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The next conference call will take place Tuesday, August 2nd, 2016, 3:30-4:30 Eastern (2:30-3:30 
Central). 
 

1. Roll 
a. Present  

 Dan Cooley 

 Sue Futrell 

 Tom Green 

 Natalie Kaner 

 Fred Kirschenmann 

 Ken Martin 

 Alec McErlich 

 Patrick Shannon-Hughes 

 Paul Wolfe 

 Steve Young 

 Mike Zeiss 
b. Regrets 

 Lynnae Jess 

 Grace Gershuny 

 Rex Dufour 
Agenda: 

1. Pesticide Risk Tool Demonstration—Patrick Shannon-Hughes (IPM Institute) 
a. The Pesticide Risk Tool (www.pesticiderisk.org) estimates the risk of negative impacts of 

pesticide applications. 
b. Uses application rates and methods to account for potential exposure to non-target 

organisms. Risk indices cover multiple resource concerns. 
c. Working on updating the model to incorporate site-specific characteristics, reflected in 

risk results. Also working on running analysis by a.i.  
d. Create an account (option to do a free trial) and add in details about the site, 

management unit and fields. You then add in pesticide application scenarios (one or 
more pesticide applications on a management unit). 

i. At a minimum you input product/EPA reg. numbers, application rates, method 
and the date. Can also input information like use patterns.  

e. Scenarios are then assessed for risks in 13 indices on the environment (seven different 
areas of concern related to ecosystems), human bystanders, consumers and pollinators. 
Can read more detail on the website’s guide to risk scores: 
https://www.pesticiderisk.org/help/Guide.aspx#index-structure  

f. Score of zero indicates no risk to the subject of that index; score of one indicates 100% 
chance of a negative impact.  

i. Each score categorized into low, medium and high (over 50% chance of that 
application causing a negative impact on the index).  

g. Human bystander index refers to risks to workers reentering area after pesticide has 
been applied.  

h. Inhalation index: Risk to people living or working nearby the pesticide application.  
i. Both of the human risk indices assume that the applicators are following all label 

recommendations.  
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j. Pollinator Index: A bit of a challenge to determine a score because pollinators can be 
exposed to pesticides in many different ways. Instead of the score being between 0-1 
it’s between 0-1000 and is on a log scale. 0-1 low, 1-10 moderate, 10 and up high risk.  

i. Breaks it down to three different scores that look at exposure through pesticide 
drift, exposure from pollination in fields and outside of fields (non-target areas).    

k. Can upload multiple records at once using a template available on the site.  
l. Do you do statistics to generate the risk value? 

i. Is a challenge and could improve here. Many of the end users want one number 
for a result. As a metric we have looked at the number of high risk scores.  

m. Do you see this as useful in a program like Eco Apple to compare scores to other 
growers or to an average score?  

i. Have done comparisons between no-IPM and IPM scenarios. Challenge would 
be figuring out what the representative non-eco program would be. 

ii. Sometimes assumption is that organic products are reduced risk across the 
board. In spray schedules we see that reduced risk overall, but some products 
on their own do have risks on different indices.  

n. Possible to see compare two scenarios at once?  
i. On our list of things to develop. Know that would be very useful. Currently can 

save the output for each scenario as PDFs and compare that way.   
o. Does the pollinator index take into account risks to broods?  

i. For now, we use a symbol to note if a pesticide is an insect growth regulator. 
This isn’t calculated by the tool currently, but we know this could have a neg. 
impact on the hive. Our main scientist, Dr. Pierre Mineau, is starting to calculate 
long term impacts on the hive.  

