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Clarification to Evidence Provided in Public Session 2
House of Lords Environment and Climate Change Committee — Pet Parasite Medication Inquiry
Re: Clarification to evidence provided by Dr Rosemary Perkins, 10 June 2026
Date: 29 June 2026

I wish to clarify two statements made during my oral evidence to the Committee at the above session.

1. Prevalence of fleas in cats and dogs
As recorded, the statement reads:
That is the figure of one in 400 cats and one in 85 dogs.
The statement should read:
That is the figure of one in 85 cats and one in 400 dogs.
This correction reverses an error in my oral delivery. The figures are drawn from the SAVSNET study by Sean Farrell at the University of Liverpool.

2. Estimated increase in prevalence of zoonotic disease through shifting to reactive flea treatment
As recorded, the statement reads:
For argument’s sake, if we say that a rough percentage of pets are being treated routinely, if we stopped that and just treated reactively and had a proportional increase of infestations and zoonoses, then, arguably, we would have a doubling, proportional increase of the occurrence of those diseases. Doubling an incredibly rare disease still gives you an extremely low prevalence, and you would have an enormous decrease in pollution and human exposure to these chemicals and in resistance risks.
The statement should read:
For argument’s sake, if we say that a rough percentage of 50% of pets are being treated routinely - which published data supports - if we stopped that and just treated reactively and had a proportional increase of infestations and zoonoses, then, arguably, we would have a doubling, proportional increase of the occurrence of those diseases. Doubling an incredibly rare disease still gives you an extremely low prevalence, and you would have an enormous decrease in pollution and human exposure to these chemicals and in resistance risks.
The omission of the figure of 50% was an oversight in my oral delivery. Its inclusion is necessary for the argument to be understood correctly: it establishes that parasiticide coverage of the pet population is far from complete, yet the associated zoonotic disease burden remains extremely low. This indicates that reductions in routine chemical use would be expected to result in only proportionately small increases in disease risk - and correspondingly large reductions in environmental pollution, human chemical exposure, and resistance risk. 
I apologise for any confusion these errors may have caused and am grateful for the opportunity to correct the record.
Dr Rosemary Perkins
29 June 2026
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