
Executive Summary 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Office of Pesticide Programs (OPP) is 

undertaking a strategic re-evaluation of its internal training and education programs to 

better support its regulatory mission under the Pesticide Registration Improvement Act 

(PRIA 5). This gaps analysis synthesizes findings from a comprehensive review of 

existing training materials, internal staff feedback, process mapping, and external 

stakeholder input to identify key challenges and opportunities for strengthening OPP’s 

training infrastructure. 

Training Priorities 

More than 200 distinct training actions and more than 40 supporting non-training 

actions are documented as part of the Support for Developing and Administering 

Training for Pesticide Programs Gaps Analysis.  Of these, thirty high-priority training 

actions are highlighted in Section 3 Training Gaps. The actions identified largely aim to 

reduce reliance on informal mentoring, improve cross-divisional coordination, and 

strengthen communication with applicants and registrants by improving consistency, 

efficiency, and transparency.  

Top Five Training Priorities 

Implement a Uniform, OPP-Wide Training Program 

Standardize training across divisions with regular refreshers, field-based learning, and 

structured registrant engagement. 

Redesign the OPP Website 

Centralize and streamline access to training materials with improved navigation, 

version control, and user-specific access. 

Establish Dedicated Training Staff 

Assign staff to manage training development and delivery, ensuring quality and 

reducing burden on technical experts. 

Align Internal and External Training Materials 

Promote consistent messaging by developing training content that can be shared or 

mirrored for external stakeholders. 

Address Low-Effort Improvements 

Quickly update or remove outdated or ineffective training materials, especially those 

created before 2010. 



To build a more consistent, transparent, and effective training environment across OPP, 

five strategic training priorities have been identified as the Top Five Training Priorities 

(see callout box). These priorities reflect both immediate needs and long-term goals for 

improving internal capacity, stakeholder engagement, and regulatory clarity. They are 

designed to address systemic gaps, streamline access to resources, and ensure that 

training efforts are sustainable and aligned across divisions.  Additional High Priority 

Training actions and high-priority non-training actions include:  

• Additional High-Priority Training Areas:

o Administrative & Workflow Training: Focus on process mapping, Salesforce

and similar software use, and formal mentoring.

o Labeling: Field-based training, standardized label review, and clearer

communication of policy changes.

o Topical Gaps: Pre-submission processes, PRN 98-10, CDX, and BPPD data

requirements.

o Process & Technical Gaps: Training on key workflows, screening, risk

assessment, and regulatory document development.

o Division-Specific Needs: Tailored training for BEAD, HED, BPPD, and PRD

on specialized processes and coordination.

• High-Priority Non-Training Actions:

o Take action to actively foster a Supportive Review Culture: Establish

shared values and a unified vision to guide training and promote fairness

and consistency in reviews. Communicate this vision to Applicants and

Registrants.

o Enhance Communication with Registrants: Improve transparency and

communication through tools like MyPest, centralized FAQs, and check-ins

to clarify expectations.

Insights 

The analysis revealed that while OPP has amassed a substantial inventory of training 

materials—over 1,000 resources across seven divisions—these materials are often 

fragmented, inconsistently maintained, and narrowly tailored to immediate needs. 

Approximately one third of these documents were developed prior to 2010. As a result, 

they lack the adaptability and cross-divisional relevance required to support a modern, 

cohesive training strategy. Internal staff emphasized the need for improved workflows, 

centralized access to materials, and enhanced cross-divisional understanding. 

Representatives for applicant and registrant groups echoed these concerns and called 

for greater transparency, consistency, and clarity in training and guidance materials. 

Process mapping further illuminated gaps and redundancies in training content, 

highlighting areas where materials do not align with key regulatory steps or where 

critical guidance is missing altogether. Representatives for applicant and registrant 

groups also identified opportunities to improve training through automation, early user 



testing, and the development of targeted resources such as a standardized Label 

Language Table and a consolidated public-facing website for all guidance documents, 

SOPs, Pesticide Registration Notices (PRNs), policies, memos and other documents that 

are used to guide the review of registration applications. 

Importantly, this analysis acknowledges that not all challenges can be addressed 

through training alone. Many of the issues raised—such as communication barriers, 

workflow inefficiencies, and systemic inconsistencies—require broader organizational 

and policy-level solutions. Training should be considered an essential component of a 

coordinated strategy that includes process improvement, stakeholder engagement, and 

sustained leadership support. 

Key Takeaways 

Collaboration is valued. Registrants appreciate 

strong working relationships with EPA and support 

a shared responsibility for improving the 

regulatory process. 

Effective practices exist. Tools like the AD 

Efficiency Team Mailbox, pre-submission 

meetings, and PRIA coalition engagement are 

seen as highly productive. 

Automation is a priority. Streamlining 

notifications through automation could reduce 

delays and improve efficiency. 

BETA testing is essential. Early user testing helps 

identify usability issues and ensures tools meet 

real-world needs. 



Section 1. Background 

EPA’s OPP is responsible for regulating pesticides and minimizing the risks associated 

with their use to ensure pesticides are safe for humans and the environment. Under the 

Pesticide Registration Improvement Act reauthorized in 2022 and known as PRIA 5, OPP 

is required to administer training and education programs relating to its divisions’ 

regulatory responsibilities and policies. This Gaps Analysis Technical Memorandum 

summarizes the training needs and potential gaps in existing materials as determined 

through a training materials inventory, process mapping, and internal Points of Contact 

(POC) feedback and trade group industry representative feedback.  

Section 2. Approach 

This analysis integrates multiple data sources to identify gaps between current strengths 

and areas for improvement in OPP’s training landscape. Key sources included: an 

inventory of existing pesticide training materials, a needs assessment driven by 

facilitated discussions with OPP POCs in each Division, a development of workflow 

process maps for each division in conjunction with an analysis of training materials 

supporting process steps identified, and feedback from eight trade group industry 

representatives, representing applicants and registrants.  

By overlaying insights from these sources, the analysis highlights both division-specific 

needs and cross-cutting opportunities to enhance training consistency, accessibility, and 

effectiveness.  
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Figure 1. Multi-Source Framework for OPP Training Evaluation 



The approach combines objective data, such as the desktop review and inventory of 

training materials as well as the workflow process mapping, with qualitative insights 

gathered through dynamic conversations with staff intimately involved in the pesticide 

registration process and the industry trade group representatives. These insights 

informed the development of process maps analysis that illustrate how people, 

materials, and workflows interact across divisions. To ensure accuracy and relevance, 

these maps were validated through a “ground-truthing” process with OPP POCs. The 

result is a rich, comprehensive picture of the current training landscape—one that 

clearly reveals specific and actionable gaps. 

2.1 Training Materials Inventory 

The OPP has nearly 1,100 individual training materials collected across all seven OPP 

divisions, repository materials, and knowledge articles (KA). OPP Divisions contributing 

training materials included the Antimicrobials Division (AD), Biological and Economic 

Analysis Division (BEAD), Biopesticide and Pollution Prevention Division (BPPD), 

Environmental Fate and Effects Division (EFED), Health Effects Division (HED), Pesticide 

Reevaluation Division (PRD), and the Registration Division (RD). The training materials 

inventory, included in Appendix A, provides detailed information for each training 

resource, including its originating division, location and accessibility information, topical 

tags, description, date, author, and a priority level (e.g., high, medium, and low) 

indicating the urgency for updating the material.  Figure 2 provides quick statistics from 

the inventory.  

Figure 2.  OPP Training Materials Inventory Quick Statistics 

Most of the training materials catalogued were part of the centralized repository. Several 

of these resources serve dual purposes, functioning both as internal training tools and 

public-facing informational documents. Of the nearly 1,100 training materials 

catalogued, 33% of the identified materials are 15 years old or older, underscoring the 

need for updates to maintain relevance and accuracy. Training content is currently 
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stored across 15 distinct platforms, with additional materials located on private 

computers, creating challenges for accessibility, consistency, and version control. A total 

of 57 training materials were flagged for removal due to being outdated or no longer 

relevant, based on feedback from internal POCs and external industry trade group 

representatives. 

Each resource was assigned a priority level for updating: 37% are categorized as low 

priority, 22% as medium priority, less than 39% as high priority and 1% are 

recommended for potential removal, 1% are in development, and less than 1% are case 

studies which cannot likely be updated. Figure 3 summarizes data regarding the 

materials’ sources, priority for updating, terms or themes, and age of training materials. 

Figure 3.  OPP Training Materials Inventoried by Source Type 

2.2 Internal Feedback Sessions 

It was recognized early in the process that OPP division staff hold critical insights into 

what is working and what isn’t, with regard to current internal training practices. They are 

also well positioned to identify emerging training needs. With this context, an initial 

interview framework was developed to guide individual discussions with designated 

POC(s) from each division, as identified by the COR. 

Some divisions participated in a single feedback session, while others engaged in 

multiple discussions to provide more detailed input. All divisions contributed an initial 

set of training materials to help illustrate their current training approaches. Most also 

followed up with additional emails to clarify and expand on their feedback, adding depth 

to the understanding gained through the interviews. 

