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“The Upper Iowa River is part of the Driftless Area in northeast Iowa near Minnesota. This means it wasn't 
carved out by glacial drifts, and water erosion has caused high-walled canyons to form. It is a popular 
canoeing venue, and it isn't hard to imagine why; the sites are beautiful and unique for an Iowan river, and 
bald eagles and blue herons are likely to be observed along the way.” 
http://www.onlyinyourstate.com/iowa/rivers-ia/ 



POINTS – Survey Response 
The State FIFRA Issues Research and Evaluation Group (SFIREG), 
Environmental Quality Issues (EQI) Committee has prepared a short survey 
requesting feedback from water quality program staff in state agencies. The 
purpose of the survey is to provide information on how states use the Pesticide 
of Interest Tracking System (POINTS) and identify what other uses may be 
helpful in the future.  
 
SFIREG EQI has been reviewing the 2015 POINTS SFIREG paper at recent 
committee meetings and providing feedback to EPA on how states utilize 
POINTS as part of the Cooperative Agreement Grants.  
 
Responses to date include a small number of states and SFIREG EQI is 
seeking broader representation from all states through the survey 

29 Responses collected  (8/21/2017-9/8/2017) 



87.5% 

58.3% 

8.3% 

8.3% 

Other: 
  
-Sediment 
-potable wells 
 

65.5% ~ 
utilize data 
from other 
ORGs 



EQI is interested in supporting state water quality programs and 
identifying resources for agencies. The following is a listing of resources 
that may be shared across water quality programs. Request rank priority 
of need (1-low , 4-high). 

•  Resources to identify pesticides and water quality education tools  
     – 2.54  

◊  Resources to identify pesticides and water quality management 
strategies – 2.92 

•  Resources to advise EPA on revised label statements and regulatory 
strategies -2.52 

•  Resource to advise EPA on reregistration review strategies due to water 
quality concerns/emerging issues – 2.08 

 
COMMENTS: - Resources to initiate monitoring program; request to 

rank all of the above as 4 



•  Difficult to summaries a Statewide program and results in a handful of characters  
•  By properly entering and maintaining POINTS it is possible to reflect a state's water quality program. However, it 

may be challenging for some states to achieve this; education and training in the use of POINTS is critical to 
achieve this goal.  

•  There is not enough flexibility in the drop down menus or text fields to allow for entry of additional information that 
may be significant in the determination of whether pesticide in their state is deemed a pesticide of concern.  

•  VDACS is not the lead agency in Virginia for water quality; responses may not be consistent with programs who 
manage water quality.  

•  The scope of points is very limited.  
•  It appears TOO much effort is being placed on creating aquatic benchmarks to determine pesticides & water 

quality. The POINTS and USGS data using analytical methodolgies is satisfactory. We don't need to try to reinvent 
the wheel.  

3.5% 

31.0% 

31.0% 

24.1% 

10.3% 



Rank the order of utility 
in which POINTS serves 
state water quality 
programs: 
 
-Training Tool, 56.8% lowest 
value 
 
◊ Reporting Tool, 27.5% 
highest value 

some explanation: * reporting tool: there is some 
value in this for states, I think, because it forces one 
to think about how a program should function, 
however the main value as a reporting tool, is to EPA, 
not the States; * decision making tool: there should 
be more utility in POINTS so that this function could be 
rated higher...; * what staff? :-) ; * I have created a 
report of my evaluations and have shared it with my 
counterparts in other agencies, some of whom have 
said it has been useful to them.  



With Experienced Staff 

No overlap with staff 

•  No new staff since created/ No new staff  (6/11 responses) 
•  Trial & error (2) 
•  Webinar would be helpful (2) 
•  provided login information and given 1 page description on how to 

input current data 



Clean up/Consistency in chemical names in list 
of Additional Pesticides of Concern 

Allow users to see who the POINTS contact 
person is for each grantee 

Clarify/ remove unclear questions, e.g. questions 
about the number of watersheds affected 

Add capability for query of complete database 
including data from other states 

Expand text box descriptions and glossary 

Provide training materials on the use of POINTS 

Correct reporting errors (Measures 1, 2 and 3 
should never be 100%) 

(1-low priority and 7-high priority) 

4.96 

3.74 

5.30 

4.68 

3.17 

4.48 

2.89 

Weighted Avg. 



What additional support/resources in POINTS would 
improve water quality program work in your state?  

•  Trainings: 
–  Online training for newly hired staff member.  
–  A training webinar- POINTS transition, background info, data entry, and implications of data. Targeted modules to areas in PONTS 

•  Funding: 
–  More FTE  
–  More Funding 
–  Help to conduct monitoring  

•  POC: 
–  Improve capability to see what SLAs have certain POCs, mgmt to address the issue, options implemented, and links to example 

labels and key label statements. Limited connectivity to other state activities, labels, or a national directions 
–  Brief description of how each state determines their pesticide of concern 
–  POINTS should have criteria to determine if a pesticide should be a POI or POC 
–  POINTS to include a list of all pesticide active ingredients that met criteria that triggered label statements regarding surface water 

and ground water protection ~a searchable database to sort “Toxic to fish”, “Toxic to aquatic invertebrates”,  “High potential for 
reaching surface water via runoff”, etc.  

