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The Region 4 spring pre-SFIREG meeting was held by teleconference on 

Tuesday April 21, 2020.  An in-person meeting had been planned for 

Asheville, NC, and hotel and meeting rooms already had been reserved 

by the North Carolina Department of Agriculture and Consumer 

Services.  However, with the COVID19 epidemic and travel restrictions 

in place in every state (no out of state travel allowed for state agencies), 

the meeting had to be cancelled.  It is hoped that the Asheville location 

can be utilized in 2021. 

 

Because of the call-in format, the meeting was reduced from a one-and-a-

half-day meeting to a one-day meeting.  Instead of having the normal 

array of pertinent presentations on matters of interest and importance, 

only matters of urgent business were discussed.  All states in the region 

(AL, FL, GA, KY, MS, NC, SC, TN) as well as Region 4 EPA leadership 

and staff were in attendance.  

 

Pertinent reports and updates were given by the regional EPA leadership 

team.  Updates on the following topics were presented and discussed: 

 

-Pesticide Programs 

-Certification and Training 

-Regional Grants 

-PIRT/PREP and Regional Trainings 

-Current Enforcement in Region 4 

-Federal EPA Credentials   

 

The primary discussion during the meeting revolved around 

implementing measures in the states and the EPA regional office to 

continue operations during the COVID19 Pandemic.  All states had 

similar issues and concerns due to mandatory “stay at home” orders for 

state and federal employees.  No state agency in the region had ever been 

required (or allowed) to work from home, so the logistics of making 



everything fully functional from remote locations with almost no prior 

notice was a challenge to which most were still learning to adapt.   

 

All states and the EPA related that daily business was going smoothly, 

except for the performance of physical on-site inspections.  These had 

been suspended temporarily because of physical distancing requirements 

that had been put in place, and due to the risk of exposure to inspectors.  

Most states were planning to implement extensions on licensing and 

certification deadlines in order to accommodate commercial and private 

applicators who could not take trainings or examinations due to testing 

facility closures in most states.  There were several questions regarding 

whether this temporary relaxation of certification and training deadlines 

would need to be reflected in the state Certification plans.  

 

There was a great deal of concern over federal and state funding and 

possible budget cuts within states and the EPA regarding how these cuts 

may affect programs going forward in 2020 and 2021.  States and the 

EPA all were unsure at that time how long the quarantine measures 

would last and how suspension of most business activities may affect the 

state and national economies.  It was encouraging that agricultural and 

pest control activities had been considered “essential” at the federal level, 

so therefore would continue on as normal a level as possible. 

 

There had been much concern expressed in most states by the agricultural 

sector over limited or unavailable PPE required by pesticide labels to 

apply many products in agricultural settings.  Some discussion occurred 

pertaining to how this may be dealt with by state regulatory officials and 

the EPA.  

 

In the discussion, no issues were brought forth that needed to be resolved 

within the region between states and the regional EPA office.  Region 4 

enjoys a very good working relationship and atmosphere of mutual 

respect and collaboration between EPA staff and the states.  Two-way 

communication is very good and most issues that arise within the region 

typically are addressed quickly and resolved in a timely manner. 

 

One issue that the pre-SFIREG committee believed should be raised to 

the level of SFIREG was presented by the North Carolina Department of 

Agriculture.  This issue is related to the willful misuse of registered 

pesticides, and the use of unregistered products by the bee keeping and 



pollination industry.  A document describing this issue has been 

submitted for consideration during this SFIREG meeting. 

 

Individual state responses to the five questions sent out by SFIREG are 

reflected on the following pages. 

 
 

Region 4 State Responses to Specific SFIREG Questions 
 

 

1.  FY2022-2025 FIFRA Cooperative Agreement Guidance:  

 OPP is relying on Pre-SFIREG meetings in each region for recommended 

changes.  Are there program areas, e.g., state pesticide registration, where a pick-list 

topic should be added or deleted?  What changes, if any, would you suggest 

specifically for the Water Quality Program? Other areas for changes or additions?   