The resulting input informed a comprehensive needs assessment, summarized in the 

Needs Assessment Executive Summary provided in Appendix B, which captures internal 

staff perspectives on training gaps, opportunities, and priorities. 



2.2.1 Current training practices and issues 

Training within OPP varies significantly by division, with each division employing 

its own approach. These approaches include formal structures such as training 

committees, written procedures, and guidance documents, as well as informal 

methods like mentoring, one-on-one instruction, and “office hours” sessions. The 

use of resources and trainings offered by external stakeholders and industry 

groups also differs widely, depending on each division’s level of interaction with 

industry. 

Despite these differences, divisions share several common challenges: difficulty 

locating training materials, limited cross-divisional understanding, and 

inconsistent workflow management. These shared issues highlight the need for a 

more coordinated and accessible training framework across OPP. 

 Figure 4.  Shared Challenges highlight the case for a unified OPP-wide training approach 

2.2.2 Priorities for improvements 

Staff across OPP identified several shared priorities for strengthening training 

efforts. These include improving workflows, updating written guidance, and 

developing cross-divisional training programs to promote consistency and 

collaboration.  POCs also emphasized the need for better communication and 

tracking systems, along with the creation of a centralized repository for training 

materials. 
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In addition, POCs noted that when new tools or processes—such as Salesforce—

are introduced, staff often face challenges due to limited familiarity and 

inconsistent rollout across divisions. This lag in adoption presents a clear training 

opportunity: to provide timely, structured support that helps staff adapt to new 

systems and ensures smoother, more uniform implementation agency wide. 

Updating guidance documents, which many OPP staff rely on heavily in their day-

to-day work, was also flagged as a critical need. Finally, there was widespread 

interest in strengthening cross-divisional understanding to ensure alignment and 

shared knowledge across the entire organization. 

2.2.3 Proposed solutions 

During internal feedback sessions, participants offered a range of practical 

solutions to address the training challenges they identified. Suggestions included 

improving the search functionality of the location where training materials are 

stored, creating a centralized location for all divisions to house training materials, 

offering annual refresher courses across all divisions, and updating publicly 

available guidance documents to reflect current practices. These and other 

proposed solutions are summarized in the Needs Assessment Executive Summary 

in Appendix B. 

2.3 Process Mapping 

Process mapping is a valuable tool for visualizing the steps and interdependencies within 

complex systems, such as the pesticide registration process. The process maps 

developed for OPP, included in Appendix C, integrate information from existing training 

materials and internal feedback sessions to illustrate how a process steps an application 

moves through as well as how information flows between divisions.  

Process flow maps were developed for each division and for the entirety of OPP.  The 

process flow maps were developed using Microsoft Visio software and the native files are 

provided to this memorandum as supplemental information. In Figure 5 (below) the 

green ovals indicate an initiating step, the blue boxes identify each process step that 

occurs within EFED. The gray “document shape” boxes identify supporting materials for 

each process step that are already available. The orange “document shape” boxes 

identify supporting materials that have been identified as important to develop by the 

internal Division POC or trade group industry representative. Interactions between 

divisions are identified for each division’s specific process flow map.  



Figure 5. Extracted image from part of the EFED Process Map 



By aligning training materials with each process step in the workflow, the maps reveal 

where resources are concentrated and where critical gaps exist. This exercise provided 

much-needed clarity on the structure of the registration program and the relationships 

between divisions. It also highlighted that some divisions have a clearly defined 

approaches and significant amounts of training materials to support internal training 

needs for each step in the review process, while others have clear gaps where training 

materials could be developed in support of specific steps in the review process.  

Figure 6 illustrates how the information gained from the process flow mapping is 

identified in the Gaps Analysis. Training-related actions which could support gaps 

identified from the process flow mapping are grouped by Division.  For each identified 

Process Flow Step gap, the associated impact and challenge are documented, along with 

a recommended training-related action to address the gap. The results of this analysis 

for all Divisions are presented in Appendix E as part of the overall Gaps Analysis results.   

Figure 6.  Example of Process Flow Mapping Informing the OPP Training Gaps Analysis 

2.4 External Stakeholder Feedback Sessions 

Registrant perspectives provided valuable insights into OPP training needs. Eight 

individual POCs representing eight trade group industry members of the PRIA Coalition 

were interviewed shared feedback on the registration process, training gaps, and 

opportunities for improvement. Their input is summarized in this section and detailed 

further in the Executive Summary in Appendix D.   



2.4.1 Challenges and concerns 

Registrants identified inconsistency and reliability in the registration process as 

central challenges tied to OPP training. They shared the following concerns: 

• Delays and inefficiencies, including extended review timelines and missed

PRIA deadlines.

• Inconsistent review practices and training gaps, often due to informal

processes and limited real-world context.

• Lack of transparency in sign-off procedures, leaving registrants uncertain

about review progress.

• Website and information management issues, particularly confusion over

which guidance documents are authoritative.

• Loss of institutional knowledge due to retirements and the absence of a clear

succession or knowledge transfer strategy.

2.4.2 Suggested training materials or approaches 

Registrants offered several recommendations for new training materials and 

approaches, which are summarized in the External Stakeholder Executive 

Summary (Appendix D). These suggestions fall into five key categories: 

• General Registration Process: Implement a uniform, sustainable training

program across all OPP divisions that includes online modules and supervisor

oversight to ensure consistency and regulatory alignment. Make all relevant

training materials available to registrants to promote transparency.

Collaborate with industry groups to improve data presentation. Standardize

internal and external training content to ensure consistent expectations and

reduce confusion.

• Label-Specific Training: Enhance label-specific training by developing

modules that teach staff how to interpret and evaluate label language,

supported by a standardized “Label Language Table” for consistent

terminology. Regularly update the Label Review Manual to reflect current

policies and include curated resources and links to relevant guidance

documents for improved usability.

• OPP-Wide Training: To improve consistency and efficiency across OPP,

develop joint training for regulatory and efficacy teams, and create clear,

regularly updated manuals that distinguish legal requirements from best

practices. Establish centralized, accessible resources for PR Notices and SOPs,

and implement scenario-based and workflow-focused training for both EPA

staff and registrants to streamline submissions, reviews, and communication.

• Tool-Specific Training: Develop targeted modules for antimicrobial products,

efficacy calculations, and common submission types like CSF amendments

and label notifications. Reinstate field-based and video training to give EPA



staff real-world context and collaborate with both industry partners and land 

grant institutions for hands-on learning. Improve CDX training with step-by-

step tutorials and ensure EPA reviewers and registrants understand 

jurisdictional boundaries, label review impacts, and practical constraints in 

product implementation. 

• Other Needs: Establish a centralized, up-to-date training program to reduce

regulatory confusion and improve consistency. Include modules that clarify

current guidance documents, explain how to interpret overlapping or

outdated regulations, and demonstrate how to integrate these tools into the

registration process for both EPA staff and stakeholders.

2.4.3 Other insights and opportunities 

External feedback provided valuable insights into how industry groups perceive 

the registration process and OPP operations, while also highlighting broader 

challenges not tied to specific processes. The following key themes emerged that 

point to additional opportunities: 

• Strong relationships and communication are essential. Registrants

emphasized the value of collaborative interactions, noting positive

interactions with EPA staff and a growing sense of shared responsibility for

improving the regulatory environment.

• Certain OPP practices are working well. Stakeholders highlighted the AD

Efficiency Team Mailbox, pre-submission meetings, and EPA’s engagement

through the PRIA coalition as effective practices that support clarity and

responsiveness.

• Automation offers potential. External feedback highlighted that the

notification process could be streamlined, thereby reducing delays and

improving efficiencies, by evaluating opportunities for automating the review

of certain process steps.

• Expand BETA testing. External feedback highlighted the willingness of trade

groups to partner with OPP and act as early testers of tools and systems to

identify usability issues, enhance workflows, and ensure solutions meet real-

world need.

Section 3. Training Gaps 

To address the challenges of internal staff training across OPP, a comprehensive gaps 

analysis was conducted using an inventory of existing pesticide training materials, 

feedback from interviews with internal OPP POCs, workflow process maps, and insights 

from External Stakeholder Feedback Sessions. The resulting gaps were organized into 

five key categories: administrative processes, labeling, topical knowledge, technical 

workflows, and division-specific procedures.  The analysis yielded more than 200 

specific training-related actions and 44 non-training related actions that OPP can take 



to improve internal staff training, consistency, comprehension, and operational 

efficiency. The tables below identify these actions. 

3.1 Consolidated High-Priority Training Actions 

High-Priority training actions are identified in this section such that, if implemented, 

would improve consistency, efficiency, transparency, and alignment with official 

guidance. These actions are designed to reduce reliance on informal mentoring, improve 

coordination across divisions, enhance 

communication with stakeholders, and 

ensure that both EPA staff and registrants 

are equipped with the knowledge and 

tools needed to navigate complex 

regulatory processes effectively. The five 

highest priorities to support overall EPA 

Internal Training needs are identified in 

3.1.1 Overall Training Priorities. The 

remaining high-priority training actions are 

identified in subsequent sections and 

sorted by key categories. 