 
•  Emerging Issues: 

–  Other than the common-57, what other pesticides are other states having issues with and what crops are they used on?  
–  Feedback in the form of state, region or national reporting results and changes annually 

•  Decision-making: 
–  A better understanding of how USEPA & other states value & benefit from the POINTS database & CA data 
–  Provide more supporting information to determine how decision was made 

•  Other: 
–  More collaboration at the regional level may further improve the programs ;  EPA HQ or regional leadership on the list of POCs 

and what everyone is doing about it 
–  The database has not been improved in many years. Dedicated assistance from staff at EPA would improve both the 

understanding of what POINTS is and how it is useful 

10 



Water Quality PREP, 5/19/2017 – 
POINTS Roundtable 

Challenges:	
• Bigger text boxes	
• New list of POI’s (check / uncheck)	

o  Combine list	
• POI’s vs pesticide evaluated (state & tribe priority)	
• At what point does POINTS trigger up the train for reaction?	

	

What happens if no POINTS?	
• Sentiment that POINTS may fade away? 	

o  R6 – wouldn’t be a bit hit	
• Archive it 	
• Would affect EPA more, they would have to figure out other way to send data 
up (wouldn’t be streamlined)	
• Ideas:	

o  Use a template (would have to come up with money for that)	



Water Quality PREP, 5/19/2017 – 
POINTS Roundtable 

Ideas:	

• Survey for POI list (update) (eliminate groups / put individual chemicals)	
• Ability to see what types of strategies are being used	
• Notification of upcoming pesticide regulations (OPP notifies) – link reg. plan to POINTS?	
• Point of contact	
• Column of benchmarks – EPA’s interpretation	
• Ability to look at trends	
• EPA’s interpretation	
• Webinars / training for new people (link on EPA’s website)	
• Updated definitions	
• Groupings for chemistry	
• Consistent way to determine POC’s	
• Assisting priorities – a lot of POC’s 	

Notes: 	

• Not too much has changed in some states re: what’s being found	
o  A few using USGS	

• Emerging contaminants	
o  No benchmarks (icon that says this has been detected somewhere else)	



POINTS –Next Steps 

‒ Provide summary of findings to EPA 



Benchmarks – 2015 Contin. 
•  Full SFIREG directed EQI to work with EPA and 

PREP contacts to develop outreach and 
technical assistance module for use as either 
web-based tutorial or sessions at future PREP: 

ü Upcoming Comprehensive Combo PREP Course, 
Status and Future Activities to Promote Water Quality, 
September 2016 

ü 2017  PREP Course, St. Paul, MN 



Plant Back Restrictions 



Findings 
•  The Maine Board of Pesticides Control - review of prototype labels 

for 32 herbicides in 2015.  

•  All but one of the herbicide labels had some rotational crop 
information ; 12 of the 32 contained some specific mention of cover 
crops.  

•  Most statements did not address more than one type of plant found 
in cover crop mixes. Some addressed food and/or feed issues and 
other addressed stunting of growth.  

•  None addressed the potential for multiple uses of the cover crops 
such as green manure, soil erosion, feed or fodder (grazing and 
harvesting) or food (harvesting the cover crop as a human food)  



Residue Chemistry Test Guidelines 
OPPTS 860.1850 -Confined Accumulation in 
Rotational Crops 
 
Residue Chemistry Test Guidelines 
OPPTS 860.1900 - Field Accumulation in 
Rotational Crops 
 
“If the level of the total radioactive residue (TRR) in the confined 
rotational crops is equal to or exceeds 0.01 parts per million at the 
desired rotational interval or at 12 months, and once the nature of the 
residue in the rotational crops is understood, Registrants 
should consider the Agency’s position regarding the residue to be 
regulated in the primary crop…to decide whether the first tier of field 
trials should be initiated” 



Maximum Rotation 
Intervals 

Duration (yrs) # 
Products 

≤ 1 13 
> 1 to 2 16 

> 2 to < 3 1 
3 1 



Plant Back Restrictions 
 

The major issues are: 
Ø Potential crop damage, 25 of 32 the herbicide labels reviewed 
mentioned crop injury 

o  Cover crops which do not thrive result in poor soil benefits 

o  There is a question of liability on the part of the registrant  

Ø If the rotational intervals are not followed, there is a possibility of: at 
best, illegal residues in the food and feed-stuffs; and worst-case, toxic 
effects in humans or animals consuming those products, 10 of the 32 
herbicide labels reviewed mentioned illegal residues. 



The goals of resolution may include: 

Ø Standardization and clarification of pesticides label 
language regarding rotational intervals and plant-back 
restrictions on herbicide product labels when the herbicide 
is used on the primary cash commodity and the second 
crops are either rotational or cover crops  

Ø Encouragement of the use of cover crops in agriculture 
used for soil improvement including green manure, erosion 
control and weed control. 