AL:  Water Quality in this regard was specifically discussed at the PREP in MN 

where most of Region 4 participated.  I would suggest reaching out to Gretchen 

Paluch, Iowa, for the notes that were collected and were supposed to be taken back to 

EQI and raised at Full SFIREG. 

 

FL:  We don’t have any changes at this time but appreciate that Public Health and 

Structural Fumigation are now included. 

 

GA:  No response 

 

KY: We are in favor of State Pesticide Registration being added as a picklist item if it 

is based on Marketplace inspections to determine if products are registered in each 

state.  Other Areas:  Each state and tribal area is awarded primacy to regulate all 

aspects of Pesticides within their state, yet Federal Inspections require Federal 

Credentials.  I would suggest the abandoning of this practice.  Either we have primacy 

or we do not.   If we have primacy, we should be able to inspect pesticide use in our 

state with nothing more than our State Credentials.  

  

MS:  No Response 

NC:  To significantly revise the Pesticides Of Interest Tracking System. The list of 57 

pesticides in POINTS has been static since 2007. Several of the pesticides are no 

longer registered for use (e.g. lindane, carbofuran) or have a limited use pattern (e.g., 

diazinon) and numerous new pesticides are not on list.  It does not distinguish 

between pesticides with groundwater vs surface water concerns.  Additionally, EPA 

and states need to address the long-term plan for POINTS funding and water quality 

reporting and to address the 2015 SFIREG EQI request for improvements to POINTS 



(see SFIREG EQI White Paper on “Future of Pesticide of Interest Tracking System 

(POINTS) and Water Quality Reporting” by Laura Mensch, May 1, 2019). 

Expansion of the EPA list of Aquatic Life Benchmarks for Pesticides.  There are 

pesticides that are moderately to highly toxic to fish and aquatic invertebrates that 

currently have no benchmark data.  Suggest aligning the development of Aquatic Life 

Benchmarks to coincide with the pesticide registration review cycle. 

Adequately fund state’s water quality programs to support resources of personnel, 

equipment, and expertise for risk-based surface water monitoring for pesticides. 
 

 

SC:  No Response 

 

TN:  The pick list could be updated. 

 

2. Paraquat Labeling - Certified Applicator Requirement:  

 The recent changes to the label only allow "certified applicators" to make 

applications.  Have the states in your region received any feedback regarding this 

requirement and impacts to the ability to make the necessary applications? Have 

states experienced an increase in the number of individuals seeking certification to 

make these types of applications?  Are states experiencing registration or other 

labeling issues, e.g.: the RUP box on the front panel? Have you received questions 

regarding additional training and who can do what? What if any other frequently 

asked questions can you share?   

 

AL:  There has been some internal discussion on the meaning and/or ADAI’s 

interpretation of “certified applicator” as it relates to Paraquat.  While both private 

and commercial applicators are “certified,” ADAI’s position is that for paraquat-

certified applicator means the individual must have a commercial certification permit.  

 

FL:  We have not had any specific issues with the new paraquat labeling or noticed 

an increase in certification applications.  Amy Brown is working on a frequently 

asked questions as part of the SFIREG/ Pesticide Operations and Management (POM) 

Committee.   

 

GA:  We have experienced a slight uptick in the number of individuals seeking 

certification, but it is unclear whether that can be attributed to the paraquat labeling.  

 

KY: A few questions back in late 2019 on new training process.  UK (Ric Bessin) 

asked about process for Amish community to acquire computer -based training.  The 

committee work that Pat Jones worked with provided a route for this to happen 

through local County Extension Offices.  Overall, not many questions. 

  



MS:  MDAC’s received several calls about the new federal requirements.  There’s a   

lot of confusion between the auxin federal requirements vs Paraquat.  Other common 

questions are:  

“What about product purchased last year with the old label?” 

“What do RUP dealers need to know and what do they need to maintain?” 

“Where to access the training?  

“How to train multiple applicator? 

