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The subcommitee met, pursuant to call, at 2:00 p.m., in Room 2123, Rayburn House Office 16 

Building, Hon. H. Morgan Griffith [chairman of the subcommitee] presiding. 17 

Present:  Representa�ves Palmer, Crenshaw, Lata, Griffith, Carter of Georgia, Joyce, Weber, 18 

Pfluger, Miller-Meeks, Evans, Fedorchak, Guthrie (ex officio), Tonko, Schakowsky, Ruiz, Peters, 19 

Barragan, Soto, Auchincloss, Carter of Louisiana, Menendez, Landsman, and Pallone (ex officio). 20 

Staff Present:  Byron Brown, Chief Counsel; Chris�an Calvert, Press Assistant; Jessica Donlon, 21 

General Counsel; Sydney Greene, Director, Finance and Logis�cs; Christen Harsha, Senior Counsel, 22 

Environment; Megan Jackson, Staff Director; AT Johnson, Special Advisor; Patrick Kelly, Staff 23 

Assistant; Sophie Khanahmadi, Deputy Staff Director; Giulia Leganski, Chief Counsel, Commerce, 24 

Manufacturing, and Trade; Mary Mar�n, Chief Counsel, Energy; Sarah Meier, Counsel and 25 
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Parliamentarian; Joel Miller, Chief Counsel; Ben Mullaney, Press Secretary; Lillian Noland, Staff 26 

Assistant; Seth Rickets, Special Assistant; Jake Riith, Staff Assistant; Jackson Rudden, Clerk, 27 

Environment; Chris Sarley, Member Services/Stakeholder Director; Timothy Trimble, Staff Assistant; 28 

Mat VanHy�e, Communica�ons Director; Ka�e West, Press Secretary; Katharine Willey, Senior 29 

Counsel, Environment; Giancarlo Ceja, Minority Staff Assistant; Timia Crisp, Minority Professional 30 

Staff Member; Ava Digre, Minority Intern; Hannah Fitzgibbons, Minority Intern; Devon Gorbley, 31 

Minority Environment Fellow; Waverly Gordon, Minority Deputy Staff Director and General Counsel; 32 

Caitlin Haberman, Minority Staff Director, Environment; Emma Roehrig, Minority Staff Assistant; 33 

Kylea Rogers, Minority Policy Analyst; Andrew Souvall, Minority Director of Communica�ons 34 

Outreach and Member Services; and Kyle Wolf, Minority Press Intern.   35 

  36 
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Mr. Palmer.  The Subcommitee on Environment will now come to order.  The chair 37 

recognizes himself for 5 minutes for an opening statement.   38 

Good a�ernoon.  Welcome to the Ranking Members Pallone and Tonko, my colleagues, and 39 

to our witnesses for this hearing on the subcommitee on the environment.  Today we will be 40 

examining a legisla�ve proposal to modernize the Toxic Substance Control Act, or TSCA.   41 

First enacted into law in 1976 with broad bipar�san support, TSCA provides the U.S. 42 

Environmental Protec�on Agency with broad authority to regulate chemicals that pose an 43 

unreasonable risk to human health and the environment.   44 

Forty years later, Congress made several improvements to TSCA with passage of the 45 

bipar�san Lautenberg amendments in 2016.   46 

As we heard at our hearing last January, chemicals are central to many aspects of modern life, 47 

and a strong U.S. chemical industry is key to our economic prosperity and na�onal security.   48 

The 2016 law authorized EPA to collect user fees to help provide resources and funding, but in 49 

the decade since the Lautenberg amendments were passed, it has become clear that this important 50 

law is s�ll not working as Congress intended and that further changes are needed to ensure 51 

chemicals are reviewed in a predictable and efficient process without undermining safety.   52 

The process for reviewing new chemicals, which was a significant focus of the 2016 effort, is 53 

broken.  As we heard in January, and we will hear again from witnesses today, EPA does not meet 54 

the 90-day review deadline for the vast majority of all new chemicals submited for EPA review.   55 

This regulatory uncertainty makes it difficult for the chemical industry to bring safer 56 

alterna�ves or new technologies to the market in the U.S. and impacts human health and the 57 

environment, slowing the transi�on to safer alterna�ves.   58 

To be clear, the dra� would not scrap the safety and protec�ons enacted in the 2016 59 

amendments and is not reopening up TSCA as a whole.   60 

The bill would reauthorize the fee provision for another 10 years and require increased 61 
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transparency and accountability in how fees are used by EPA.   62 

The dra� also makes targeted changes to modernize sec�on 5 and sec�on 6, concerning the 63 

review and regula�ons of new and exis�ng chemicals, including requiring increased coordina�on 64 

between the EPA and other agencies, and priori�zing chemicals that are essen�al to cri�cal 65 

manufacturing supply chains.   66 

Our witnesses today are Dimitrios Karakitsos, a partner in the law firm Holland & Knight, who 67 

worked on the 2016 amendments as a Senate staffer; Dr. Kimberly Wise White of the American 68 

Chemistry Council; John Carey of DSM-Firmenich, an interna�onal chemical manufacturer with 69 

significant opera�ons in the U.S.; and Professor Tracey Woodruff of the University of California 70 

San Francisco.   71 

The legisla�on we are considering today is a discussion dra�.  It reflects input the 72 

subcommitee received at our January hearing and in the months since.   73 

Majority staff also met with their counterparts on the minority staff half a dozen �mes to 74 

discuss ideas and language for this proposal, and several changes were made to the text based on 75 

input from the minority staff.   76 

We look forward to ge�ng addi�onal feedback in the weeks a�er this hearing and hope to 77 

con�nue discussions with the minority on areas for bipar�san coopera�on as we work on an updated 78 

dra�, prepare legisla�on for introduc�on, and plan for a future markup to advance this important 79 

legisla�on.   80 

The chair now recognizes the ranking member of the subcommitee, the gentleman from 81 

New York, for 5 minutes for an opening statement.   82 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Palmer follows:] 83 

 84 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  85 
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Mr. Tonko.  Well, thank you, Mr. Chair.  I don't think it will surprise anyone to hear that I 86 

have serious concerns with the majority's proposed discussion dra�.  Having been part of a major 87 

TSCA overhaul once before, I can tell you that that chore wasn't easy.  That effort included years of 88 

bipar�san mee�ngs and roundtables, which included all interested stakeholders in the process, 89 

before we were able to produce a bill and move it through the House.   90 

At that �me, there was a consensus that the original law was broken, and I am happy to admit 91 

that the Lautenberg Act, despite my concerns with the final agreement, has made some important 92 

improvements to the previous status quo.   93 

With that said, I also believe it is likely that every stakeholder, regardless of your views on the 94 

majority's proposal, would agree that, since 2016, the law has had implementa�on challenges.   95 

