
 

 
 

 
February 17, 2026 
 
 
Dr. Anson Main 
California Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95812-4015 
Submitted on DPR’s public comment website:  
https://cdpr.commentinput.com/?id=jQus94a5i  
 
RE:  Comments from Californians for Pesticide Reform on DPR’s Draft Fipronil Pet 

Products: Potential Risks to Aquatic Life Memorandum  
   
Dear Dr. Main: 

The Californians for Pesticide Reform coalition is a statewide coalition of 200+ member groups 
working to strengthen pesticide policies in California to protect public health and the 
environment. Member groups include public and children's health advocates, clean air and water 
groups, health practitioners, environmental justice groups, labor, education, farmers and 
sustainable agriculture advocates from across the state. Our coalition works closely with 
farmworkers and other community members on the ground in eight counties (Kern, Tulare, 
Stanislaus, Fresno, Santa Barbara, Ventura, Santa Cruz, Monterey) heavily impacted by 
agricultural pesticide use. Many community members have pets and must deal with managing 
ticks and fleas.  

We urge the California Department of Pesticide Regulation to prioritize a coordinated, 
alternatives-focused approach to Over the Counter (OTC) pet flea and tick products. Evaluating 
and mitigating active ingredients one at a time risks creating “drop-in” substitutions—where 
restricting one pesticide simply shifts use to another product with similar or greater aquatic 
impacts. To avoid regrettable substitution, DPR should assess and develop mitigation for 
fipronil, imidacloprid, pyrethroids, and other commonly used pet product active ingredients in 
tandem.  

This coordinated approach is particularly important for fipronil and related fiproles, which are a 
pesticide class of concern due to their high toxicity to aquatic invertebrates and their 
environmental persistence. As noted by DPR, available data indicate that fiproles are poorly 
removed during conventional wastewater treatment processes, meaning that much of the product 
applied to pets ultimately passes through treatment plants and enters receiving waters. DPR’s 
ongoing wastewater monitoring efforts show that fipronil concentrations exceeded the minimum 
freshwater chronic aquatic life benchmark in 81.3% of effluent samples. In addition, 14 
California waterbodies are currently listed as impaired under Clean Water Act section 303(d) for 
fipronil, and that number is likely to grow as monitoring expands. Treatment options for 



 

effectively removing fipronil during wastewater treatment are limited and costly, underscoring 
the importance of source reduction rather than downstream controls. 

Aquatic risk determinations should also be evaluated in the context of available alternatives. The 
question is not solely how risky fipronil may be to aquatic life in isolation, but whether there are 
feasible, lower-risk approaches that are effective with reduced environmental loading. For years 
Our Water Our World, supported with state funding, including from DPR, has promoted many of 
those lower-risk approaches, at least with respect to fleas. We urge DPR to support the measures 
laid out at https://ourwaterourworld.org/fleas_2-14-21/ for fleas, including how to keep them out 
of homes, how to monitor for them and how to treat pets, ideally with non-pesticidal products, 
when needed. 

DPR can cancel registration where there is a reasonable, effective, and practicable alternative 
demonstrably less destructive to the environment. Given recent documented wastewater 
exceedances, limited treatment success, growing 303(d) impairment listings, and evidence of 
reasonable, effective and practicable alternatives, DPR should strongly consider cancelation of 
fipronil products, at a minimum those intended for flea treatments.  

If DPR determines instead that feasible mitigation is available, mitigation decisions should 
prioritize safer alternatives or non-prophylactic strategies rather than allowing market shifts to 
similarly harmful products. Mitigation development should focus on reducing overall pesticide 
loading to wastewater and receiving waters while preserving legitimate human and animal health 
needs. This includes: 

• Prioritizing alternatives and integrated pest management approaches rather than routine 
prophylactic use of flea and tick products; 

• Avoiding partial or size-specific restrictions that could encourage off-label use; 
• Considering broader structural approaches, such as California Restricted Materials 

designation, to limit widespread consumer use while maintaining veterinary access; and  
• Considering making pet pesticide label improvements. 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide feedback regarding the aquatic risks of on-pet fipronil 
and alternatives to such use. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 

Sarah C. Aird 
Policy Director 