 

 

NC:  Without Covid 19 - Our biggest concern was the certified applicator 

requirement for all “use activities”.  In the past, our Hispanic applicators have had 

trouble passing the Core/Certified Applicator Exam, which would be needed for 

certified applicators.  We have had several schools where the materials and exams 

were presented in Spanish, but very few have passed the test.  We had three (Wilson, 

Nash, & Rowan) Pesticide Schools offered in Spanish for this spring, but they were 

all cancelled due to Covid 19. Some growers have tried to train their workers – and 

we are doing some testing for certified applicators and commercial applicators on an 

as-needed basis. Online Certification exam available (English & Spanish), only 

during COVID 19. The paraquat product resources in Spanish are not yet available 

on-line, and our biggest use season is just about over as growers are planting corn.  

Soybeans will be quick to follow.  We believe NPSEC and others have done a great 

job on the product specific training – but we really need to do product specific 

training/exam/ in Spanish.  One of our greatest concerns is the lack of available PPE 

for applicators.  As you know, due to Covid 19 applicators are not able to obtain the 

proper PPE.  EPA has  to consider contingencies in such circumstances to provide for 

necessary use, you can’t just say well they have to comply – again NCDA&CS does 

not have the authority to grant exceptions to PPE requirements and there are not a lot 

of available options for the product that require the respirators.  While we have 

prosecutorial discretion, applicators don’t need to fear that EPA would still hit ‘em 

with their federal hammer and in dire emergency situations such as these, EPA cannot 

continue to hide behind, “ oh, but we cannot lessen any requirements or do anything 

contrary to our mandate to protect humans and the environment!” Robin Tutor, with 

the NC Agro-Medicine Institute, is participating in national calls to address the PPE 

shortage issue.  We are considering developing a survey with the assistance of NASS 

to identify the need across NC for our growers.  We realize it will not address the 

situation for this event, but it will assist in developing some data for the need of 

agricultural respirators in the State.  We have followed OSHA’s Guidance for 

flexibility and allowed an exception to the annual fit test requirement for respirators, 

as long as the applicators received the fit test last year.  Of course, they would need to 

wear the same type and size respirator that was approved by the fit test.  Many of our 

fit testing clinics were not held across the State due to Covid 19.  We were inundated 



with questions prior to the AAPCO Conference about who should be certified and 

receive product specific training.  In NC, it is difficult for NCDA&CS to tell someone 

that they do not have to be “certified” and “receive the product training” due to the 

specific labeling requirements for anyone involved with the “use” (extended 

definition) of the product.  We do not have the authority to allow certain label 

exemptions or exceptions, with that said we could exercise “prosecutorial discretion” 

if there was a violation.  But it is unrealistic to say that we can meet that label 

requirement due to the restraints as mentioned before. We have received many 

questions about the transport of “hot mixes” or “custom blends”.  By our 

interpretation, it is “AN OPENED” container and certification and training should be 

completed.  Other states are saying that there is no chance for exposure, so they are 

saying the certification and training are not needed, but we are still held to the label 

requirements. …. I know POM will work on FAQ’s but without EPA’s approval – 

which we did not receive on the Dicamba FAQ’s – there will still be widespread 

inconsistencies. We will also need to consider immediate family members involved in 

transporting partial and empty containers, who are exempt in WPS, however they are 

held under this requirement since it is being driven by the active ingredient.  So, 

would a son of the farmer need to be certified and trained – if he is just driving the 

truck and not involved with mixing and loading?   

 

SC: We have received a high request to offer the private applicator exam in Spanish 

as a result of this requirement.   

  

TN: Tennessee has not received any complaints about the requirement, just the 

availability of training due to Covid-19.  There has been no increase in the 

certification numbers.  Nor have we received any questions about the registration or 

labeling.  Extension has received the questions about the training.  

 

 

 

3. Dicamba 2020 Growing Season:   

With the understanding that we are in the 2020 growing season, how many reports of 

misuse have you received; how many enforcement actions have been taken; etc. to 

date. Increases? Decreases?  Have the changes to the dicamba label that went into 

effect for the 2019 growing season seemingly made a difference? What are the states 

specific concerns regarding continued use of dicamba beyond 2020?  