I want to be clear that I am not opposed to reevalua�ng or seeking to improve our 96 

environmental laws, but the majority's proposal cannot be considered targeted in its reforms.   97 

It would fundamentally weaken the core, public health protec�ons provided by our Na�on's 98 

chemical safety regulatory program.   99 

It would make it harder for EPA to test, evaluate, and restrict new and exis�ng dangerous 100 

chemicals, it creates numerous new opportuni�es for li�ga�on against the Agency, and it guts 101 

protec�ons for workers.   102 

More specifically on tes�ng, the dra� makes it more difficult for EPA to be able to access the 103 

science necessary to make well-informed regulatory decisions.   104 

We have seen other atempts by the Trump EPA to weaken scien�fic-integrity protec�ons, 105 

diminish scien�fic evidence, and eliminate industry repor�ng requirements, and I do believe these 106 

changes are part of this EPA strategy of raising barriers to inhibit future administra�ons from 107 

pursuing science-based, public health protec�ons.   108 

Under this dra�, EPA's new chemicals program would also be diminished.  This program is 109 

our first line of defense against preven�ng costly Superfund cleanups and drinking-water treatments 110 
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in the future.   111 

We need to keep dangerous chemicals out of our environment in the first place, and as we 112 

heard at our PFAS hearing in December, supposedly safer alterna�ves to dangerous, exis�ng 113 

chemicals can s�ll be incredibly dangerous, as has been the case with GenX.   114 

Yes, the new chemicals program has had backlogs, but many delays have occurred because 115 

EPA has had to wait for more informa�on from the submi�ng manufacturer.   116 

The discussion dra� would have EPA rely more on manufacturers' self-iden�fica�on of 117 

condi�ons of uses, weaken EPA's ability to take ini�a�ve to demand more tes�ng, and raise the 118 

standard for regula�on from "may present an unreasonable risk" to "more likely than not to present 119 

an unreasonable risk."   120 

The dra� also makes it more difficult to restrict exis�ng chemicals.   121 

In 2016, the Lautenberg Act required EPA to determine the first 10 exis�ng chemicals to be 122 

evaluated.  These are known to be dangerous substances.   123 

Now, nearly a decade later, only 5 of the 10 have finalized risk-management rules which are 124 

s�ll subject to ongoing li�ga�on.  125 

I don't want to be dismissive of EPA's important work to ban asbestos and TCE, but I don't 126 

believe anyone can look at EPA's track record over the last decade and reach the conclusion that the 127 

Agency has been too successful at regula�ng exis�ng chemicals.   128 

And yet this discussion dra� limits EPA to regula�ng risks that are reasonably feasible to 129 

address rather than seeking to eliminate those risks.   130 

Despite my cri�cism of the dra�, I do support reauthorizing EPA's fee authority.  I suspect 131 

almost every stakeholder does.  I would also be suppor�ve of greater transparency in the status of 132 

reviews and finding more opportuni�es for presubmission consulta�ons to ensure the right 133 

informa�on is provided early in the process.   134 

But what I don't support is the sugges�on that fee authority is a poli�cal chip to be traded for 135 
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enac�ng the major program reforms sought by industry.  I will not start the precedent that every 136 

10 years we chip away at public health protec�ons in the law, at industry's behest, in order to extend 137 

fee authority.   138 

I look forward to today's discussion, but I don't believe that the sweeping overhaul proposed 139 

is pu�ng us on that right track to enac�ng a bipar�san bill that will improve the administra�on of 140 

our Na�on's chemical safety program.   141 

Thank you, Mr. Chair, and I yield back.  142 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Tonko follows:] 143 

 144 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  145 
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Mr. Palmer.  The gentleman yields.   146 

The chair now recognizes the chairman from the full subcommitee, the gentleman from 147 

Kentucky, for 5 minutes for an opening statement.   148 

The Chair.  Thank you, Chairman Palmer, and thank you for holding this important hearing.  149 

And we have already had a produc�ve 2026 at this commitee.  This week alone we have advanced 150 

commonsense Clean Air Act reforms, approved legisla�on and enhanced public safety 151 

communica�on, supported hydropower development, and examined barriers to more affordable 152 

healthcare, not to men�on the crea�on of a novel energy council that will consider the renewable 153 

fuel standard.   154 

At Energy and Commerce, we are working to ensure Americans have access to the essen�al 155 

products and services they need, strengthen our na�onal security, and boost our interna�onal 156 

compe��veness.   157 

Today, we are taking another step to further these goals by examining targeted updates to 158 

the Toxic Substances Control Act.  Chemicals are necessary to produce some of the most crucial 159 

products we use every day, such as automobiles, electronics, bateries, construc�on materials, 160 

cleaning products, and appliances.   161 

However, rather than leading the world in manufacturing innova�ve new products, the U.S. is 162 

being le� behind by our interna�onal rivals as lengthy delays at EPA's new chemical review process 163 

drives manufacturing opportuni�es and jobs abroad.   164 

Today we will discuss how focused statutory changes can facilitate more efficient chemical 165 

regula�on while maintaining important health and safety protec�ons.   166 

This dra� legisla�on encourages chemical regula�on based on sound science, real-world 167 

condi�ons, and actual data.   168 

It also focuses EPA's chemical safety reviews on the most significant exposures and risks, and 169 

facili�es' improved coordina�on between EPA, manufacturers, and other fellow agencies with 170 
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relevant exper�se.   171 

I was proud to support the bipar�san reforms we passed in 2016.  I believe these updates 172 

will support the exis�ng TSCA framework and con�nue to build on that progress.   173 

Also, we can collaborate in a bipar�san manner and look forward to working with my 174 

colleagues on both sides of the aisle to make sure our chemical regulatory system allows us to take 175 

advantage of new opportuni�es but also respond to any new threats.   176 

I really appreciate all of our witnesses for being here today to help us con�nue to study this 177 

issue to make sure we get it right.  Thank you for your �me, we appreciate you being here, and I 178 

yield back.  179 

[The prepared statement of The Chair follows:] 180 

 181 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  182 
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Mr. Palmer.  The gentleman yields.   183 

The chair now recognizes the ranking member of the full commitee, the gentleman from 184 

New Jersey, for 5 minutes for an opening statement.   185 

Mr. Pallone.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I have to say, though, I disagree with 186 

Chairman Guthrie that the discussion dra� before us today is an update and supports -- or supports 187 

the TSCA framework.   188 

I think it con�nues the Republican assault on the health and well-being of the American 189 

people.  We will be discussing a Republican discussion dra� that would significantly weaken our 190 

Na�on's chemical safety law and leave families, children, and workers exposed to toxic chemicals.   191 