3.1.1 Overall Training Priorities 

The following overall recommendations are made to OPP based on this Gaps 

Analysis. 

1. Implement a Uniform, OPP-Wide Training Program to Promote Consistency

and Cross-Divisional Alignment. To ensure consistent understanding and

application of processes and policies across all OPP divisions, establish a

standardized training program that supports both new and experienced staff

and fosters shared practices across divisions.

o Deliver regular refresher trainings focused on core processes and

policies that apply organization-wide, reinforcing consistency and

reducing variability.

o Provide practical, field-based learning opportunities—such as site

visits, video demonstrations, or virtual tours—on a recurring schedule

to deepen staff understanding of real-world implications, especially

around label interpretation and implementation. These experiences

should be made accessible to a broader range of staff across the

organization, with financial barriers removed to ensure equitable

participation and maximize impact.  Where possible, crop tours, which

are already used as a training tool, should be recorded and formatted

so that viewers can independently understand the content without

requiring live narration or facilitation.

Top Five High-Priority 

Training Actions 

1. Implement a Uniform, OPP-Wide 

Training Program 

2. Redesign the OPP Website

3. Establish Dedicated Training Staff

4. Align Internal and External Training 

Materials 

5. Address Low-Effort Improvements



o Provide a forum for staff to learn from registrants in a structured and

regular format.

o Standardize the Development and Tracking of Training Materials.

Establish a centralized, transparent process—and a shared location—

for tracking how, when, where, and at what stage training materials are

being developed. While the current inventory includes much of the

necessary content, materials are scattered across various platforms,

limiting cross-divisional collaboration and responsiveness to evolving

programmatic or regulatory needs.

Many resources are created in silos to address immediate issues,

resulting in narrowly focused materials that often lack long-term

relevance. Without a unified system, training content struggles to keep

pace with shifts in EPA priorities, policies, and stakeholder expectations.

2. Redesign the EPA OPP Website to improve navigation and searchability of

OPP resources for internal EPA staff and External Stakeholders.

o Actionable Item: Host both internal and external training materials in a

centralized location on the website, using access controls (e.g.,

password protection) to restrict internal content as needed. While an

intranet site exists, training materials are currently dispersed across

more than 15 different locations, including shared drives, legacy

systems, and personal computers, making access inconsistent and

inefficient. Centralizing content will streamline access, improve version

control, and reduce reliance on informal storage. Additionally, external

stakeholders have expressed strong interest in accessing as much

training material as permissible, particularly those that clarify how EPA

reviews applications. A centralized, access-controlled platform will

support transparency, consistency, and broader stakeholder

engagement.

o Actionable Item: Implement version control and regular updates for all

internal training materials to ensure accuracy and consistency across

divisions.

o Actionable Item: Require all divisional training materials to be stored in

this centralized location to support alignment and reduce duplication.

o Actionable Item: Implement intuitive navigation with clear categories

for different user groups (e.g., registrants, state partners, EPA staff).

o Actionable Item: Enhance search functionality with filters, keyword

suggestions, and document tagging to help users quickly find relevant

materials.



3. Establish Dedicated Training Staff to Support Workforce Excellence. Given

the size of the OPP workforce, the public health importance of pesticide

registration, and the significant economic impact of the process, it is essential

to invest in dedicated training personnel. Relying on registration staff to

develop or deliver training diverts experienced professionals from their core

responsibilities and can slow down critical regulatory work.

o Actionable Item: Assign dedicated staff to manage training across OPP

to ensure consistent, high-quality onboarding and professional

development without compromising the efficiency or expertise of the

registration process. This approach supports operational continuity and

long-term workforce development. Given limited internal resources,

this recommendation also includes the option to engage third party

trainers such as external experts or partner organizations. Bringing

outside support can reduce the burden on internal staff while still

meeting training goals and maintaining program quality.

4. Align Internal Training Resources with External Communication for Greater

Consistency. To ensure all stakeholders are "reading from the same sheet of

music," internal training materials should be developed with external

alignment in mind. When creating or updating internal training documents,

also consider sharing those materials directly with external stakeholders, or

when appropriate, developing a companion version tailored to their needs.

This approach promotes transparency, reinforces consistent messaging, and

helps build a shared understanding between EPA staff and registrants.

5. Address Low Hanging Fruits. Consider Addressing these quickly and with

expected low level of effort to clean up existing training materials and remove

sources that are inaccurate, out-of-date, or irrelevant.

o Review all materials developed prior to 2010 for relevancy. The

materials are identified in Appendix E.

o Review PowerPoint files that do not have supporting audio or notes for

accuracy and effective communication. The materials are identified in

Appendix E.

o Review the individual documents and trainings that have been

identified as high priority for update through the Division POC

Feedback Sessions, External Feedback Sessions, and cursory analysis of

the content. The materials are identified in Appendix E.



3.1.2 Administrative & Workflow Challenges 

High priority training actions identified which support administrative and 

workflow challenges are as follows: 

• Develop and share workflow process maps for each type of registration as

a training approach that can be shared for internal EPA staff and external

stakeholders.

• Align training with official guidance using crosswalks and embedded

references to reduce misinterpretation.

• Provide training on workflow tools like Salesforce to improve tracking,

communication, and coordination across divisions.

• Reduce reliance on informal mentoring by establishing a formal mentoring

program and capturing institutional knowledge.

3.1.3 Labeling Challenges 

High priority training actions identified which support labeling challenges are as 

follows: 

• Provide real-world field training (e.g., site visits, videos) to improve

practical understanding of label implications and improve labeling

accuracy.

• Standardize label review training across divisions with examples, PRNs, and

acceptable language.

3.1.4 Topical Training Gaps 

High priority training actions identified which support topical training gaps are as 

follows: 

• Provide training on pre-submission processes and agreements, including

documentation and deviation protocols.

• Enhance CDX training for both EPA staff and external stakeholders with

example-based modules, videos, and walkthroughs for common

submission types.

• Develop PRN 98-10 training modules to clarify scope and prevent

misapplication.

• Train appropriate EPA staff and external stakeholders on data

requirements for BPPD products, including waivers and consultation

tracking.



• Provide training that distinguishes between legal requirements and best 

practices to reduce registrants’ confusion and time wasted revising 

formulations to conform with best practices rather than regulatory 

requirements. 

• Train staff on communicating policy changes clearly and consistently to 

registrants and stakeholders. 

• Offer shared training for EPA staff and registrants, when possible, to improve 

communication and transparency between EPA staff and registrants. 

3.1.5 Process & Technical Gaps 

High priority training actions identified which support process and technical gaps 

are as follows: 

• Develop comprehensive process flow training for key steps across divisions 

(e.g., 21-Day Screen, EUPs, DERs). 

• Train on front-end screening and Form 8570-01 to reduce misrouting and 

delays.  

• Develop training to OPP staff and CORs overseeing contracts on how to 

communicate work orders to contractors and manage external 

coordination. This may additionally include developing a Community of 

Practice. 

• Train on how to complete and submit emergency exemption reviews 

across all divisions. 

• Provide guidance documents and training on ESA determinations and 

interdivisional support to improve coordination and accuracy. 

• Train on regulatory document development (e.g., PIDs, OPP One Pagers, 

Pre-Decisional Letters). 

• Create shared DER development and peer review training across divisions. 

3.1.6 Division-Specific Process Flow Training 

High priority training actions identified which support process flow training are as 

follows: 

• Develop PRD training on tolerance development, CBI review, and 

document review timelines. 

• Develop training for HED on RARC development and alignment with 

official guidance. 

• Create training for BPPD on tolerance exemptions, IRM, and science tech 

screens. 



• Develop training for BEAD on process steps, including tolerance

exemptions, economic analysis and drop-in language for decisions.

3.2 Consolidated High-Priority Non-Training Actions 

The Gaps Analysis identified 44 distinct non-training actions that, while not direct 

training solutions, would support the resolution of the identified training gap. These 

actions are detailed in the tables below. The following section highlights two high-

priority non-training actions that emerged from the analysis. 

1. Cultivating a Consistent and Supportive Review Culture. Build a culture

where training reinforces shared values and expectations. Training should not

only convey technical knowledge but also foster a mindset of collaboration

and fairness—ensuring reviewers are aligned and not focused on identifying

faults. The ultimate goal is to deliver consistent, equitable reviews regardless

of who conducts them.

o Actionable Item: Establish and document a set of shared priorities and a

unified vision that will serve as the foundation for all training efforts.

Use this framework to guide the development and delivery of training

materials, ensuring consistency in both content and reviewer approach.

Apply the priorities and vision with registrants.

