
 

Summary of the National IPM Evaluation Group 
 
In October 2004, a national interagency group was formed, called the National IPM Evaluation Group 
(NIPMEG), to consider how well various granting agencies are addressing the goals of the IPM 
Roadmap. This group has representation from the EPA Strategic Agricultural Initiative, IPM Centers, 
CSREES leadership, the Office of Pest Management Policy (OPMP), the Sustainable Agriculture 
Research and Education program (SARE), Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and the 
American Farmland Trust. Keeping in mind the three main goals of the IPM Roadmap, “to improve the 
economic benefits of adopting IPM practices and to reduce potential risks to human health and the 
environment…,” NIPMEG chose a mission: 

The mission of the National IPM Evaluation Group is to facilitate and harmonize IPM impact 
assessment and program evaluation. 

 
During the initial meeting of NIPMEG in Burlington, VT, attendees split into subcommittees to 
concentrate on four areas that had been determined to be first steps in highlighting the successes of IPM. 
They were: (1) finding common goals and objectives between agencies, (2) exploring methods of 
evaluating the success of projects, (3) developing a unified database of project reports, and (4) furthering 
IPM adoption in conjunction with NRCS.  
 
Since this initial meeting, each subcommittee of NIPMEG made progress in tackling their tasks. At the 
2006 meeting in November in Dallas, Texas, the work accomplished by the common goals and objectives 
subcommittee was used as the basis for creating a formal mission statement. Efforts by the evaluation 
subcommittee will provide key components for helping agencies to quantify how their grant programs are 
helping to achieve the IPM roadmap goals of positively impacting economics, human health, and the 
environment.  The group has worked on a set of logic models, which provide a visual map of the steps 
needed to build quantifiable impact statements. See an example of a logic model that addresses the 
economic impacts of IPM adoption in production agriculture at the end of this article. 
  
As grant funded research and extension projects begin to implement parts of the IPM logic models, this 
information, if congregated, can help to illuminate trends in IPM adoption. The reporting subcommittee’s 
task was to investigate the possibility of creating a web clearinghouse that would display reports of 
projects from multiple agencies on one searchable website. The committee reviewed reporting websites 
from various agencies, agreed on common terms to be displayed in a unified database of reports, and 
decided what terms would be searchable. They then applied and received funding from the Agricultural 
Research Service to construct a unified database of reports. A prototype of this reporting database is ready 
and currently being populated and tested at IPM.gov. In 2007, this database will “harvest” reports from 
individual agency databases with the ultimate goal of displaying the reported information at both the 
individual agency level and simultaneously at the unified reporting database level without having to input 
the information twice. Once project reports are in one place, it will be easier to mine this larger mass of 
data to document successes in IPM adoption; assist researchers in finding collaborators working on 
similar projects in different geographic areas; view works not published in journals; and enhance grants 
management by showing what is currently heavily or under-funded. 
 
In addition to ongoing work, the interagency group launched some new initiatives at the 2006 meeting in 
Dallas. A new subcommittee was established to communicate IPM successes that have occurred across 
the nation in particular crops and the first two publications will focus on apples and grapes. At this time 
the committee working to find ways to incorporate IPM information into NRCS standards is on hold.  
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Subcommittee Members 

C – Communications 
E – Evaluation 
R – Reporting database 
P - Planning 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