 

AL:  Alabama had 4 complaint and no enforcement action in the FY 19 growing 

season.  The new label had no effect as most growers have been forced into adopting 

the dicamba technology because of concerns of drift.   ACES continues to provide the 



label mandated education. Due to COVID-19 ADAI allowed registrant training for 

the remainder of FY2020 however most applicator were trained but ACES.   
 

FL:  None in Florida. We have been fortunate in that we have not had any 

complaints. Staff helped with and participated in the Over the Top (OTT) applicator 

training for dicamba on GMO cotton and soybeans in coordination with IFAS 

personnel and the four registrants with dicamba products: Enlist Duo (Corteva), 

Xtendamax (Bayer), Engenia (BASF) and Tavium (Syngenta).  No crop damage from 

drift was reported for the last growing season from OTT dicamba applications. The 

Year-2020 training webinar was conducted in February and shown in the 15 county 

extension offices that grow soybeans and cotton. About 117 growers took the training 

for certification 

 

GA:  In 2017, we did not have any official complaints of auxin drift, we had four 

reported in 2018, and two in 2019. Georgia had already implemented a state-specific 

requirement for annual training prior to the release of the labels that went into effect 

in the 2019 growing season. We have had a notable increase in individuals seeking 

certification to use this product. 

 

KY:  No complaints of misuse, yet, for 2020 growing season.  Concerns going 

forward will be damage claims to sensitive crops. 

MS:  So far for 2020 MDAC has not received any dicamba complaints.  It’s too early 

in the season for complaints.  MDAC’s complaints have fallen from 65 in 2018 to 8 

in 2019.  We don’t have any specific concerns going forward. 

NC:  No cases received in 2020.  Our cases have been fairly steady the last two years.  

We are taking enforcement actions on drift, lack of training, etc.  For the next round 

of labels, NC would like to see a less stringent training requirement – maybe receive 

training every two-three years.  Our NC Cooperative Extension Service has been very 

supportive of the mandatory in-person training but considering the low numbers of 

cases that we are receiving in NC - we would like to see training once every two or 

three years, instead of annual training. Of course, if someone new were to use the 

dicamba products, they would need to be certified and receive product training before 

the application takes place.  In the last four years, NC Cooperative Extension has 

trained over 10,800 attendees to their dicamba in-person training. We are hopeful that 

the applicators who needed the training have received it before the meeting 

restrictions were put into place.  We were considering allowing some flexibility in the 

training requirement for this year – if growers had attended the training in previous 

years.   

 



SC:  We have not seen any dicamba complaints during this growing season.  Our 

state has been minimally impacted by Dicamba (as far as official complaints), we 

have seen a similar, small number of complaints each year. 

 

TN:   The products currently used could become resistant to the killing the weeds. So 

far in 2020 we have had 2 dicamba complaints but it was a generic dicamba product, 

Latigo, that was used not an over-the-top product.  In 2019 we had 22 dicamba 

related complaints which was down from around 55 in 2018.  There were 6 violations 

issued in 2019 and 2 warnings.  However, in 2019, I did walk a few Liberty Link 

soybean fields in Northwest Tennessee that had significant dicamba damage.  The 

damage represented around 6,000-8,000 acres of damaged soybeans planted by 2 

different producers.  They did not file a formal complaint with the Tennessee 

Department of Agriculture. The changes made to the dicamba label did make a 

difference.  There are several different reasons, along with the label changes that 

there was a decrease in complaints from 2018-2019.  1. The very wet spring in 2019 

prevented several thousands of acres to be planted in parts of Tennessee that dicamba 

is used the most.  These acres were enrolled in prevented planting so no dicamba was 

utilized on those acres.  2.  The extensive outreach and education efforts UT 

Extension and the TDA performed with producers in Tennessee.  3. Producers 

utilizing dicamba have a better understanding of the product and the consequences to 

the environment when not used properly. 

 

 

4. Revised C&T Plans:  

Looking at the development of your modified certification plan, were there any 

specific areas that were specifically problematic or challenging? Did you have issues 

with submission?   Are there any continued or lingering concerns/questions 

regarding the review process, next steps etc.?    

 

AL:  Not at this time. 