2. Improve and Increase Communication to Support Registrants Throughout

the Process. Clear, proactive communication is essential for transparency,

efficiency, and trust. Strengthening communication practices ensures that all

parties stay informed, aligned, and confident in the process.

o Actionable Item: Investigate how MyPest could be better used for

communication.

o Actionable Item: Create a centralized FAQ or knowledge base that

addresses common questions and provides guidance on navigating the

registration process.

o Actionable Item: Offer optional check-in points (e.g., virtual office

hours or milestone-based outreach) to give registrants opportunities to

ask questions and clarify expectations.

3.3 Training Gaps Analysis 

The following tables provide a full summary of information identified in the training 

gaps analysis.



Table 3.3.1 Gaps Identified as Administrative Challenges

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Table 3.3.1 Gaps Identified as Administrative Challenges (continued)



Table 3.3.1 Gaps Identified as Administrative Challenges (continued) 



Table 3.3.1 Gaps Identified as Administrative Challenges (continued) 



Table 3.3.1 Gaps Identified as Administrative Challenges (continued) 

 
 
  



Table 3.3.2 Gaps Identified as Labeling Challenges 



Table 3.3.3 Gaps Identified as Perceived Transparency Issues 



Table 3.3.4 Gaps Identified as Review Inconsistencies and Challenges 



Table 3.3.5 Gaps Identified as Topical Training Gaps 

 
 
 
 
  



Table 3.3.5 Gaps Identified as Topical Training Gaps (continued) 



Table 3.3.5 Gaps Identified as Topical Training Gaps (continued)



Table 3.3.5 Gaps Identified as Topical Training Gaps (continued) 



Table 3.3.5 Gaps Identified through the Process Flow Mapping

 



Table 3.3.5 Gaps Identified through the Process Flow Mapping (continued)



Table 3.3.5 Gaps Identified through the Process Flow Mapping (continued)



Table 3.3.5 Gaps Identified through the Process Flow Mapping (continued) 



Table 3.3.5 Gaps Identified through the Process Flow Mapping (continued) 
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Inventory and Needs Assessment Process 
During the Inventory and Needs Assessment processes, Points of Contacts were identified 
within each of the seven Office of Pesticide Program Divisions. A request was made by 
Jeffrey Chang, COR for this contract, and the Jacobs team for the POC to provide access to 
training materials used for internal staff training. The information provided by each division 
had significant variation.  The DRAFT results of the Inventory have been shared in the EPA 
SharePoint. 

Each POC was also asked to participate in at least one Feedback Session with Jacobs’ 
staff to further identify Current Training Practices, Key Issues of interest for internal 
trainings, Priorities for growth of internal training, and Proposed Solutions.  Information 
collected during the inventory was used to inform and develop an initial line of questions 
for the POCs. The initial line of questions was approved by Seiichi Murasaki, in the absence 
of Jeffrey Chang, COR. This document summarizes the findings of Feedback Sessions 
between Jacobs staff with: 

• Fungicide Branch, Registration Division (RD)
• Linda Arrington and Matt Khan in the Pesticide Re-Evaluation Division (PRD)
• Elizabeth Donovan, Associate Director Antimicrobials Division (AD)
• Lindsay Roe, Branch Chief of the Herbicides Branch and James Orrock of the

Shannon Borges, Deputy Director Biopesticide and Pollution Prevention Division
(BPPD)

• Monica Wait, Environmental Risk Branch II Chief, Environmental Fate and Effects
Division (EFED), as well as GT Harraka, Jessica Joyce, and Rebecca Lazarus

• Lindsey Hendrick, Biological and Economic Analysis Division (BEAD)
• Thomas Moriarty, Health Effects Division (HED)

Common Themes 
Each Feedback Session provided unique information, specific to the division, as well as 
information that was common between divisions.  The summary of each feedback session 
is framed with respect to PRIA 5 provisions: 
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1. Improving Officer and Employee scientific, technical, and administrative skills -
Improving Officer and Employee ability to administer the pesticides program for
scientific, technical, and administrative skills.

2. Aligning OPP actions with EPA competencies (reinforcing science, protecting
environmental health, and engaging partners)

3. Addressing best practices for Operational Performance and Improvements

4. Improving Administrative Process and Procedures

5. Promoting Consistent Regulatory Decision-Making

6. Educating Registrants and regulated stakeholders on regulatory procedures.

Current Training Practices 
• Training Approach. Each Division has their own, unique approach to providing

internal training for both new employees and continuing education for experienced
employees. (Improving Officer and Employee ability to administer the pesticides
program).

o Training Committees. For example, RD, PRD and EFED have all identified a
training team or committee and generally have a structure to how trainings
will occur for both new hires and continuing education. AD utilizes new
employee training that happens once per year and primarily utilizes written
documents such as SOPS, guidance documents, and salesforce articles to
support training for staff. BEAD and BPPD similarly utilize written guidance
as the primary training tool for employees, while they both also utilize
informal mentoring and one-on-one trainings.

o Mentoring: RD and PRD have an official mentoring system and assign
mentors. BPPD and BEAD have an informal mentoring approach. EFED does
not utilize mentoring. AD does not mention a mentoring approach although
new staff are trained on an individual basis, as needed.

• Stakeholder Engagement: There are varying degrees of Stakeholder Engagement
and Industry Involvement across the Divisions as far as training provided by external
organizations. (Aligning OPP actions with EPA competencies). This can largely be
attributed to the varying degrees which a given division will have interaction with the
applicants. For example, RD interacts with applicants regularly and therefore has
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guidance, and templates for the applicants.  Conversely, BEAD has limited 
interaction with applicants and therefore has no training that has application to 
applicants. 

• Training Materials. Training materials for each Division are often housed in multiple
platforms, including SharePoint, G: Drive, team leader file folders, and Knowledge
Articles.

• Office Hours. RD and PRD both offer regular office hours.  RD has an assigned
training lead who has been in this position for several years. PRD also assigns
someone to lead the office hours, but this person rotates every couple of years
within PRD. Some Divisions offer as needed Office Hours.

Key Issues Identified related to internal staff training: 
Key issues were identified by each of the divisions. 

Difficulty Finding the Training Materials. (Improving Officer and Employee ability to 
administer the pesticides program) One common them amongst most of the Divisions was 
that the internal training materials can be difficult to locate, which results in junior staff or 
staff new to a task requiring assistance from more experienced staff. Sometimes this 
happens because the staff forget that a training material exists, forget where the material 
exist, or can't get access to the training material. 

Cross-Divisional Understanding is Lacking. (Aligning OPP actions with EPA 
competencies)  Multiple POCs identified that staff were well equipped with the 
competencies needed to complete their task efficiently, but did not have an understanding 
of how their role and deliverables fit into the broader pesticide registration process. 

Workflow Management. (Operational Performance and Improvements) Workflow 
management and the technical tools to support the workflow was consistently identified in 
each division as an issue that makes completing their role more difficult.  In some cases, 
the difficulty was identified as the result of divisions not understanding what their product 
is used for by other divisions, in some cases the difficulty stemmed from not being able to 
track what another division was doing, and in some cases this was the result of 
inconsistent approaches to SOPs and naming conventions within Salesforce.   
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Priorities 
Priorities for improving employee training and efficiencies varied widely between each 
division. Workflow improvements were one area where most divisions had similar 
priorities.    

• Workflow Improvements (Administrative Process and Procedures)
o Communication and Tracking. Communication and tracking was

consistently brought up as a priority amongst each of the Divisions.
▪ Salesforce was specifically identified as a priority because it is a pain

point which made communication and tracking difficult.
▪ Identifying and implementing other approaches to improving

workflow management and communication between Divisions were
also prioritized.

o Central Location for Training Materials. Identifying a single method or
location to house training materials was a priority for most Divisions.

• Written Guidance Updates. (Improving Officer and Employee ability to administer
the pesticides program). Updating and developing new guidance was identified by
five of the divisions.  Each division identified specific subject-matter areas that they
would focus on first.

• Developing Cross-Divisional Training. (Aligning OPP actions with EPA
competencies)  Each division identified that a certain amount of training that was
OPP-wide would be valuable to the Division. They further identified that each
Division’s training materials should be cross-referenced such that any Division
could utilize another Division’s training materials.

Proposed Solutions 
• Training Suggestions (Improving Officer and Employee ability to administer the

pesticides program)
o Training Cycle: Implement regular refresher courses for internal training,

possibly in smaller, more digestible bites.
o Cross-Division Utility: Identify if training is useful for other divisions.
o Create a more engaging and approachable SharePoint space with

searchable information.