The Toxic Substance Control Act, or TSCA, gives the Environmental Protec�on Agency the 192 

authority and responsibility to examine and restrict chemicals that pose an unreasonable risk to 193 

human health and the environment.   194 

The original law, however, fell far short of that goal, and for many years -- for a long �me, 195 

there were too many communi�es that carried the burden of toxic exposure.   196 

And that was made clear during our December PFAS hearing when Emily Donovan delivered 197 

the stories of friends and loved ones lost too soon because of an unchecked -- or unchecked ac�ons 198 

by chemical companies.   199 

That is why, a�er years of tough nego�a�ons, Congress passed the Frank R. Lautenberg 200 

Chemical Safety for the 21st Century Act in 2016, with strong bipar�san support.   201 

John Shimkus -- the Republicans were in the majority in the House at the �me -- John Shimkus 202 

was the chairman of this subcommitee.  The bill came over from the Senate, and we worked very 203 

hard with Chairman Shimkus and Democrats to get that bill passed.   204 

And it was named a�er New Jersey's late Senator Lautenberg, who was a long-�me friend of 205 

mine and a life�me environmental champion, and the Lautenberg Act updated and modernized TSCA 206 

for the first �me in 40 years, finally providing EPA the tools to safeguard Americans by addressing 207 
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harmful substances. 208 

Now, since its passage, I have worked, and so has our ranking member, Mr. Tonko, to ensure 209 

that the legisla�on -- or the TSCA -- lives up to my -- our name sake's, Lautenberg's, commitment to 210 

protect Americans, par�cularly children, pregnant women, workers, and frontline communi�es.   211 

And so it is just kind of shocking to me that this dra� comes to us today because this had 212 

always been a bipar�san effort, but the dra� before us today does not live up to the Lautenberg 213 

legacy or to the Shimkus legacy, in my opinion, or any of ours.   214 

It fundamentally alters the TSCA program to appease industry stakeholders at the expense of 215 

public health and safety.   216 

The discussion dra� would prevent EPA from meaningfully reviewing new and exis�ng 217 

chemicals in order to protect workers, families, and children from unreasonable risks.   218 

It would hamper EPA's ability to require chemical tes�ng, leaving regulators in the dark about 219 

the harms posed by chemical substances and exposing Americans to toxic chemicals in their homes 220 

and workplaces.  And these are only some of the serious concerns I have with the discussion dra�.   221 

My Republican colleagues will claim this dra� modernizes TSCA, promotes innova�on, but in 222 

reality, it decimates cri�cal protec�ons and signals to communi�es, like Emily Donovan's, that it is 223 

acceptable for them to face the threats of cancer, infer�lity, neurological harm, and other serious 224 

risks so long as industry gets their chemicals to market.   225 

I fully acknowledge that EPA's TSCA office has faced its share of implementa�on challenges.  226 

One complaint we have heard is that new chemical reviews are facing delays, but we can't ignore the 227 

fact that the chemical industry has a hand in these delays.   228 

It is clear to me that the first step to addressing TSCA delays is to ensure the office has the 229 

adequate resources to fulfill its mission.   230 

Undermining health protec�ons from toxic chemicals and leaving Americans exposed to 231 

harm, as the discussion dra� proposes, would do nothing to address EPA's TSCA implementa�on 232 



  

  

12 

challenges.  233 

And my Republican colleagues will also claim that these changes are targeted, but I also 234 

fundamentally disagree with that.  The discussion dra� proposes to make fundamental changes to 235 

the law that deserve feedback and scru�ny from stakeholders across all sectors.   236 

EPA should be called to provide tes�mony on these amendments as well.  Changes of this 237 

magnitude to TSCA deserve more than just one hearing so members can scru�nize the language and 238 

its impacts.   239 

And �me and again we see how vulnerable communi�es bear the brunt of weak chemical 240 

safety protec�on.  We have heard the tragic stories of Americans gone too soon because of lax or 241 

nonexis�ng chemical regula�ons.   242 

And we fought hard to make meaningful improvements to a broken law with the Lautenberg 243 

Act 10 years ago.  I don't understand what happened to the Republicans.  I mean, this was clearly 244 

a bipar�san effort.   245 

Every Republican on the commitee supported this, and now we see the Republicans going in 246 

the opposite direc�on and trying to tear down what is a very good law.  And I just refuse to go back, 247 

you know, to the days when, you know, when chemicals -- when the industry just basically did what it 248 

wanted.   249 

We should be working to strengthen TSCA and ensure we protect the health of all Americans, 250 

especially our most vulnerable, while at the same �me fostering innova�on.  And this discussion 251 

dra� unfortunately is heading us in the wrong direc�on.   252 

So I thank you, I yield back the balance of my �me, Mr. Chairman.  253 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Pallone follows:] 254 

 255 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  256 
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Mr. Palmer.  The gentleman yields.   257 

We have now concluded with member opening statements.   258 

The chair would like to remind members that pursuant to the commitee rules, all members' 259 

opening statements will be made part of the record.   260 

We would like to thank our witnesses for being here today and taking the �me to tes�fy 261 

before the subcommitee.  The witnesses will have the opportunity to give an opening statement, 262 

followed by a round of ques�ons from the members.   263 

Our witnesses for today are Dimitrios Karakitsos, partner at the law firm Holland & knight 264 

who worked on the 2016 amendments as a Senate staffer; Dr. Kimberly Wise White of the American 265 

Chemistry Council; John Carey, an interna�onal chemical manufacturer with significant opera�ons in 266 

the U.S.; and Professor Tracey Woodruff from the University of California San Francisco.   267 

We appreciate you being here today.   268 

I now recognize Mr. Karakitsos for 5 minutes to give an open statement.269 
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 270 

STATEMENTS OF DIMITRIOS KARAKITSOS, ESQ., HOLLAND & KNIGHT; JOHN CAREY, ESQ., 271 

DSM-FIRMENICH; TRACEY WOODRUFF, PH.D., MPH, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SAN FRANCISCO; 272 

AND KIMBERLY WISE WHITE, AMERICAN CHEMISTRY COUNCIL.   273 

 274 

STATEMENT OF DIMITRIOS KARAKITSOS, ESQ.  275 

   276 

Mr. Karakitsos.  Chairmans Guthrie and Palmer, Ranking Members Pallone and Tonko, and 277 

members of the subcommitee, thank you for the opportunity to tes�fy today.  My name is 278 

Dimitrios Karakitsos.  I am a partner at Holland & Knight here in Washington, D.C.   279 

I am not here today represen�ng the firm or any of its clients.  I am here in a personal 280 

capacity based on my prior experience as a congressional staffer during the nego�a�ons and passage 281 

of the Lautenberg Chemical Safety Act.   282 

Serving as the lead EPW chemical staffer, I worked on many different itera�ons of bipar�san 283 

