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Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act
• Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) 

provides for federal regulation of pesticide distribution, sale, 
and use

• All pesticides distributed or sold in the US must be registered 
(licensed) by the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA)

• Before EPA may register a pesticide under FIFRA, the applicant 
(i.e., registrant) must demonstrate that use of the pesticide "will 
not generally cause unreasonable adverse effects on the 
environment” according to label specifications 
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State Authority Under FIFRA

• Under FIFRA
– A State may regulate the sale or use of any federally registered pesticide 

or device in the State
• States have the authority to regulate pesticides (and they do)

– Only if…the regulation does not permit any sale or use prohibited by 
EPA
• States may differ from EPA only if they are more stringent than EPA

– A state shall not impose requirements for labeling or packaging 
different from EPA
• Federal preemption prohibits states from requiring label revisions that are in 

addition to, or different from, EPA’s registered label
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Why California?
• Agricultural production
– Over a third of the country's vegetables and over three-quarters of the 

country's fruits and nuts are grown in California 
– California’s top 10 valued commodities in 2023:
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California and Federal Pesticide Regulation
• 125 years of increasing attention and scope to pesticide 

regulation
– California has almost always led the way in adopting new regulations

• In the first 100 years, federal regulations have largely been 
catching up with California

• In the most recent 25 years, federal and California authority & 
scope of implementation are largely equivalent
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California and Federal Pesticide Regulatory 
History
• 1901: California – Authority to evaluate data (efficacy, fraud)

• 1907: California – Authority to require data  (1st)

• 1911: Federal – Establishes law to handle fraud claims (Federal Insecticide Act)

• 1919: California – Authority to regulate pesticides (1st authority to require registration) 

• 1921: California – Authority to deny, cancel, restrict pesticides (1st)

• 1934: California – Required labels to include active ingredients and concentration (1st)

• 1947: FIFRA established
– Registration (without denials)
– Product quality & efficacy
– Not about worker or environmental safety

• 1950s: Federal – Pesticide residues on food regulated
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California and Federal Pesticide Regulatory 
History
• 1960s: California – Initiates worker safety research team 

• 1969: California – Full spectrum of data required for evaluation (1st)
–  “Orderly program for continuous evaluation”

• 1970s: California – Requires data not required federally

• 1972 
– California – First evaluation scientists hired
– Federal – FIFRA expanded to focus on human and environmental safety
– State authorities established
– Labeling preemption established
– States are allowed to regulate only if more stringent than federal regulations
– States take lead for enforcement
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California and Federal Pesticide Regulatory 
History

• 1978: Federal – Data Compensation (a different system than California)

• 1980s: California – Groundwater and human health protection laws passed
– In response to inadequacies of US regulatory program in these areas

• 1988: Federal – Reregistration (continuous evaluation initiated)

• 1996: Federal – Food Quality Protection Act: new safety standard for 
pesticides

• 2003: Federal – Mandated timelines for registration actions through the 
Pesticide Registration Improvement Act (PRIA), which is a different 
system than California
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DPR and EPA – Similarities

• Data Requirements 
– California has identical data 

requirements as EPA
– PLUS
• Efficacy and phytotoxicity
• Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 

study
• Waivers independent of EPA decisions
• California environmental conditions for 

environmental fate studies if applicable
– MINUS
• Residue chemistry
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• Data acceptability and evaluation 
criteria
– DPR uses EPA’s data acceptability 

Guidelines
– DPR uses EPA’s standard evaluation 

procedures
– HOWEVER, at times:
• DPR follows EPA Guidelines more 

closely than EPA does 
• DPR uses different criteria for 

acceptability
• DPR uses different evaluation 

procedures for studies



DPR and EPA – Similarities
• Humanpower

– EPA has more scientific specialists 
available for evaluations compared to 
DPR
• Contractors and EPA staff combined, 

but this may be changing soon given 
the federal landscape

– EPA scientific hierarchy is more 
involved in detailed peer review
• DPR’s Pesticide Evaluation Branch and 

evaluators have peer review processes

– DPR evaluation scientists can alter 
the style and methods of evaluations 
with greater flexibility and impact 
than scientists at EPA
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• Evaluations
– DPR will often use more conservative 

default assumptions than EPA
– Neither EPA nor DPR typically use the 

analogous evaluations of the other 
authority, even if they are available 
and would save time to eliminate the 
second evaluation of the same study