B-5 

o Stakeholder Engagement: Work with stakeholder groups on benefits and use
patterns. Regular updates on external stakeholders are needed.

o Update Trainings and Processes: Ensure the latest and greatest processes
are included. (Operational Performance and Improvements)

• OPP-wide suggestions (Aligning OPP actions with EPA competencies)
o Refresher Course: Consider annual refresher courses for the entire division.

o Unified Approach
▪ Look across SOPs, guidance, and training materials across all

registration divisions to overcome current roadblocks.
▪ Ensure training developed for the regulatory branch also interfaces

with the science branch.
• External (Educating Registrants)

o Update the guidance (publicly available) for registrants who use the
templates for data evaluation records (evaluate study submissions).   e.g.
how to use these templates, why to use them, etc.
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Executive Summary - External Stakeholder 
Feedback Sessions 
Introduction 
This document summarizes the feedback from eight external stakeholders regarding the Office of Pesticide 
Programs (OPP) registration process, training needs, and suggestions for improvement. The feedback 
sessions covered various aspects based on the extensive experience of each stakeholder. The stakeholders 
were identified as Points of Contact (POCs) following one-on-one meetings between the PRIA Coalition 
Coordinator Laurie Flanagan and Jacobs Engineering, and subsequent presentations to PRIA Coalition 
members outlining goals and expected contributions to the feedback sessions. The stakeholders interviewed 
were: 

- Anastasia Swearigen, American Chemistry Council (ACC)
- John Dunmore, Biological Products Industry Alliance (BPIA)
- Lois Rossi, Responsible Industry for a Sound Environment (RISE)
- MJ McNamee, Animal Health Institute
- Nicole Juba, Biotechnology Innovation Organization (BIO)
- Rachel Hardie, CropLife America
- Ray McAllister, Council of Producers and Distributors of Agrotechnology
- Steven Bennet, Household and Consumer Products Association (HPCA)

Overall Observations 
The feedback from the stakeholders highlighted several key observations regarding the OPP registration 
process. There were six key themes in the overall observations that were shared: 

Relationship and Communication Dynamics are Important to Registrants. 

• Several stakeholders noted good working relationships with specific divisions or staff, and that EPA
staff are approachable and professional in their interactions.

• There is a shared sense of responsibility emerging between EPA and industry, suggesting that staff
are fostering a more collaborative regulatory environment. Although the dynamic between
regulators and industry can feel adversarial, this shift is seen as positive.

• The stakeholder feedback reveals that EPA is increasingly open to receiving and acting on feedback,
though there are still areas where this responsiveness could be improved.

Delays and Inefficiencies in the Registration Process influence Registrants 
Priorities for OPP 

• Prolonged review timelines and missed PRIA deadlines are common, with some reviews taking up to
four years and delays often caused by sequential reviews, sign-off bottlenecks, and technical screen
issues.

• Process inefficiencies—such as slow completeness checks, delayed notifications, and the EUP-to-
dossier loop—compound delays and disrupt planting and product launch timelines.
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• Lack of automation and poor status tracking contribute to recurring issues with incomplete packages
and hinder transparency in the registration process.

Inconsistency in Review Practices and Training Gaps 

• Review inconsistencies across divisions and reviewers—including label language interpretation, CSF
handling, and formatting standards—lead to unpredictable outcomes and delays.

• Lack of alignment between internal practices and public guidance creates confusion for registrants,
who often tailor submissions to individual reviewer preferences.

• Training gaps and reliance on informal processes contribute to inconsistent screening and a
disconnect between internal tools and external expectations.

• EPA staff lack practical, real-world context, including site-based knowledge and understanding of
application methods.

• Training resources are outdated or unclear, especially regarding legal requirements versus
preferences.

• Registrants and staff lack shared, structured training, particularly for navigating submission systems
like CDX and the Registration Division.

Lack of Transparency and Accessibility 

• Stakeholders face difficulty accessing clear, current guidance, with regulatory documents scattered,
outdated, or unfinalized, and no centralized, authoritative source of review information.

• Uncertainty about the validity of public-facing materials, including those on the EPA website, creates
confusion and undermines confidence in the registration process.

• Opaque internal processes, such as sign-off procedures and internal training, leave external
stakeholders in the dark about how decisions are made and what standards are applied.

Website and Information Management Issues 

• Stakeholders face difficulty accessing clear, current guidance, with regulatory documents scattered,
outdated, or unfinalized, and no centralized, authoritative source of review information.

• Uncertainty about the validity of public-facing materials, including those on the EPA website, creates
confusion and undermines confidence in the registration process.

• Opaque internal processes, such as sign-off procedures and internal training, leave external
stakeholders in the dark about how decisions are made and what standards are applied.

Loss of Institutional Knowledge and Succession Planning 

• Loss of institutional knowledge due to retirements is a growing concern, with no clear succession
planning in place.

• Overreliance on informal mentoring leaves gaps in training and continuity.
• Stakeholders want a formal strategy to preserve expertise and ensure consistent knowledge transfer.

EPA Internal Training Approaches Considered Highly Productive 
Certain ongoing actions and past training actions are considered highly productive by external stakeholders. 
These include: 

• The AD Efficacy Team Mailbox is consistently responsive, professional, and efficient; also serves as a
training tool for onboarding new reviewers.
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• Pre-submission meetings are well organized and appreciated by registrants for clarifying
expectations.

• Archived on-site training was noted as a past strength.
• EPA’s willingness to update key guidance documents (e.g., PRN 98-1, 98-10, Herndon Memo).
• EPA’s engagement with industry through the PRIA Coalition.
• Association-led training: Registrants are trained on the registration process; EPA staff are invited to

attend.

Challenges for OPPs Registration Process and Internal Training 
The stakeholders identified several challenges in the OPP registration process and internal training: 

Administrative Challenges 

• Making PRIA dates are a challenge.
• The current review workload is unsustainable, with some reviews taking up to four years.
• Sign-off delays causing missed PRIA deadlines and planting seasons. BIO members report reviewers

completing initial reviews and then the package waiting for signature for months.
• There is no centralized system to document case decisions and their broader applicability. A

workflow should be established to record decisions that can be referenced by other reviewers to
ensure consistency.

• Sometimes a second variety goes through a new PIP registration for a product and receives a
different set of questions and reviewer feedback. This creates a conflict when a 2nd variety goes
through and has different questions.

• Unfinalized Draft Guidance:
 Many guidance documents remain in draft form for years, creating uncertainty for 

registrants. Example: The Draft Guidance for Plant Regulator Products and Claims (including 
Biostimulants) is widely used but lacks finalization, making it unreliable.  

• There is uncertainty about whether the materials on the EPA website are current.
• Registrants want clarity on:

 Which guidance documents are most frequently used by EPA staff? 
 When those documents are updated or replaced 
 The level of internal review and approval behind each document 
 Commonly referenced resources include: 

▪ Regulations
▪ PRNs (Pesticide Registration Notices)
▪ A wide variety of formal and informal guidance documents, policies, letters, and

memos
• The Pesticide Registration Manual, which is promoted as authoritative but may be outdated in

practice.
• The Council raises a critical question: Does the current system unintentionally incentivize reviewers

to find issues in submissions? This could lead to unnecessary scrutiny or inconsistent feedback,
especially in the absence of clear, shared standards.

Labeling Challenges 

• There is significant inconsistency in how label language is reviewed. New reviewers often question
longstanding label claims, including non-pesticidal elements, which creates confusion and delays.

• Understanding what constitutes acceptable label language (e.g., “bathroom surfaces” vs. “tile”) is
critical, yet interpretations vary widely.

• Stakeholders believe EPA maintains an internal “Label Table” that is not publicly shared, leading to
inconsistent decisions:

• Some labels have been rejected, only to be contradicted later by new guidance memos.
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• Registrants often receive a Master Label from EPA, while states may require different versions,
adding complexity and administrative burden.

• Label Review Manual
 The Label Review Manual is not updated frequently enough to reflect current policies and 

practices.  
 There is a strong desire for an Antimicrobial Review Manual, though stakeholders 

acknowledge this would be a significant undertaking. 
 At a minimum, the manual should include:  

▪ A curated list of helpful resources and links to relevant EPA guidance documents.
▪ Clear explanations of label review policies to help streamline both federal and state-

level reviews.
▪ Regular updates to ensure consistency in pesticide labeling.
▪ A comprehensive list of PR Notices, either on the EPA’s labeling webpage or

integrated into the manual.

Perceived Transparency Issues 

• Lack of transparency around acceptable label language contributes to delays and missed deadlines.
• PRIA Quarterly Stakeholder Meetings should include regular updates on policy changes and review

practices.
• All policy evolutions or procedural changes should be accompanied by written guidance or

documentation to ensure clarity and consistency.
• Pre-submission processes are unclear or inconsistently followed.
• There’s a lack of transparency around required data and guidance documents.
• The dynamic between regulators and industry can feel adversarial, hindering collaboration.
• Registrants have a theory that when they apply for an EUP, EPA doesn't feel like there is pressure to

work on the product. Then the companies wonder if there is some de-prioritization of working on the
product review.

• The internal training process for OPP staff is largely unknown to external stakeholders, described as
a “mystery.”

Review Inconsistencies and Challenges 

• Inconsistencies often arise between the regulatory and efficacy teams, particularly when efficacy
teams request label changes without clear alignment on what is a legal requirement versus a best
practice or preference.

• While the AD Efficacy Team Mailbox is efficient, the team lacks sufficient training in the mathematical
aspects of efficacy evaluations. A major challenge is explaining how to calculate the Lower
Confidence Limit (LCL) and demonstrating that a product is efficacious at its lowest tested use rate.
This issue has led to prolonged review times, as registrants often need to walk reviewers through the
math.