TSCA reform bills.  Working with some subcommitee directly, we were able to pass one of the first 284 

majority environmental law rewrites in decades with overwhelming bipar�san support.   285 

The overarching goals of reform were to fix the exis�ng chemicals program that had failed to 286 

operate effec�vely for decades, maintain a new chemicals program that allows American industry to 287 

lead global innova�on while protec�ng human health and the environment, and crea�ng a unified 288 

na�onal approach to chemical regula�ons, all while requiring EPA to use the best available science.   289 

The law also included an updated fees provision that was important to provide the Agency 290 

with greater resources to take on its addi�onal responsibili�es.   291 

Congress did, however, deliberately sunset the fees provision a�er 10 years to create a 292 

mechanism to look back at a decade of implementa�on and see if the law was opera�ng as 293 

envisioned or if any updates were needed to make it func�on beter.   294 
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The legisla�ve process this commitee is undertaking, in my view, is well aligned with that 295 

congressional intent to review how the law is func�oning as part of the fees reauthoriza�on process 296 

and not designed to reli�gate or undo the en�re 2016 compromise but to make the law operate 297 

beter.   298 

Despite EPA's best efforts the last decade, there are a few glaring parts of the law's 299 

implementa�on that I do not believe are opera�ng as intended, and now Congress has the 300 

opportunity to address these issues.   301 

First, in the course of nego�a�ng the 2016 amendments, Congress worked closely with the 302 

Obama administra�on to codify what the EPA described in technical assistance as the new chemicals 303 

prac�ce as it existed at the �me.   304 

There was confidence that the Obama EPA was reviewing new chemicals thoroughly enough 305 

under the original law to prevent dangerous chemicals from going to the market unchecked.   306 

The primary fear was that under the original TSCA language, a future administra�on could do 307 

no safety review, simply let the 90-day clock expire, and add countless new chemicals to the exis�ng 308 

chemical inventory whether they were safe for use or not.   309 

The changes in the law to force EPA to make an affirma�ve determina�on of "not likely to 310 

present an unreasonable risk" within 90 days, in order for a chemical substance to go to the market, 311 

was not intended to be a significantly higher bar or exhaus�vely analyze all poten�al uses and all 312 

risks.   313 

The Obama EPA relayed to Congress that opera�onally they were already making a similar 314 

determina�on by allowing the 90-day clock to expire a�er a review, and the language in the law 315 

would simply memorialize their exis�ng prac�ce.   316 

Of course this is not how the new chemicals process has operated, and unfortunately we have 317 

seen a significant hurdle to innova�on as a result.   318 

Requiring EPA to use the best available science and weighted as scien�fic evidence was also a 319 
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pillar of the compromise, and here too is an area where I think implementa�on has not met the goals 320 

of the law.   321 

At �mes the Agency has relied on hazard values, not at all consistent with real-world 322 

scenarios, which has led to some extremely conserva�ve, regulatory proposals, out of line with 323 

interna�onal regulators in Europe and beyond.   324 

In some instances, EPA has gone against its own scien�fic guidance and scien�fic advisers, 325 

which can give the appearance as not adhering to these important requirements under the law.   326 

And finally the ci�zens pe��on provision of the law, I believe, has eaten up valuable EPA 327 

resources while providing litle benefit.   328 

As currently dra�ed, this sec�on could allow EPA to skip the priori�za�on and risk-evalua�on 329 

phase of the exis�ng chemicals process and move directly to regulated chemical substance, even 330 

when it lacks the scien�fic informa�on needed to do so in a manner consistent with the law.   331 

I believe this was an oversight, and we have seen overreaching pe��ons to force regula�ons 332 

on things like tobacco and greenhouse gas emissions, which TSCA was not designed or intended to 333 

address.   334 

In closing, both the House and Senate spent years developing and nego�a�ng different bills 335 

and policies that ul�mately led to the landmark bipar�san compromise.  The fee expira�on was 336 

designed to provide Congress with the opportunity to look at 10 years of implementa�on, iden�fy 337 

challenges, and responsibly address any shortcomings in order to ensure that the 2016 law 338 

successfully protects human health, the environment, and our cri�cally domes�c industries well into 339 

the future.   340 

Thank you again for the opportunity to tes�fy, and I look forward to your ques�ons.  341 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Karakitsos follows:] 342 

 343 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  344 
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Mr. Palmer.  The chair now recognizes Mr. Carey for 5 minutes for his tes�mony. 345 

  346 

STATEMENT OF JOHN CAREY, ESQ.  347 

   348 

Mr. Carey.  Good a�ernoon, Chairman Guthrie, Chairman Palmer, Ranking Member Pallone, 349 

and Ranking Member Tonko, and members of the subcommitee.  It is a privilege to speak with you 350 

today as you consider legisla�ve proposals to modernize America's chemical safety laws, strengthen 351 

cri�cal supply chains, and support American innova�on.   352 

My name is John Carey, and I serve as a regulatory director at DSM-Firmenich, a global leader 353 

in health, nutri�on, bioscience, fragrance, and flavor.   354 

We employ more than 4,000 people across the United States and many more worldwide.  355 

Our company draws on more than 150 years of scien�fic discovery and innova�on.  We maintain 356 

over 15 R&D facili�es, hold more than 16,000 patents, and invest over $800 million each year in 357 

research and development.   358 

I am also tes�fying today on behalf of the Household and Commercial Products Associa�on, 359 

HCPA, the premier trade associa�on for companies that manufacture products used for cleaning, 360 

protec�ng, maintaining, and disinfec�ng homes and commercial environments.   361 

HCPA member companies generate over $200 billion annually and employ over 300,000 362 

people across the United States.   363 

I would like to make three points today.  First, United States chemical innova�on has 364 

stagnated over the past decade.   365 

In 2015, the year before the Lautenberg amendments, EPA received 593 premanufacture 366 

no�fica�ons.  Last year, 154 were submited.  That is a 70 percent decline.   367 

Unsurprisingly over the same period of �me, U.S. R&D spending fell 77 percent.   368 

Second, innova�on is happening.  It is just happening outside the United States.  Between 369 
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2021 and 2025, our company, DSM-Firmenich registered 12 materials globally and none in the 370 

United States.   371 

As we sit here today, the materials are used worldwide, including in jurisdic�ons with robust 372 

chemical registra�on requirements such as Europe, Australia, Japan, Taiwan, the Philippines, and 373 

China.   374 

Third, EPA's own Safer Choice program shows that many of these materials are safe.  375 