DPR and EPA – Similarities

• Labels
– EPA makes the initial decisions 

on all labeling matters
– If DPR disagrees with EPA 

approaches and conclusions, 
then (further) delays in final 
decisions can result
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• Timeframes
– EPA works towards timeframes 

mandates under PRIA
• However, most PRIA deadlines are 

not met. In fact, ~45% of pending 
PRIA actions in BPPD are late

– DPR does not have mandatory 
deadlines
• However, recent California 

legislation will formalize required 
timelines that may improve 
registration timelines for 
biopesticides starting on 
July 1, 2027



California Assembly Bill 2113 - Pesticides

15

• Signed by California Governor 
Gavin Newsom on July 2, 2024
– In part, the bill increased 

California’s mill assessment, 
updated the requirements for 
DPR’s Reevaluation Program, and 
formalized required timelines 
for pesticide registration



California Assembly Bill 2113 - Pesticides
• Starting on May 1, 2025 and annually through 2028
– DPR must report the average processing times to review, evaluate, and 

issue final decisions on product registrations or amendments for the 
prior calendar year

• Starting on July 1, 2027, DPR must meet the following 
timelines, with up to two 60-day extensions permitted:
– New active ingredients: 30 months from the date of submission of a 

complete application
– New products or amendments that do not require scientific evaluation: 

6 months from the date of submission of a complete application
– New products or amendments that do require scientific evaluation: 

12 months from the date of submission of a complete application
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Required Timelines – Starting July 1, 2027

New active ingredient
30 months 
(2.5 years)

January 1, 
2030

New 
products/amendments 

that do not require 
scientific evaluation

6 months January 1, 
2028

New 
products/amendments 

that do require 
scientific evaluation

12 months July 1, 
2028
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Submission Type New, Required 
Timeline

Completion Date if 
Submitted on July 1, 2027



Important Caveats
1. Timeline requirements start once DPR has received a “complete” 

package (i.e., all data, compliant label, payment, etc.)

2. DPR is permitted to extend the timeline for up to two 60-day 
periods but must provide the rationale and an estimate of the 
additional time needed to complete its review

3. DPR and the registrant may mutually agree to extend the 
timeline

4. If DPR determines that a no-data submission actually does 
require both data submission and a subsequent evaluation, the 
timeline is revised to 12 months from the date of submittal of 
the required data
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DPR and EPA – Opportunities
• Joint coordination of redundant activities

– Evaluations of the same studies could be coordinated so that only one authority 
evaluates studies that would otherwise be redundant

– This has been accomplished at various times during the last 30 years (e.g., residue 
chemistry, acute toxicity)

• Ensure that EPA and DPR utilize the same default approaches on 
evaluations and modeling
– Differences in modeling constants and criteria for studies between the authorities 

results in time-delaying coordination by management within DPR and EPA

• Retain DPR’s focus on mandated required registration decisions processes
– Impacts on registration program due to moving resources to new initiatives

19



California – Recommendations for Applicants
• Ensure compliance between EPA-stamped label and 

marketplace label submitted to DPR
– DPR conducts a thorough and more stringent label review than EPA

• Request pre-submission meeting with DPR 
– Include an overview of the product and data, as well as importance to 

California (if applicable)
– Meeting provides an opportunity to present data fulfilment strategy for 

concurrence

• Consider the existing data on file at both EPA and DPR 

• If you thought you got away with something at EPA, 
presume that you will not be as lucky at DPR
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California – Recommendations for Applicants
• Cover letter
– While not currently required legislatively/statutorily, cover letters are 

the most integral component of a package submitted to DPR
• DPR will remind us that cover letters are not required, but recommend you treat 

them as if they are
– Should include the following:
• Company name, address, and contact information (and agent, if applicable)
• Product name and EPA or CA Registration Number
• Reason for submission
• List of either:

– Data submitted with package;
– Identification of data previously submitted to and evaluated by DPR; or
– Identification of currently registered product where DPR could “bridge” data requirements
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Cover Letter Example
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California – Recommendations for Applicants
• Request concurrent reviews 
– If requesting concurrent review, consider status at EPA (BPPD)

• Confidential Statement of Formula/Product Formulation 
Information
– Ensure accuracy and completeness
– Submit EPA acknowledgement of CSF (e.g., cover letter with CSF date 

included)

• Marketplace labels
– Brand names read top to bottom, 

left to right
– Minimum text size requirements
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Minimum Point Size

Size of Label Front Panel 
(in square inches) Signal Word Child Hazard 

Warning

5” and under 6 6

Over 5” to 10” 10 6

Over 10” to 15” 12 8

Over 15” to 30” 14 10

Over 30” 18 12
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CalPEST Overview
• In August 2024, DPR launched the California Pesticide 

Electronic Submission Tracking (CalPEST) system
– Paper submissions still accepted but CalPEST submissions are 

processed more quickly

• All new products, label updates (i.e., amendments or 
notifications), annual renewals, etc. can be submitted via 
CalPEST
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CalPEST Interface – New Product Submission
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CalPEST Interface – New Product Submission
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CalPEST Interface – Amendment
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Product Formulation Information – Errors
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Good News – Sustainable Pest Management
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• Sustainable Pest Management (SPM) is a 
“process of continual improvement that 
integrates an array of practices and 
products aimed at creating healthy, 
resilient ecosystems, farms, communities, 
cities, landscapes, homes, and gardens”

• DPR’s SPM Work Group found that DPR 
must bringing alternative products to 
market urgently “by creating mechanisms 
to expedite reviews of softer chemistries 
and biologicals”

• Opportunity for expedite requests



Good News – Registration Trends
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• In the most recent five years, half of all new active ingredients 
registered by DPR were microbial or biochemical pesticides:

Registration 
Year

Number of 
New AIs 

Registered

Of those AIs, Number of 
Microbial or Biochemical AIs Overall %

2020 13 7 54%
2021 25 11 44%
2022 11 4 36%
2023 10 6 60%
2024 8 5 63%
Total 67 33 49%



Stay in Touch – Assigned Teams
• Find your assigned team(s) by AI: 

https://apps.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/label/actai.cfm 
– If your product contains more than one AI, reference https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/wp-

content/uploads/2024/10/ca2024-02.pdf and https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2024/08/decision_tree_guidance.pdf 

32

Team Cedar Team Maple

Team Oak Team Redwood

https://apps.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/label/actai.cfm
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/ca2024-02.pdf
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/ca2024-02.pdf
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/decision_tree_guidance.pdf
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/decision_tree_guidance.pdf


Stay in Touch – DPR in General 

• New hub for all ways to stay in touch with DPR on their 
homepage at https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/:
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https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/


Stay in Touch – DPR in General 
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• Sign up for all applicable 
email distribution lists at the 
bottom of DPR’s homepage:



Upcoming Key Dates and Documents
Date DPR Event

April 8, 2025
Pesticide Prioritization Workshop –DPR to share their approach in developing a 
proposed pesticide prioritization process, including characterizing pesticide risk 
and developing mitigation in a public and accountable way

May 16, 2025 Pesticide Registration and Evaluation Committee (hosted quarterly)
TBA CalPEST Workshop
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• In addition, we anticipate DPR will publish the following upcoming 
documents:
– Updates to DPR’s definition of new active ingredients and new major uses, as well as updates to 

DPR’s amendment, notification, and non-notification processes
– California Notice on Assignment of New Active Ingredients and New Major Uses
– California Notice on Concurrent Submissions (supersedes California Notice 2015-03)
– California Notice on Addition and Revisions of Bilingual Translation on Pesticide Labeling
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