• Inconsistent and Contradictory Reviews. Reviews of CSF amendments and other submissions often
vary between reviewers. This inconsistency leads to confusion, delays, and a lack of predictability for
registrants. Contradictory guidance from OPP staff—sometimes even within the same submission—
undermines trust in the process.

• Disregard for Pre-Submission Guidance. Guidance provided during pre-submission meetings is
frequently ignored during actual reviews. This creates uncertainty for registrants who rely on those
meetings to align their submissions with EPA expectations.

• Overruling Senior Staff Advice. Written advice from senior EPA staff is sometimes overruled by
Branch Chiefs without clear justification, resulting in delays and, in some cases, unnecessary
reformulation of products.
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• Delays in Core Processes. Significant delays persist in label reviews, notifications, and the updating of
company contacts—especially during ownership transfers. These delays ripple through the
registration process and affect state-level approvals.

• Lack of Accurate, Standardized Checklists:
 The absence of current and reliable checklists contributes to inconsistencies in registration 

package reviews.  
• Regulatory Confusion

 Guidance and regulations are scattered, outdated, or superseded, making it unclear what’s 
current for both EPA staff and stakeholders.  

• Registration Delays
 The process is slow, often missing PRIA deadlines—especially for new label claims. 
 Even low-volume registrants (1 product/year) are significantly impacted. 

• There is a recurring issue of inconsistent decisions between reviewers, even within the same
division. This inconsistency creates confusion and inefficiencies, especially when guidance
documents are outdated or contradicted by internal practices.

• Registrants often rely on past experience to prepare submissions, only to be told by reviewers that
“we don’t do it that way anymore,” without any public update or notice.

• Label claims group, pet products, very inconsistent and usually surfaced a week before the
registration is due.

• Label amendments and markups right before PRIA date an ineffective process and requires
discussion.

• PRD not consistent with Labeling.  Asking for changes that other divisions not aware of our not
implemented by other divisions.  PRD in particular a struggle lately and they seem to do their own
thing then give you 12 months (little time) to make changes AFTER they had it for 3-4 years. 

Perceived Training Gaps 

• There is a persistent lack of clarity between what EPA considers a legal requirement versus a best
practice or preference—this distinction should be emphasized in training, especially for new
reviewers.

• EPA reviewers sometimes provide feedback on non-pesticidal elements of labels, which is outside the
scope of PR Notice 98-10. This is a key training topic for new staff.

• Inconsistent Training Delivery:
 Training across OPP divisions lacks uniformity, leading to varied interpretations and 

practices among staff.  
• Outdated or Incomplete Reference Materials:

 There is a pressing need to update and maintain key documents, including the training 
manual, registration manual, and PR Notices, to ensure staff have access to current 
guidance.  

• Communication Gaps Among Product Managers (PMs):
 Better mechanisms are needed for PMs to communicate and share insights, which would 

help align decisions and reduce variability in reviews.  
• Training and Knowledge Gaps

 EPA staff lack practical, real-world understanding due to reduced site visits. 
 Archived training is outdated; there’s a need for a modern, comprehensive training 

program.  
 No shared training exists for navigating the Registration Division (RD); companies rely on 

internal, proprietary knowledge.  
• Inconsistencies in Reviewer Expectations:

 Registrants often tailor submissions to individual reviewer preferences, even when 
following the Label Review Manual, due to inconsistent enforcement of formatting and 
content standards.  
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• Regulatory managers note a lack of understanding among reviewers about real-world application
methods (e.g., fumigation, crack and crevice, lawn treatments). This gap affects labeling accuracy and
regulatory decisions.

• Disconnect Between Internal and External Resources- There is a perceived divide between what EPA
staff use internally (e.g., informal tips and tools) and what is available to registrants. EPA staff may 
prioritize efficiency tools, while registrants seek formal, codified guidance to ensure compliance. This
disconnect contributes to misalignment and frustration during the registration process.

• Role of Industry in Supporting Training - Industry and trade groups have contributed training
materials (e.g., PowerPoints, documents) to EPA. It is unclear whether EPA tracks, maintains, or
utilizes these materials effectively.

• EPA and stakeholders both find confusion on defining what’s a drug, what’s a pesticide and who has
jurisdiction. For example, since 1970 NWSW should be EPA and getting pushed to CVM.

Lack of Centralized, Accessible Guidance 

• The absence of a centralized, version-controlled repository for guidance documents leads to
confusion and inefficiencies. Registrants often struggle to determine whether they are using the most
current and applicable guidance.

• The OPP website is poorly organized, making it difficult to find relevant policies and
guidance. Improved organization would benefit both internal and external users.

• The EPA website is not easy to search and find resources.
• Reviewers often lack awareness of existing guidance documents, exemptions, and PRNs, or are

unclear on their current status.
• Some guidance was not uploaded to centralized portals during past administrative transitions,

leading to confusion about its validity. Example: A long-standing exemption for pheromone trials
(250-acre threshold) was not recognized by EPA, causing an 8-month delay and requiring industry
intervention via BPIA to resolve.

• Need for a centralized, authoritative source of review information for registrants:
 There is no single, publicly accessible repository for all current guidance, exemptions, and 

PRNs.  
 This gap forces reliance on institutional memory, which is inconsistent and vulnerable to 

staff turnover.  
 Division POCs have acknowledged the need for a centralized, organized system for 

referencing guidance. 
• Important guidance, such as the Herndon memo on CSF (2012), remains widely used, although being

outdated. A formal update and designation are needed.

Registrant Submission Challenges 

• Many stakeholders, especially smaller or less frequent submitters, struggle with navigating the CDX
portal and EPA submission processes due to lack of clear, accessible training.

• Incomplete packages and status tracking are recurring issues.
• The completeness check process takes too long and could be automated.
• Technical Screen (Front End Screen Process):

 Although numbers and codes are assigned, products are ending on the wrong desk. 
 The Technical Screen appears to be inconsistent. This causes difficulties for developers 

because the clock doesn't start until they go through the front-end screen.  
 Registrants perceive that the Technical Screen tends to ask questions that are really meant 

for the registration process. This is an issue as registrants have only 10 days to respond at 
the Technical Screen versus 75 days during the review.  

 Registrants have to reload the entire package when an issue arises, even on a single page.  
 Products often get stuck in an “Infinite Loop”: Technical screen should be 'do you have all of 

the pieces you need for the science evaluation?' They end up in an infinite loop - to run trials, 
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you need an EUP permit. Getting this EUP permit takes 12 months. Then they can do a trial. 
Then they do submission.  

 There are specific issues with Form 8570-01 during front-end processing. 
• EUP Issue:

 In order to have enough data for a dossier, a registrant may need additional acreage. To get 
this data, an EUP (Experimental Use Permit) is needed. It takes 12 months to get the permit 
data. Then data is generated for 1 year. Then there is a second application for EUP2 to keep 
the 2nd crop in the field. In the meantime, the registrant is hoping the PRIA date gets done so 
they don’t have to keep the crop in the field or submit a third EUP.  

 Pre-submission Consultation Issue: For BPPD review products, there is not a checklist for 
data requirements. So, a lot of what gets submitted to BPPD is a data package that is 
negotiated in the consultation process with BPPD. This includes waivers, etc. Somewhere in 
here the negotiation goes through with BPPD and then the Tech Screen is with someone else 
in RD. Somewhere, some of the information from the negotiation gets lost.  

• PIP Issues
 PIP products should have the opportunity to do a re-submission similar to what is done in 

corn, however products for things like apples, potatoes, strawberries, etc. have to submit a 
whole new product submission for each variety.  

 Sometimes a second variety goes through a new registration for a product and receives a 
different set of questions and reviewer feedback. This creates a conflict when a 2nd variety 
goes through and has different questions.  

Institutional Knowledge Concerns 

• There is concern about the loss of institutional knowledge as experienced staff retire, and a lack of
visible succession planning exacerbates this issue.

• Most training appears to rely on informal mentoring, which becomes problematic during staff
turnover or retirements.

• Overreliance on informal mentoring creates vulnerabilities, especially during staff turnover or
retirements.

Suggestions for New Training Materials or Approaches 
The stakeholders provided several suggestions for new training materials or approaches. 

General Comments 

• Develop a Uniform, Consistent Training Program:
 Implement a uniform training program across all OPP divisions to ensure consistent 

understanding and application of policies.  
 Include online training modules that staff can complete independently, with supervisor 

oversight to verify completion.  
 Ensure the program is sustainable and regularly updated to reflect evolving regulatory 

needs.  
• Inclusive Training for Registrants

 Any new or updated training that affects how EPA conducts reviews should also be made 
available to registrants to ensure alignment and transparency.  

• Collaborate with the American Chemistry Council’s Center for Biocides to develop templates or
guidance for registrants to present efficacy data more clearly.