Comparing the new chemicals program to EPA's Safer Choice program is striking.  Safer Choice is 376 

designed to iden�fy products with safer chemical ingredients.   377 

In May of 2023, EPA Safer Choice released a list of 2,400 fragrance materials that meet its 378 

criteria for safer chemistry.  In July of 2024, that list expanded to over 2,800 materials.  That 379 

represents over 80 percent of the fragrance ingredients on the Interna�onal Fragrance Associa�on's 380 

transparency list.   381 

Even as new chemical reviews stalled, EPA's own Safer Choice program, unencumbered by 382 

the Agency's interpreta�on of sec�on 5 review, has affirmed the safety of thousands of fragrance 383 

materials and held these up as examples of safer chemistry.   384 

Now, you may be asking why are we talking about fragrance?  And the answer is, fragrance 385 

molecules should be among the easiest to review.  Reasonably foreseen uses are clear and limited.  386 

Exposure is highly predictable.  We submit the same data globally, reflec�ng the best available 387 

science.   388 

If the United States cannot approve predictable, well-characterized fragrance molecules, what 389 

hope is there for more complex chemistry that underpins advanced technology.   390 

In summary, United States chemical innova�on has stagnated.  Innova�on is happening 391 

outside the United States.  And unencumbered by EPA's interpreta�on of TSCA sec�on 5, the 392 

Agency affirms the safety of similar chemistry.   393 

For that reason, we commend the commitee's leadership in considering changes to enhance 394 
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new chemical innova�on while s�ll protec�ng safety.   395 

Thank you and I look forward to your ques�ons.  396 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Carey follows:] 397 

 398 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  399 
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Mr. Palmer.  The chair now recognizes Dr. Woodruff for 5 minutes for her ques�ons. 400 

  401 

STATEMENT OF TRACEY WOODRUFF, PH.D., MPH  402 

   403 

Dr. Woodruff.  Subcommitee Chairman Palmer, Ranking Member Tonko, and members of 404 

the commitee, thank you for the opportunity to tes�fy --  405 

Mr. Palmer.  Ma'am, would you turn on your microphone.  Thank you.   406 

Dr. Woodruff.  Okay, sorry.   407 

Subcommitee Chairman Palmer, Ranking Member Tonko, and members of the 408 

subcommitee, thank you for the opportunity to tes�fy.  I am Dr. Tracey Woodruff, professor from 409 

UC San Francisco, director of the program on reproduc�ve health and the environment, and I spent 410 

my career researching how industrial chemicals and environmental pollutants affect people's health.   411 

The purpose of TSCA is to protect people and the environment from harmful chemicals.  The 412 

proposed changes to to this law are alarming.  They remove public health railguards, undermine 413 

EPA's ability to protect people from harmful chemicals, and will lead to more death and disease.   414 

These changes are a wholesale destruc�on of the law.  The chemical lobby has spent 415 

millions of dollars to undermine TSCA, and this bill gives them their money's worth as these changes 416 

weaken EPA's ability to act on toxic chemicals, and let the chemical industry delay or avoid chemical 417 

regula�on en�rely and essen�ally puts the chemical industry in charge.   418 

Every proposed change to this law will make it harder for EPA to get the data it needs to 419 

iden�fy exposure and harms, harder to consider that informa�on to iden�fy unreasonable risks, or 420 

harder to make meaningful ac�on to prevent these unreasonable risks.   421 

The dra� bill, one, seriously undermines EPA's ability to protect people's health from harmful 422 

chemicals; two, reverses all improvements in reviewing new chemicals for safety; three, makes it 423 

more difficult for EPA to regulate exis�ng toxic exposures; and, four, undermines EPA's ability to 424 
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gather evidence; and, five, leaves everyone at greater risk of chemical health harms, leading to more 425 

people ge�ng sick and dying.   426 

Toxic chemicals are widespread in air, food, homes and workplaces, and human exposures 427 

begin before birth and con�nue throughout the lifespan.  We know exposures take a measurable 428 

toll on the health of children and adults.   429 

They increase the risk of cancer, infer�lity, neurological and cardiovascular disease, 430 

Parkinson's, adverse birth outcomes, and ADHD, condi�ons increasing in the U.S. as documented in 431 

the first MAHA report.   432 

Congress updated TSCA in 2016 because EPA could not even ban asbestos, a known human 433 

carcinogen that killed thousands of people.  The 2016 amendments mandated priori�zing health, 434 

elimina�ng unreasonable risks, and providing stronger protec�ons for highly exposed and suscep�ble 435 

sub-popula�ons, including pregnant women, children, workers, and people living in areas with 436 

pollu�ng facility.   437 

Thanks to that, dangerous substances like TCE and asbestos, chemicals that have already 438 

taken a health toll on millions of Americans, will finally be banned, and that is what the public wants.   439 

In a recent na�onwide survey, over 90 percent of voters want the government to do a beter 440 

job protec�ng the public from toxic harms.   441 

Now the chemical industry is pushing back against TSCA's success under the guise of 442 

moderniza�on and innova�on and complaining EPA is too slow to approve new chemicals, but that is 443 

not true.   444 

EPA has approved the overwhelming majority of new chemicals submited.  Over 4,000 new 445 

chemicals approved since 2016, including low-volume exemp�ons for over 600 PFAS, persistent 446 

chemicals detected in nearly everyone which can increase the risk of health harms.   447 

As of last year, every single review taking longer than a year was wai�ng on some form of 448 

industry ac�on.   449 
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The bill reverses 2016 improvements in reviewing safety of new chemicals.  For example, 450 

EPA must consider all reasonably foreseen exposures and risks for proposed new chemicals.   451 

But this bill changes it to only those uses and exposures iden�fied by the submiter -- the 452 

industry.   453 

This is a huge loophole for chemical companies to submit an applica�on, for example, on a 454 

new PIP PFAS, with the narrowest use of a chemical, saying it will only be used by 1 person in one 455 

factory for one industrial process, and now EPA can only consider that company's claim.  Once 456 

approved, it can be used wherever the industry wants.   457 

The bill undermines requirements for comprehensive assessment of exis�ng chemicals.  For 458 

example, the law currently requires EPA to consider all of exis�ng chemicals' hazards and exposures 459 

when evalua�ng whether the chemical presents unreasonable risk.   460 

The bill gives EPA discre�on to narrow the scope of risk evalua�on by excluding uses from 461 

assessment without with evidence-based judgment.   462 

The dra� leaves everybody at greater risk of chemical harms.  For example, new chemicals, 463 

the EPA currently makes a determina�on regarding safety, but the bill would require a "more likely 464 

than not standard" for ac�ons to remove unreasonable risks, giving the benefit of the doubt to 465 

poten�ally dangerous chemicals. 466 

And, finally, it codifies bad science, including, it puts up barriers to evalua�ng real-life 467 

exposures, aggregate exposures, and assumes PPE is fully used.   468 

EPA was established to protect the health of people and the environment, not to increase 469 

chemical industry profits.   470 

The industry has lied about health harms of their products, such as PFAS, which now 471 

contaminate our drinking water, food, ecosystems, and bodies.  These companies have a financial 472 

mo�ve to minimize EPA regula�ons which will come at the expense of public health.   473 

