the component of improved general health.  

The Measurements of Progress and Results as described by the Outputs are appropriate and well within the scope of the project. The second Outcome, relating to a safer and healthier food supply should be deleted. There is nothing in the project that supports this outcome.

RESPONSE = Done

Reviewer 3 

Under Objective 3 
I strongly support this proposal to acquire some financial funding to preserve specialized genetic lines as loss of funding eliminated the NH genetic stocks which had been developed for more than 25 years. MHC recombinants are valuable to assess specific genetic control of immune responses and disease resistance (NC and NIU).
RESPONSE = No response needed.

Three other changes for clarity

A table of leaders or collaborators and their locations from the previous 5 year proposal that are no longer in the new project has been added.
New leaders or new collaborators for the proposed 5 year project are marked with a dagger.

Collaborative publications are marked with an asterisk.  In each publication, the NE1016 scientist or collaborators name is in bold or underlined, depending upon which will appear in NIMSS).  This will help to more quickly identify the laboratory responsible for each publication.