2. Working Group Priority Setting Process—Natalie Kaner  
a. On our previous calls we began the priority setting process to look internally at we want 

to accomplish as a group.   
b. Drafted and received feedback on the list, thanks much to those that provided their 

input! 
c. Priorities currently in no particular order. Once we finalize the list Natalie will develop 

an online survey and send it out to everyone via email. Can then rank what you consider 
to be the top priorities.  

i. Will generate an overall, ranked list to inform our work going forward.  
d. First priority is focused on maintaining active group membership and network. Second is 

about the information we share within this network.  The third is about sharing open 
access information outside of this network to the public.  

e. The fourth is focused on encouraging research. We’ve nested a few specific priorities 
within this theme. 

i. Conduct the community-wide priority setting process by next year.  
ii. Encourage and share research on non-pesticidal techniques, practices and 

economic thresholds.  
1. What other mechanisms could we use to accomplish this? 
2. Most of the tests on pest management still flows from IPM centers or 

chemical companies. Need to figure out a mechanism to get more 
potential test money going to these things. As for publishing them, plant 
pathologists have the disease management reports that merge the 
pesticidal and non-pesticidal stuff, could be a good resource.  

mailto:nkaner@ipminstitute.org


Organic and IPM Working Group Meeting Agenda  
Tuesday, July 5th, 2016, 3:30-4:30 Eastern (2:30-3:30 Central) 
Send corrections, questions, suggestions to nkaner@ipminstitute.org 

3. We’ll rank priories first, then talk specifics about mechanisms. 
iii. Next is encourage development and testing of pesticidal products that could be 

compatible with org production and IPM systems. 
iv. The final bullet within this research theme is encouraging support for systems 

research that provides working models and field-scale demonstrations. 
f. Final priority is on preparing guidance for and working with policy makers to encourage 

sustainable practices and discourage unsustainable practices. Within this: 
i. Help re-focus or eliminate programs that focus on maximizing yield and short 

run profits at the expense of future gens, env. quality and ecosystem services.  
1. Beneficial to give an example of such an undesirable program?   
2. Plant breeding programs could be an example, generally are looking at 

resistance to biological pests/stressors or increasing yield. Not 
necessarily a bad thing, but is a more narrow focus.  

g. Next Steps: Develop and distribute ranking survey to WG members. 
3. Check-in on the Special Edition of the journal Biological Control—Tom Green 

a. Submitted proposal. Heard back last month about request for open-access. Typically 
charge authors for each article. For this would be ~48,000. Looking for an opportunity to 
reduce these costs.  

b. They proposed $6,850 for open access for a year, then goes behind a paywall.  
c. Gives us an opportunity to get articles in front of a professional audience, and give a 

credible source to refer people to. People can always request a reprint of the article 
from any of the authors. Thinks it is a reasonable compromise.  

d. Would be up to us to promote the issue beyond the audience of the journal.  
e. Other options: look at other publications or to try to raise 48,000 from multiple sources.  
f. Will have a convo with white paper authors on next steps. 
g. Will individual authors pay a page charge? Is there a page charge?  

i. Could include proposal for funding from NC IPM center. Maybe other potential 
sources of funding. Maybe authors could contribute some.  

ii. Flat fee for any page limit? What is the page limit for the entire issue?  
h. Sue Futrell: Tough call. Proposed list of topics and authors looks good. Boost in 

credibility if we do this. Don’t know if peer reviewed or not makes a difference. No 
matter what we’ll have to do a good job of promoting it outside the readership to get 
the worth out of it.  

i. May be worth adding promoting the special edition in the priority on sharing 
information outside of the group.  

j. Would like to start to move forward with a decision in the next few weeks.  
k. Will include background info with the meeting minutes and ask people for their input.  
l. Mike Zeiss: This is a decision for the authors. If a particular author wants to pay their 

4,000 do they get free access to their own article forever?  
i. Tom Green: Would need to clarify that, but would make sense.  

m. Tom Green: Going to be a lot of work. Want to be sure the group is going to be happy 
with having this vehicle.  

4. Action Items:  
a. Natalie will develop the priority ranking survey and send it out to the group to complete.  
b. Natalie will include information on options for journal access with the meeting minutes.  
c. Tom and Natalie will work to get feedback on journal options from potential authors.  
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