And we need an empowered EPA to represent the public, and I urge you to act in the best 474 
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interest of the American people and preserve and strengthen TSCA's ability to protect the public's 475 

health.  Thank you.   476 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Woodruff follows:] 477 

 478 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  479 
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Mr. Palmer.  The chair now recognizes Dr. White for 5 minutes for her opening tes�mony. 480 

  481 

STATEMENT OF KIMBERLY WISE WHITE  482 

   483 

Dr. White.  Chairman Guthrie, Chairman Palmer, Ranking Member Pallone, Ranking 484 

Member Tonko, and members of the commitee, thank you for the opportunity to tes�fy.  The 485 

American Chemistry Council appreciates your leadership in advancing U.S. chemical management.   486 

I am Dr. Kimberly Wise White, the vice president of regulatory and scien�fic affairs with ACC.  487 

My tes�mony today focuses on the urgent need to restore predictability and science integrity in TSCA 488 

implementa�on, to support a safer, more affordable, and more compe��ve America.   489 

Chemistry is the backbone of every sector in our economy, from technology, energy, and 490 

healthcare, to manufacturing and supply chains.   491 

With EPA's TSCA fees authority expiring, congressional ac�on is needed to prevent funding 492 

disrup�ons and address challenges.  It is en�rely appropriate for Congress to use fees 493 

reauthoriza�on to resolve ongoing problems with this essen�al chemical management law.   494 

By doing so, Congress can strengthen TSCA, clarify the law to fully reflect its original intent, 495 

and allow TSCA to achieve its full poten�al to protect human health and the environment while 496 

promo�ng innova�on and allowing U.S. businesses to compete globally.   497 

TSCA user fees are a core, legally-sanc�oned funding stream that supports the resources 498 

necessary for EPA to conduct new chemical reviews, risk evalua�ons of exis�ng chemicals, and crucial 499 

compliance work.   500 

Without reauthoriza�on, EPA would lose key funding for TSCA.  This would make current 501 

problems much worse by preven�ng the adop�on of innova�ve chemistries and disrup�ng supply 502 

chains.   503 

That said, fees reauthoriza�on must also be paired with accountability.  Despite the progress 504 
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made since TSCA was last modernized, we con�nue to face significant challenges.   505 

ACC and its members rely on high quality, reliable science to drive innova�on and safe 506 

chemical development.  EPA's delays in chemical reviews, its inconsistent applica�on of scien�fic 507 

principles, and the lack of clarity and regulatory decisions have created uncertainty for 508 

manufacturers and downstream users, threatening U.S. compe��veness in the global marketplace.   509 

Congress rightly envisioned a science-based, science-driven TSCA, not the specula�ve, opaque 510 

system we have now.  Let me give you a few concrete examples.   511 

Over 90 percent of ac�ve new chemical reviews already exceed their 90-day statutory 512 

deadline, and over 60 percent remain pending for more than a year.  These delays discourage 513 

investment and force companies to introduce new chemistries and associated technologies overseas.   514 

A recent survey of ACC members found that 70 percent have decided to introduce new 515 

chemicals outside of the United States.   516 

EPA's use of overly conserva�ve assump�ons and unlikely exposure scenarios, based on a 517 

mischaracteriza�on of the workplace environment, has also led to flawed and inflated risk es�mates 518 

of exis�ng chemicals, resul�ng in every evaluated chemical being labeled an unreasonable risk since 519 

2016.   520 

We appreciate the work EPA has done in recent months to improve the new chemicals review 521 

process and strengthen the science for exis�ng chemical reviews, but more work is needed, through 522 

congressional ac�on, to keep TSCA moving forward.   523 

Congress should establish clear metrics for EPA reviews, require risk-based evalua�ons 524 

grounded in science and real-world condi�ons, promote prac�cal policies for American 525 

compe��veness and health, and set guardrails to prevent regulatory duplica�on, scope expansion, 526 

and inefficient resources.   527 

The proposed legisla�on enhances transparency and accountability.  Reviews will be 528 

specifically focused on intended uses for a chemical.   529 
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New milestones for new chemical reviews require assignment of a human health risk assessor 530 

within 10 days, a mee�ng with submiter within 30 days, and mandates explana�ons if EPA misses 531 

deadlines.   532 

For exis�ng chemicals, it focuses evalua�ons on likely hazards and exposures, improves 533 

Federal agency engagement by allowing them to provide informa�on on cri�cal uses, alterna�ves, 534 

and supply chain impacts, and strengthens risk management by ensuring EPA does not apply a 535 

requirement that is inconsistent with other Federal laws.   536 

Strengthening TSCA is not just about process.  It is about outcomes.  An appropriately 537 

resourced, efficient, and science-driven TSCA promotes supply chain resilience and supports a 538 

healthier America.   539 

Delays and scien�fic inconsistencies deter investment in new technologies and materials 540 

needed to maintain energy leadership, support AI development, drive economic growth, improve 541 

health, and strengthen na�onal security.   542 

I urge Congress to act swi�ly to reauthorize TSCA user fees and support targeted 543 

improvements to the law.  Doing so will protect communi�es, promote innova�on, and maintain 544 

America's leadership in chemical management.   545 

ACC stands ready to work with Congress, EPA, and stakeholders.  Thank you and I look 546 

forward to your ques�ons.  547 

[The prepared statement of Dr. White follows:] 548 

 549 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  550 



  

  

27 

Mr. Palmer.  I thank the witnesses for your tes�mony.  We will now move into the ques�on 551 

and answer por�on of the hearing.  I will begin the ques�oning and recognize myself for 5 minutes.   552 

I have spoken many �mes about the dangers of reliance on adversarial na�ons for products 553 

and materials that both our economy and na�onal defense depend on.  This o�en includes cri�cal, 554 

na�onal security uses that impact the Department of Defense, NASA, and other agencies.   555 

The dra� legisla�on provides for priority review of three categories of new chemicals.  One 556 

of these is chemicals reasonably believed or intended by the person to be necessary to improve the 557 

security and resilience of the United States' domes�c, cri�cal material supply chains iden�fied by the 558 

Secretary of Commerce.   559 

Dr. White, do you have any feedback you would like to share on this priori�za�on language or 560 

whether it would be effec�ve for securing supply chains?   561 

Dr. White.  Yes.  Thank you so much for the ques�on.  It is cri�cally important for other 562 

Federal agencies to be ac�vely engaged in EPA's process for evalua�ng and iden�fying chemicals for 563 

review.   564 

This is important because we need to maintain na�onal security, and it takes a long �me for 565 

some of these agencies to actually update and evaluate and change chemistries.  If they are not 566 

involved in this process, then it puts them at a disadvantage, and it puts the Na�on at a 567 

disadvantage.   568 

The current language actually provides real benefit by allowing those Federal agencies to 569 

provide informa�on on cri�cal uses, alterna�ves, and poten�al impacts to the supply chain, helping 570 

us be more ready and able to produce chemistries here and not impact our na�onal security.   571 