 

FL:  For FDACS, the only particularly challenging parts were revising the plan with 

the idea in mind that there are three separate program areas that had to be considered 

in making these revisions. What was already as restrictive or more restrictive in one 

program, was not the same in another section so ensuring that each new requirement 

was covered under each program area and recognizing the differences was a bit 

challenging. Initially, we tried to submit our revised plan via Sharepoint but it was 

unsuccessful so it was sent via email and that was a simple process. Concerns over 

the next steps will come into play when we are up against legislative changes if we 

are in fact required to make statutory changes. 



 

GA: The major remaining challenge will be acquiring a letter from the Governor’s 

Office.  As with any legislative or regulations change there are many challenges 

including a strain on our resources.  

 

KY:   Due to COVID-19 the Legislative Activity has seriously been limited which 

has basically put us on hold for an indefinite amout of time.  Because of this we do 

not know when we will be able to get this passed. 

MS:  Our revision and submission process went very smoothly.  We didn’t have to 

change any state statutes.  The only real concern we have at this time is that our 

recertification process may need modification. 

NC:  No areas that really stood out as being especially difficult.  Our Structural 

Committee had more issues, than the Pesticide Board, with these revisions and 

required the most discussions to get everything approved.  Submission went very 

smoothly.  EPA gave us plenty of guidance as to how they wanted the plans 

submitted and with everything being electronic, it wasn’t any more effort required 

whether submitting 1, 2 or 3 copies of the plan.  We don’t really have any lingering 

concerns.  At this point we are just waiting for correspondence from EPA on anything 

that they have issues with and we will deal with them as they come in.   

 

SC:  No problems in writing the plan or in its submission.  No specific concerns at 

this point. 

 

TN:  No issues with submission or next steps. 

 

5. COVID-19: With the evolving public health crisis, all states have been impacted to 

varying degrees.  How has this pandemic impacted your respective pesticide programs, 

for example, ability to conduct inspections and investigations? Are there any 

implications to your ability to meet your commitments under your cooperative 

agreement across programs? What specific restrictions in your respective states have 

had the greatest impacts on your programs? What if any assistance do you need from 

EPA?    

AL:  We are going to need more time to get the mid-year workplan completed in the 

new online template.  The online workplan being limited to one user is challenging 

because we were looking for the online template as a means to move away from one 

single person having to keep up with with and bear the burden of reporting for all the 

different program areas.  With the current situation (teleworking) being sudden and 

unexpected, we were not prepared or set-up to be able to efficiently or effectively 

complete such multifaceted tasks.  In following the orders of the Governor, it’s likely 



that our annual inspection numbers will be lower in FY 2020.  It is too early to 

determine if our ability to meet our inspection number commitments under the 

cooperative agreement will be impacted. 

FL:  We are currently practicing social distancing in the inspection process, which is 

limiting our ability to inspect certain establishments and therefore preventing us from 

meeting some of our obligations under the cooperative agreement. Certain facilities 

have either temporarily closed or have limited access to their facility over concerns of 

COVID-19.  There has been a tremendous amount of interest from the Pest Control 

industry inquiring about licensing requirements to offer services for the use of 

disinfectants to control COVID-19. The Department put together reference information 

regarding the use of disinfectants to provide to the industry. This was sent out both via 

email to the industry and posted to the Department’s website.      Additionally, all 

examination proctoring has been suspended until April 30th at this time. The University 

of Florida is monitoring the situation closely and if needed, an extension will be put in 

place for the proctoring of exams. Because of this, the Department and the University 

is working together towards a solution which could include remote testing.  The 

Commissioner issued an Emergency Order that expanded timeframe for renewal of 

some license types and waived licensing late fees. 