• Ensure Alignment Between Internal and External Training Materials
 Standardize and synchronize the training materials used internally by EPA staff with those 

available to registrants. Where differences exist, provide clear explanations to avoid 
confusion and ensure consistent expectations across all stakeholders.  
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• Training materials and program provided to EPA staff on how to review and assess registration
should also be provided to registrants.

Label-Specific Training 

• Label Language Training
 Develop targeted training modules on how to review and interpret label language, including 

examples of acceptable and unacceptable phrasing.  
 Develop and publish a standardized “Label Language Table” or guidance document to clarify 

acceptable terminology.  
• Label Review Manual Enhancements

 Update the Label Review Manual on a regular schedule to reflect current policies and 
practices.  

 Include a curated list of helpful resources and links to relevant guidance documents. 

OPP-wide Training 

• Cross-Team Alignment
 Create joint training sessions for both regulatory and efficacy teams to ensure a shared 

understanding of label requirements and reduce internal inconsistencies.  
• PR Notices Training Module

 Create a comprehensive training module that covers all PR Notices. 
 Establish a single, public-facing website that consolidates and explains all PR Notices in an 

accessible format.  
 Develop a training module specifically on PR Notice 98-10 and its implications for label 

content.  
• Create training content that clearly distinguishes between legal requirements, best practices, and

reviewer preferences.
• Clarification of Decision Authority

 Provide training on the roles and limits of authority within OPP, including escalation 
protocols and the conditions under which Branch Chiefs may override prior guidance. 

 Deliver scenario-based training that clearly distinguishes between what qualifies as a 
notification versus an amendment, including how to respond to rejections.  

• Process Efficiency and Workflow Management
 Educate staff on workflow best practices and communication strategies, especially in 

coordination with state partners.  
 Train both EPA staff and registrants in navigating a centralized, version-controlled 

repository with automatic push notifications for updates.  
 Provide formal training sessions for both internal EPA staff and external registrants 

whenever a new PRN is issued.  
• Train staff on the importance of honoring pre-submission agreements unless formally superseded,

with clear documentation required for any deviations.
• Clear and Comprehensive Manuals:

 Provide a crystal-clear training manual and a label review manual to guide both new and 
experienced staff.  

 Ensure these manuals are regularly updated and reflect current regulatory expectations. 
• Improve Training on Pre-Submission and Communication Protocols

 Train staff on how to conduct and manage pre-submission negotiations effectively. 
 Include guidance on improving transparency and communication with registrants. 

• Incorporate Website and Policy Navigation into Training
 Teach staff and stakeholders how to efficiently locate and use guidance documents and 

policies on the OPP website.  
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• Update and clarify the pre-submission consultation form to reflect current practices and waiver
experience.

• Develop trainings to improve front-end screening consistency.
 Correct handling of Form 8570-01  
 Routing products to the correct reviewer after assigning numbers. 

• Create training on improving the speed of a review for final signature (after the PRM has made a
decision.)

• Develop training for OPP staff and applicants on how to escalate or request signatures effectively.
• Develop guidance for EPA and registrants on how to avoid delays and resubmissions.
• Develop training that matches regulations to ensure predictability and consistency.

 Specifically identify SOPs, guidance documents that EPA staff use for review on a public 
facing website. 

• Provide standardized materials and checklists for packages.
• Develop a training for EPA on how a registration package is created from a data package.
• Develop training on using automated tools for the assignment of MRID numbers.
• Develop training on using automated tools to identify if a product has already been submitted for

another variety AND how to pull pertinent information from the completed review for the new
review.

• Develop training for registrants on the distinction between technical screen and science review.
• Improve guidance for reading and interpreting forms.
• Develop a training on developing chemical packages which is delivered to EPA employees and

registrants.

Topic-Specific Training 

• Antimicrobial-Specific Guidance
 Develop a dedicated Antimicrobial Review Manual to address the unique challenges and 

regulatory nuances of antimicrobial products. 
• Provide targeted training for efficacy reviewers on mathematical concepts such as calculating the

Lower Confidence Limit (LCL).
• Create Shared Training for Navigating the Registration Division (RD)

 Develop standardized training for both EPA staff and external stakeholders on how to 
navigate RD processes, reducing reliance on internal, proprietary knowledge. 

• Develop training modules focused on CSF amendments, label notifications, and other common
submission types to reduce variability and improve predictability.

• Focus on supporting understanding of EPA staff on how specialty and professional pesticides are
used. This should include, at a minimum, the following contexts:

 Hospitals 
 Aquatics 
 Lawn care 
 Bed bug treatments 

• Develop training through on-site visits. 
 Reintroduce Practical, Field-Based Training 

▪ Reinstate or modernize on-site training to give EPA staff real-world context for
pesticide use, especially in niche areas like animal health.

 Conduct on-site training visits to give reviewers practical, real-world context for pesticide 
use.  

 Hands-On, Real-World Training: 
▪ Develop training modeled after CropLife’s “Labels Live” program. Especially

valuable for helping reviewers understand practical implications of label
requirements, such as what a “100-ft buffer” looks like in the field:

▪ In-person, rotational sessions covering different aspects of pesticide use.
▪ Conducted by non-registrants to avoid perceived bias.
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▪ Include field tours and shadowing of professional applicators in real-world settings
such as:

• Hospitals (e.g., sanitation practices)
• Pest control companies
• Golf courses and aquatic environments

 Develop in-person training experiences for EPA to better understand real-world pesticide 
applications. 

▪ In a climate of widespread misinformation, first-hand, in-person experiences (e.g.,
field/site visits) are seen as more trustworthy and impactful than secondhand
information.

▪ These experiences help reviewers rely less on outdated institutional knowledge and
more on current, observable practices.

 Video-Based Training Modules: 
▪ Create short, narrated videos (e.g., 1-minute clips) demonstrating real-world

pesticide applications. Examples: seed treatments, fumigation, crack and crevice
applications, broadcast spraying.

▪ Helps reviewers visualize application methods and improve labeling accuracy.
▪ Suggested as a cost-effective addition/alternative to in-person training for multiple

staff across branches.
 Collaborative Training with Land Grant Institutions: 

▪ Engage the land grant university system to facilitate EPA staff shadowing
opportunities informed by industry practices.

▪ Could serve as a bridge between regulatory understanding and field-based realities.
• Develop comprehensive CDX training modules, including:

 How to submit an M009 (“we don’t think we are regulated”) with a dedicated button. 
 How to submit a data waiver (step-by-step guidance). 
 How to complete and interpret the Confidential Statement of Formula (CSF), especially for 

PIP products.  
 Emphasize example-based training (e.g., “If you are submitting X, here are the buttons to 

click”).  
 Format Suggestions: 

▪ Step-by-step video tutorials
▪ Interactive walkthroughs
▪ Live or recorded webinars with Q&A

• Provide refresher training for EPA reviewers on how to assess CSFs for PIPs.
 Provide this same training to Registrants on how CSFs and PIPs are reviewed. 

• Training related to PRN 98-10 for non-safety related actions.
• Better training is needed on the specifics in the label review manual.
• Training is needed to identify what’s a drug, what’s a pesticide, and who has jurisdiction.
• Training is needed on how a lab study is conducted for manufactured products so EPA reviewers

understand what that looks like so do not ask for things that can’t be done.
• Training for EPA on how long takes to implement and the bottleneck of label printing – how the

supply chain works.
• Training on what a delayed label review means for members.  A registrant can lose an entire year for

a product if you miss the season of use.

Other 

• Develop a Centralized, Up-to-Date Training Program
 Address regulatory confusion by creating training that clarifies which guidance documents 

are current and how to interpret them.  
 Include modules that help staff and stakeholders navigate overlapping or outdated 

regulations. 
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 Provide training on how to integrate these tools into the registration process. 

Actionable Items 

• Improve Website and Policy Organization
 Reorganize the OPP website to make policies and guidance easier to find. 
 Clearer public-facing information helps EPA staff understand what applicants are 

referencing.  
• Centralized source of information

 Accessibility and Clarity 
▪ Association have no preferred type of guidance material (e.g. policy, memo,

guidance document, PowerPoint, audio, etc.) but emphasize that it is
important that the guidance used for internal EPA training should also be
clearly identified, easily accessible, and communicated to all applicants.
▪ Members emphasized a need to communicate all updates relating to

guidance
 Establish a centralized, searchable database or workflow system for documenting case 

decisions and their broader applicability. This should include all: 
▪ Guidance documents
▪ Checklists
▪ PR Notices
▪ Training and review manuals

 Create a Centralized Guidance Repository 
▪ Develop and maintain a comprehensive, publicly accessible compilation of all

current guidance documents, policies, memos, and related materials. This resource
should be regularly updated and clearly indicate the status of each document (e.g.,
active, under revision, archived).

 Include a curated list of resources and links to EPA guidance documents in the manual.  
 Establish a Centralized Guidance Portal. Build a centralized, version-controlled public portal 

for all guidance documents. This portal should include: 
▪ Automatic update notifications
▪ Accessible hyperlinks
▪ Clear version histories to ensure users are referencing the most current materials.