Mr. Palmer.  Some of those chemicals are cri�cal in terms of processing and refining, some 572 

of the rare earth elements that we are almost a hundred percent reliant on from China.   573 

How would this legisla�on help us change that dynamic so that we can do the process and 574 

refining here, or near-shore it at least, so that we are not dependent on China?   575 
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Dr. White.  It definitely helps us make sure that we have the chemistries that are 576 

manufactured here and are not replying on those from other adversarial, poten�ally, countries.   577 

There are a number of chemistries, for example, that are cri�cal for defense-related 578 

applica�ons or military applica�ons.  Formaldehyde, for example, is cri�cal for ammuni�ons and 579 

supply, as well as formaldehyde resins, for example, are u�lized in military gear.   580 

We also know that perfluorinated chemistries are actually cri�cal to informa�on systems that 581 

are relied upon by military engagement as well.   582 

Mr. Palmer.  I want to shi� gears here.  Your writen tes�mony -- and you just men�oned it 583 

as you were giving your tes�mony -- you stated failure to modernize TSCA user fee authority would 584 

make current problems with TSCA much worse by further disincen�vizing the adop�on of new, 585 

sustainable, and innova�ve chemicals -- chemistries by disrup�ng supply chains.   586 

Can you speak a litle bit more to the supply chain impacts of failing to reauthorize the fee 587 

provisions?   588 

Dr. White.  Sure.  So one of the things that I men�oned in my tes�mony is that when we 589 

surveyed ACC members, that because of the delays in the new chemicals review process, that 590 

70 percent have decided to introduce new chemistries overseas.   591 

Addi�onally, that we have significant challenges with the way that EPA has been evalua�ng 592 

exis�ng chemistries because they have been making overly conserva�ve assump�ons, not based on 593 

real-world impacts.   594 

What this does is put cri�cal chemistries at risk to be banned or eliminated, and then that 595 

manufacturing gets moved overseas.   596 

Mr. Palmer.  So you think it is a disincen�ve, if we don't reauthorize these user fees, for U.S. 597 

chemical companies?   598 

Dr. White.  It is cri�cal for EPA to have the appropriate resources to be able to move 599 

forward, and so we definitely need to make sure these user fees are advanced.   600 
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But we also need to make sure that they are �ed with accountability, so they include actual 601 

targeted metrics, so we have and we can demonstrate that the EPA is moving forward and actually 602 

mee�ng its statutory objec�ves.   603 

Mr. Palmer.  Okay.  Mr. Carey, if we expect safer, more sustainable chemistries to replace 604 

the older legacy chemicals in the consumer products, can you briefly -- I have got less than a 605 

minute -- explain how the current EPA, new chemical review process either helps or blocks that goal?   606 

Mr. Carey.  Absolutely.  I know we have heard about this 90-day deadline, but as we sit 607 

here today, we have nine materials pending with EPA.  Each was submited in 2020 or 2021.  That 608 

is 5 to 6 years ago.   609 

A number of those are readily biodegradable, and I can provide a specific example.  We had 610 

a material that biodegrades, has an increased carbon efficiency, and it is s�ll under review.  It 611 

cannot get through review.  It is on the market in the rest of the world.  Similar chemistry would 612 

be on Safer Choice.  I don't understand the situa�on.   613 

Mr. Palmer.  My �me is expired.   614 

The chair now recognizes the ranking member, Mr. Tonko, for 5 minutes for his ques�ons.   615 

Mr. Tonko.  Thank you, Mr. Chair.   616 

Every single stakeholder agrees that we need EPA to make regulatory decisions based on 617 

sound science.  Although I am certain there are disagreements on what exactly that means.   618 

To me, sound science includes robust data, and in the Lautenberg Act, Congress provided EPA 619 

with expanded authority to order tes�ng to be able to more accurately assess the poten�al risk 620 

posed by chemicals.   621 

Again, I am sure we can debate how well EPA has used this authority since 2016, but I don't 622 

think it is debatable that Congress clearly wanted to provide EPA with tools to help develop the 623 

science and data necessary to make well-informed regulatory decisions.   624 

And this is why I have serious concerns with the discussion dra�'s amendments to sec�on 4 of 625 
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TSCA.   626 

So, Dr. Woodruff, do you agree with my analysis that this proposal would make it more 627 

difficult for EPA to obtain data to evaluate the poten�al risks and health harms of chemicals?   628 

Dr. Woodruff.  Yes, exactly.  I just first want to say that EPA is already at a disadvantage 629 

when iden�fying health harms' exposure because there is no requirement for any of the chemicals 630 

on the inventory -- 40,000 of them -- for the industry to provide data on where are these chemicals 631 

used and what are the poten�al health harms.   632 

So, for many of these chemicals, we have no idea where they are being used, and the science 633 

is constantly finding new places where they are being used and the exposures and the health harms.   634 

Now the industry wants to make it even harder, and in many cases almost impossible, for EPA 635 

to require tes�ng of new and exis�ng chemicals.  Here is one that is, well, it is unbelievable.   636 

One provision under "New Chemicals" would require EPA to find both insufficient data on the 637 

chemical -- meaning they didn't know, needed new data on the chemical -- and the poten�al for 638 

unreasonable risk in order to have a new chemical tested.   639 

Well, that is literally a catch-22.  How do you know if it presents an unreasonable risk if you 640 

don't have the data.   641 

TSCA also currently allows scien�sts to decide test methods.  Now this bill would essen�ally 642 

require that EPA use these methods that are only published by OECD, and OECD tests are insensi�ve.  643 

They are designed to measure obvious toxicity.  They are not designed to detect many sensi�ve end 644 

points, including hormonal effects.   645 

And I just want to note that the industry is involved at every step of this chemical tes�ng 646 

process at OECD, including a permanent role in OECD-led groups which is a conflict of interest that 647 

empirical evidence has demonstrated biases the outcome toward the industry.  648 

Mr. Tonko.  Well, thank you for that, and I understand that EPA cannot demand infinite data 649 

before making a regulatory decision, but I do not think making data less accessible and telling EPA 650 
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what tes�ng methods they can and cannot use is a solid founda�on upon which to build an effec�ve, 651 

trusted, science-based chemical regulatory program.   652 

The dra� also makes changes to how and which scien�fic informa�on EPA uses when 653 

evalua�ng the risks of a chemical.   654 

So, Dr. Woodruff again, do you have concerns about how the language alters the use and 655 

priori�za�on of science during chemical reviews?   656 

Dr. Woodruff.  Yes.  There is addi�onal new language in here.  Again, EPA is at a 657 

disadvantage because the industry does not require to give them all the data.  So EPA uses a 658 

number of different methods to analyze or predict what a chemical's exposure or toxicity.   659 