GA:  Ag Inputs: We have implemented a “limited contact” inspection protocol to 

allow continued investigations of alleged pesticide misuse when a site visit is necessary 

to collect samples and/or take photographs. We have provided inspectors with N95 

masks and latex gloves, and we make every effort to provide for a contact-less 

inspection process. We have conducted all interviews and collection of records via 

phone and email. Although the entire state is currently under a shelter-in-place order, 

we have received no reports of any staff being stopped while performing their 

investigation duties, likely due to their “Georgia Department of Agriculture”-marked 

vehicles. We have ceased performing routine (not for-cause) inspections and sampling 

until the statewide shelter-in-place order has been lifted. Structural Pest: we are 

responding to complaints with modified responses.  Since we are not conducting 

routine inspections, we may not meet our cooperative agreement commitments. The 

primary impact to our certification and training of pesticide applicators has been the 

closing of the Technical College System of Georgia, who proctor our commercial 

applicator exams. In the meantime, GDA-staff have been proctoring three exam 

sessions a week at our Atlanta office, with five applicators or less in each session.  

KY:  All testing is currently suspended.  No NEW applicator licenses are being 

issued.  Certifications that expired 12/31/19 have been extended until 12/31/20 to allow 

renewal of those licenses.  Where applicable, an individual can apply for a ‘Trainee License,” 

if working under the direct supervision of a licensed applicator.  Lots of requests/questions 

relating to someone being able to apply disinfectants to prevent spread of virus.  Only avenue 

for someone to apply disinfectants is through an existing Category 7A (Structural) OR a 

Category 15 (antimicrobial) license.  There will be a huge increase in cleaning/sanitizing all 

facilities, commercial companies, will be coming forth.  Some of the products they are 

applying have “DANGER” labels, Cleaning crews are usually the least skill workers in the 

facility.  



• Will this create a new category 

• What about nursing home-hospital staff, don’t they need to be certified just 

like all other pesticide applicators  

MS:  MDAC suspended virtually all routine inspections for the time being.  A majority 

of industry and the general public were not comfortable with having field staff conduct 

inspections in or around homes and businesses.  However, we are responding to 

complaints from the general public and we are providing testing for those seeking 

certification for the first time.  No assistance from EPA is required at this time. 

NC: All of our projections will be drastically impacted, we have stopped all routine 

inspections and are only responding to complaints that effect human health, the 

environment, and maintaining commerce.  All in-person recertification and pesticide 

schools have been canceled.  We are giving tests only on an individual basis.  This will 

have an impact on complying with the paraquat certification and product training.  

Most of the dicamba product training sessions were completed prior to the shut-down 

of public meetings. We are extending recertification periods for both sides of the 

program.  We have developed some on-line training options for emerging situations.  

Most office staff members are teleworking.  MicroSoft Teams is our new friend!  Some 

office staff report on a limited number of days to perform mandatory tasks to process 

checks, licenses, and product registrations.  We prepared a COVID-19 guidance 

document for Pest Management Professionals (PMP’s) and posted on our Structural 

web site page.  All Registered Technician (RT) Schools and Structural Exams have 

currently been postponed through May 31, 2020.  Some Pest Control Companies have 

previously been approved for Equivalent RT training and may be able to complete RT 

training remotely by webinars.  Our staff called over 200 PMP’s who have not met 

recertification requirements (due by June 30th, 2020) to encourage them to take online 

credit courses before the deadline so their renewals can hopefully be processed as 

usual.  On April 9th the Structural Pest Control Committee met via conference call and 

proclaimed that the Division can extend the recertification and license renewal 

deadline of June 3oth for PMP’s as needed due to testing/training meetings being 

postponed.  All routine inspections have been suspended and Structural Inspectors are 

only performing random, pretreatment/new construction, inspections that are vacant 

and human health/environmental complaint inspections. 

SC:  Our support staff is tele-working and our field staff has a limited number of field 

activities to perform due to the governor’s executive order and social distancing.  We 

have concerns regarding our output commitments.  Extended restrictions may impact 

our ability to perform inspections long term.  We have suspended certified applicator 

exams. 

TN:  Field staff have been instructed to conduct only routine inspections where they 

can collect records by fax or email. Complaints received regarding health and the 

environment will still be performed. All face to face trainings and meetings have been 

cancelled including any out of state travel unless absolutely necessary, testing sites are 

very limited. Since we are now in the new norm, discussions are being held on how to 



conduct inspections in a safer environment, what additional PPE might be needed, and 

for certain inspections doing them as a team in order to get in and out of facility in a 

quicker timeframe. 

 