 Create a Centralized, Publicly Accessible Repository: 
▪ Develop a single, authoritative platform that consolidates:

• All current and historical guidance documents
• Applicable exemptions
• Relevant Pesticide Registration Notices (PRNs)

▪ This would reduce confusion, improve transparency, and ensure consistent access
to regulatory information.

• Structured Communication and Issue Resolution:
 Establish a structured system for Product Managers (PMs) to raise and discuss issues, 

promoting shared learning and consistency.  
 Create a format for regular, organization-wide OPP meetings to align practices and maintain 

internal consistency.  
 Communicate with registrants know that there is a formal training program so that they 

understand registrations will be consistent. 
• Develop and publish an Antimicrobial Review Manual to address product-specific regulatory

nuances.
• Integrate a searchable, comprehensive list of PR Notices into the Label Review Manual or EPA’s

labeling webpage.
• Require that all policy or procedural changes be accompanied by written guidance or documentation.
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• Standardize efficacy review criteria and ensure consistent application across reviewers.
• Develop and publish a standardized “Label Language Table” or guidance document to clarify

acceptable terminology.
• Set a recurring schedule (e.g., annually or biannually) to update the Label Review Manual.
• Provide updated technology to support a more efficient work.
• Benchmark Against Other Agencies
• Compare OPP’s processes and training systems to other user fee models, such as the FDA’s Center for

Veterinary Medicine, to identify best practices.
• Increase Transparency and Clarity
• Improve the clarity, accessibility, and consistency of guidance documents and registration timelines.
• CDX

 Add a dedicated M009 submission button with clear labeling. 
• CSF

 Update the Confidential Statement of Formula (CSF) form or create a PIP-specific version to 
better reflect protein expression data. 

• Improve search functionality on the EPA website to help users find relevant resources more easily.
• Explore ways to streamline EUP-to-dossier transitions to avoid repetitive data submissions.
• Consider biases in product evaluation based on crop biology and breeding feasibility—possibly use

MRID numbers to expedite reviews of similar products.
• Foster a learning culture with more proactive outreach and support.
• Emphasize that this is a training challenge, not a technical or administrative one.
• Encourage BETA testing of new tools and processes with real users to identify pain points early.

Strategize an approach that will include BETA testing with registrants.
• Clarify the use of cover letters.
• Continue and Expand Collaborative Updates to Key Guidance:

 Support and accelerate the ongoing updates to foundational documents through the PRIA 
Coalition, including: 

▪ PRN 98-1
▪ PRN 98-10
▪ Herndon Memo

• Finalize Longstanding Draft Guidance Documents:
 Prioritize finalizing widely used but unofficial documents, such as the 2019 Draft Guidance 

for Plant Regulator Products and Claims, Including Biostimulants, to enhance regulatory 
clarity and confidence among registrants.  

 Add Status Tags to Publicly Posted Guidance Documents 
• Implement a visible tagging system on all publicly accessible guidance documents to indicate their

current status (e.g., “Being Updated,” “Current,” “Archived”). This will help registrants quickly assess
the reliability and relevance of the materials they are using and reduce confusion when internal 
practices have changed but public documents have not yet been revised.

• Automation
 The 21 Day Technical Screen could be automated. 
 The completeness check could be automated. Improve the completeness check process to 

reduce delays.  
 Automate steps where possible to improve efficiency. 
 Provide more data and tracking information to identify opportunities and deficiencies. 
 Update PRN 98-10 and automate related processes. 
 Workflow tracking in SalesForce or other systems should feed into MyPEST 

 Explore the use of automation and AI to support consistency in reviews and reduce manual 
workload.  

 Automate the Notification Process 
 Implement automation tools to streamline the review and processing of label notifications, 

reducing delays and manual workload. 
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Strengths of OPP 
Stakeholders were largely happy with EPA staff and their general approach to registrations.  Specific 
strengths identified by stakeholders include:  

• Significant drop in complaints of non-response from EPA in recent years.
• Fairly good line of communication with the divisions.
• EPA staff are always invited to association meetings.
• Ultimately, the agency gets actions right, despite delays.
• There are some training materials posted to the EPA website
• EPA staff has conveyed most of their training has been done through mentoring.
• Openness to Stakeholder Collaboration:

o EPA has shown a strong willingness to engage with industry stakeholders, particularly
through the PRIA Coalition, to address concerns and improve regulatory clarity.

o Stakeholders appreciate having a formal avenue to provide feedback and influence updates
to key regulatory documents.

• Proactive Updates to Foundational Guidance: EPA is actively working to update widely used
documents. These updates are expected to be completed by 2025 and are seen as critical to
improving consistency and predictability in the registration process.

o PRN 98-1
o PRN 98-10
o Herndon Memo

• EPA has Recognition of Internal Challenges and Willingness to Improve: EPA acknowledges that
current workloads and review timelines (e.g., four-year reviews) are unsustainable. The agency is
open to feedback on distinguishing between essential and non-essential review elements, which 
could streamline processes.

• Support for Institutional Knowledge and Succession Planning: There is awareness within EPA of the
risk posed by the loss of institutional knowledge due to staff retirements. Stakeholders would feel
more confident if a clear succession plan were in place to preserve expertise.

• Openness to Industry Support: EPA is increasingly recognizing that it can accept more assistance
from industry—such as technical input or training collaboration—without compromising the
integrity of its regulatory reviews.

• BPPD is pretty well coordinated. They are doing a good job. The staff is helpful. They are doing a good
job trying to keep their timelines.

• There is a good relationship with Bill Smith.
• OPP is doing more now with fewer resources than ever before.
• Efficient Communication via AD Efficacy Team Mailbox

o The AD Efficacy Team Mailbox is a highly effective communication channel. It is consistently
responsive, professional, and efficient in addressing stakeholder inquiries, making it a
valuable resource for both registrants and new EPA reviewers.

• Effective Pre-Submission Meeting Process
o EPA is recognized for its strong performance in organizing and conducting pre-submission

meetings. These meetings are a critical touchpoint for clarifying expectations and aligning
submission requirements.

o Registrants typically document the outcomes of these meetings, and while EPA often signs
off on the notes, the process can take time.

▪ The structure of these meetings supports transparency and collaboration, and there
is a shared understanding that:

▪ A checklist of discussion points should be provided in advance by EPA.
▪ Decisions made during the meeting should be clearly documented in the submission

package.
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Additional Insights and Follow-Up Opportunities 
The stakeholders provided several additional insights and follow-up opportunities: 

• There is a need for greater structure and clarity in the pre-submission meetings:
o EPA should provide a checklist of key decisions and discussion points in advance of pre-

submission meetings.
o Outcomes from the meeting should be clearly documented and included in the final 

submission package.
o A standardized form or template should be used to record decisions, with sign-off from all

parties to ensure alignment and accountability.
• Consider automation tools to streamline the notification process and reduce delays.
• Enhance training programs to ensure consistency in reviews and adherence to pre-submission

meeting guidance.
• Establish a centralized, version-controlled public portal for guidance documents with automatic

update notifications.
• Benchmarking Opportunity: There is potential to compare OPP’s processes with other user fee

systems (e.g., FDA’s Center for Veterinary Medicine) to identify best practices.
• Training Development: Recommended the creation of a comprehensive training program to address

knowledge gaps and improve staff preparedness.
• Expand BETA Testing

o Why it matters: Early user testing can uncover usability issues, improve workflows, and
ensure tools meet real-world needs.

o Action: Involve registrants and reviewers in structured BETA testing of new forms, portals,
and processes before full rollout.

• Address Sign-Off Delays
o Why it matters: Delays in internal approvals are a major bottleneck, impacting PRIA

deadlines and stakeholder timelines.
o Action: Increase transparency in the sign-off process, clarify responsibilities, and implement

escalation protocols.
• Enhance EPA Website Usability

o Why it matters: Difficulty finding accurate, up-to-date information hinders compliance and
increases frustration.

o Action: Improve search functionality, update content regularly, and create a centralized
resource hub for registrants.

• Institutional Knowledge and Succession Planning:
o Stakeholders are concerned about the loss of institutional knowledge as experienced staff

retire.
o There is a strong desire for a clear succession plan and strategies to capture and preserve

internal expertise, which would increase confidence in the continuity of EPA’s regulatory
capabilities.

• Shared Ownership of the Review Process:
o Industry feels more involved in shaping how EPA conducts reviews, which is seen as a

positive shift and a new opportunity for collaboration.
o Ongoing efforts to distinguish between essential and non-essential review elements are

appreciated and could lead to more efficient processes.
• Sustained Engagement and Guidance Updates:

o Continued collaboration through the PRIA Coalition is valued, especially as EPA works to
update key guidance documents (e.g., PRN 98-1, 98-10, Herndon Memo) by 2025.

o Stakeholders appreciate having a formal mechanism to raise concerns and contribute to
improvements in the registration process.



Appendix E: Specific Training Materials Requiring Additional 

Review 
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