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or understanding of the guidelines; and revised.

will be used as the basis for qualitative
research with growers designed to iden- .

tify system-specific barriers to adoption.

cross-commodity IPM program, provide
a rare opportunity to evaluate IPM, its
adoption and implementation, to a level
that spans multiple crops and pests over
entire agroecosystems.

Guide additional research by identify-
INg needs, where existing products or
recommendations fail to address pest
management concerns; and

Ultimately, we hope that our methodolo-
gy will serve as a model for quantitative
evaluation of IPM and stakeholder
engagement as outlined in the IPM
Roadmanp.

For example, if compliance to the
neonicotinoid use recommendations is
shown to be much lower in mixed-crop
communities than in other community
types, interviews with growers may
reveal constraints, pest issues, econom-
IC considerations, etc., that may not have
been apparent to specialists and stake-
holders at the time the guidelines were
formulated.

Our goal is to improve the scientific
quality and practicality of the IPM Guide-
lines, based on quantitative evaluation
data and grower input. Ultimately, this is
expected to result in increased IPM
adoption across crops and improved
area-wide pest management and resis-
tance management.

* Revise the guidelines themselves
especially where they are not practical
and/or fail to meet adopter’s specific
needs.
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Based on what we learn, we will engage

growers in additional dialog to help us:

This effort is part of an ongoing feed-
back-loop through which the IPM guide-
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