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INTRODUCTION IMPACT INDEX IN ACTION

The Impact Index for a single pesticide application is the product of the Impact Score and the pounds of product applied.

The Impact Index is calculated for each pesticide application, and then
summed over the year to create a representation of the change in impact over

Municipalities with IPM ordinances need a way to track progress in
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use and understand. Ideally, it should be: The Impact Score is the sum of four component scores, divided by a factor of 100 for low-toxicity pesticide products. ,.
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aquatic life (EIQ and USES) and groundwater contamination (EIQ). or visit pesticideresearch.com / PII

Use the Pesticide Risk Mitigation Engine to assess risk in agricultural systems *Water Pollution Potential is accounted for through estimates of runoff as it may affect



