
Fig 2. Outcomes Reported by Region for 2009. All regions 
reported outcomes. Northeastern  (red) states reported 
the most outcomes with the Southern  (green) , North 
Central  (blue), and Western (purple) regions reporting 
slightly fewer.  

“Building an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) network across 
the United States of America with the Extension Integrated Pest 

Management Coordination and Support competitive grants 
program, a product of the United States Department of 

Agriculture – National Institute of Food and Agriculture.“ 

Martin A. Draper, Elizabeth L. Ley, Michael S. Fitzner. United States 
Department of Agriculture, National Institute of Food and Agriculture.

History:  Beginning in the early 1970s versions of agricultural IPM programs have been developed in the United States (U.S.). The resulting program was a partnership 
between the USDA and state land-grant university Cooperative Extension Services. The capacity to deliver the program grew from $500,000 in 1973 to $9.8M in 2011. From 
the program’s inception through 2008, the funds were allocated to states by a formula that considered pesticide use in each state. Through that time, most programs
focused on traditional IPM in locally important agronomic crops.  Beginning in 2009 the program was redesigned by the U.S. Congress to award funds exclusively on a 
competitive basis with a higher standard for accountability. The earlier formula program asked participants to report 1-2 outcomes per year, expressed as success stories. 

What did the pre-2009 formula-based programs do?

• Build teams and enhance communication & 
stakeholder participation.

• Conduct applied research and demonstration trials.

• Develop predictive models and information 
management systems.

• Prepare manuals & fact sheets.

• Train agents/field educators, consultants, scouts, 
growers, and others.

• Provide technical assistance & trouble shooting.

How did the program change in 2009?
• Formula-based distribution of funds to a new 

competitive format. 
• USDA implemented the change as a 

partnership.
• A listening session in 2008 determined 

the content of the initial 2009 program.
• A successive listening session in 2009, 

determined the content of the 2010 
program, to be managed over three years. 
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Program Category

Requested

Recommended
2009 Programming 
Categories

Funding Cap

Coordination $  25,000

Collaboration $  25,000

Areas of Emphasis

Agronomic Crops IPM $ 125,000

High Value/High Input IPM $ 300,000

Conservation IPM $   50,000

Pest Diagnostics $   50,000

School IPM $   50,000

Housing IPM $   50,000

Recreation Lands   $   50,000

Consumer/Urban IPM $   50,000

Vectors of Human Disease $   50,000

Wide Area Pest           
Monitoring

$   50,000

Fig 1. Distribution of program components as requested and awarded 
in 2009. Blue bars represent requested funds.  Green bars represent 
competitive funded project components. Height of the bars reflects 
frequency of each program area. 

General Outcomes:

• More than 300 outcomes were reported: >160 projects reference changes in 
knowledge with nearly 140 more documented changes in behavior. 

• All program areas qualitatively report improved knowledge of IPM.

• All programs report increased interest or action in pest monitoring. 

• Areas of influence (land area) vary among programs, but training impacts a 
significant proportion of land in production.

• Multipliers are in effect – Paid consultants are a significant audience in many 
states, sharing the university information more widely among a broader 
audience.

• Educational programs, in-season pest reports, and workshops are in high 
demand and rate very highly by participants, who indicate the information 
guides their decisions.

• All programs launching new School IPM programs have made strides. IPM in 
schools regulations vary among states. 

• Reported outcomes rarely reflected cross-state or regional  collaborations. 

• Trends in access to and use of internet-based information is very regional.

Expected Outputs and Outcomes in 2009-10:
• High numbers trained  (output). 
• Many publications (output). 
• Large number of communications (output).
• Do to the short, one-year project timeline:

• Primarily expects increases in IPM 
knowledge (short-term outcome).

• Negligible changes in behavior (mid-term 
outcome).

• No changes in condition (long-term impact). 

Table 1. Programming areas and funding caps for 
Extension IPM Coordination in 2009. In 2010, 
Animal IPM was added and High Value/High 
Input was renamed Specialty Crop IPM.

Conclusions:

• Project Directors were much better able to influence behavioral changes than 
expected.

• Several programs noted that funds from this program were influential in 
leveraging funding from other entities.  

• The historic capacity program provided a significant source of baseline data from 
which to measure changes.

• Awardees reported from 1-26 outcomes. Mean=5.6 outcomes/awardee. 

• More outcomes reported than expected.

• Far more mid-range (behavioral) outcomes reported than expected.

• Outcomes were most common in the traditional program areas of agronomic 
crops and high value agriculture, which included fruit, vegetables, and high input 
irrigated crops.

• Urban/consumer IPM developed into a much more important area than initially 
expected. 

• Demand for internet-based information delivery is increasing in most areas, but 
still misses a significant portion of the decision-making clientele.
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Fig 3. Distribution of outcomes by programming categories from 2009-10. Longer bars 
indicate more reported outcomes and relate to the funded categories (Fig 1). 

Impact target Frequency (%)

Economics or 
Profitability

74 (52)

Environmental 50 (35)

Human Health 18 (13)

Table 2. Distribution of outcomes by 
target area, such as can be defined. 
Most are reflect behavioral changes.
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