The bill would require EPA to priori�ze industry-submited data on chemical substances over 660 

analog data -- basically chemicals that are similar -- and EPA models.  And models are essen�al and 661 

can be very accurate in understanding toxicity or exposures in the absence of informa�on.   662 

So this would make it very difficult for EPA to use these different kinds of informa�on, and 663 

also make it harder because EPA would have to be relying on what the industry told them, and the 664 

industry may not even be providing all the necessary informa�on, essen�ally pu�ng the industry in 665 

charge of what EPA is going to be doing with what data.   666 

Mr. Tonko.  Thank you.   667 

And I understand that industry stakeholders want EPA to use the data they generate.  668 

However, I am in deep concern that priori�zing industry-generated informa�on rather than allowing 669 

EPA to u�lize its exper�se and experience to determine the needed scien�fic informa�on for 670 

chemical reviews, will lead to a biased regulatory program.   671 

Coupled with the limita�ons on EPA's tes�ng authority, it provides for deep concerns.  That 672 

is one of the many reasons I am troubled by this dra� legisla�on.   673 

And, before I yield back, Mr. Chair, I do want to ask that we submit, for the record, and 674 

approve that, from the group called Moms Clean Air Force, it is addressed to Chairman Guthrie and 675 
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Ranking Member Pallone, and expresses its serious concerns with the dra� bill to revise the TSCA 676 

legisla�on.   677 

Mr. Weber.  [Presiding.]  Without objec�on.  678 
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[The informa�on follows:] 679 

 680 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  681 
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Mr. Tonko.  Thank you, sir, and with that, Mr. Chair, I yield back.   682 

Mr. Weber.  The gentleman yields back.   683 

The chair now recognizes the gentleman from Georgia for 5 minutes.  684 

Mr. Carter of Georgia.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for holding this hearing, and 685 

thank all of you for being here.   686 

Today we are examining how best we can modernize the Toxic Substances Control Act.  And 687 

there are just over 460 Toxic Substance Control Act new chemicals under review, and 408 of these 688 

are new chemicals that have never been under EPA review for over 90 days.   689 

And this is outside of the 90-day, TSCA-mandated review period.  So it is obvious that 690 

something needs to be done about this massive backlog.   691 

It is also clear that delays and uncertain�es about ge�ng new chemicals to market have an 692 

impact on American jobs, have an impact on American jobs and companies that are going to other 693 

countries where there is more predictable �meline to produce their product.   694 

Dr. White, would the changes in this dra� legisla�on have a posi�ve impact on investment, 695 

jobs, and research and development in the U.S.?   696 

Dr. White.  I definitely believe it would.  This is really about twofold improving U.S. 697 

manufacturing and maintaining safety and human health, and I think this bill and the 698 

recommenda�ons do both.   699 

It makes sure that EPA has the data that it needs, but it also provides more certainty to the 700 

submiter so that they understand and have beter engagement directly with EPA.   701 

Mr. Carter of Georgia.  Thank you for men�oning that.  I will tell you that that is one thing 702 

that I hear consistently in my office -- certainty.  Companies want certainty, and in order to make 703 

investments, they need to know exactly what they are up against and what they are inves�ng in.  So 704 

I appreciate that answer.   705 

This bill would also give EPA the authority to exempt chemicals that have already been 706 
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approved in countries in the OECD, which includes the European Union, Canada, Japan, Korea, and 707 

other industrialized na�ons.   708 

Dr. White, would this proposed legisla�ve change free up EPA to work on truly new chemicals 709 

that have not gone under -- have not undergone any other type of review?   710 

Dr. White.  I absolutely believe it would, and I want to be clear.  This is not about ceding 711 

EPA's authority.  It is about making sure that they are focused on absolutely new chemistries and 712 

that they are relying on the best available science and informa�on.   713 

By looking at other data and informa�on that might have already been approved in other 714 

countries, it is helping EPA streamline their process but also help them ensure that there is safety in 715 

the chemicals that are produced here.   716 

Mr. Carter of Georgia.  Well, as we consider this reform, many downstream manufacturers 717 

and service facili�es already operate under OSHA exposure limits, Clean Air Act requirements, and 718 

State permi�ng programs.   719 

Mr. Karakitsos -- sorry, but anyway, it is not -- it doesn't roll off your tongue, but nevertheless, 720 

from -- you know, I have encouraged the chairs of these subcommitees to only get witnesses named 721 

Smith or Jones, but they don't listen to me. 722 

But, anyway, from a statutory and a regulatory perspec�ve, how should Congress ensure that 723 

the Toxic Substance Control Act reforms do not layer duplica�ve Federal requirements on top of 724 

those exis�ng regimens in ways that could discourage domes�c investment or push produc�on 725 

overseas?   726 

We don't want that to happen obviously.   727 

Mr. Karakitsos.  Yeah, thank you very much for the ques�on, Congressman.  There is a 728 

sec�on of the exis�ng law, sec�on 9, that is dealing with how EPA should interplay with other laws.  729 

There were changes, I think, to sec�on 9 in the dra� bill here, aimed at limi�ng kind of unnecessary, 730 

duplica�ve regula�ons.   731 
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I do think, you know, the subcommitee should be conscious that some of the regula�ons in 732 

place today can be very old and maybe not totally outdated.  So there may be a role, you know, for 733 

a new regula�on based on the risk that they find.   734 

Mr. Carter of Georgia.  Good.  Thank you for that.   735 

Again I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this important hearing today.  I am 736 

excited that we are con�nuing this important work, and I look forward to crea�ng a chemical review 737 

framework that is rooted in sound science, safety, and efficiency.  And I yield back the balance.  738 

Mr. Weber.  The gentleman yields back.   739 

The chair now recognizes the ranking member from New Jersey for 5 minutes.   740 

Mr. Pallone.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   741 

Thanks to the bipar�san reform of TSCA in 2016, EPA now has the tools to review and, as 742 

needed, address the risks of new chemicals before they are manufactured and to remove dangerous 743 

chemicals from our homes and workplaces.   744 

However, this discussion dra� makes serious changes that limit EPA's ability to assess and 745 

regulate poten�ally harmful chemicals, and I just wanted to start out with new chemicals.  My 746 

ques�ons are all of Dr. Woodruff.   747 

But in terms of new chemicals, the discussion dra� restricts EPA reviews to only those 748 

unreasonable risks that are, quote, more likely than not to occur.   749 

So, Dr. Woodruff, how would that affect EPA's ability to prevent Americans from being 750 

exposed to toxic chemicals, including from their own homes, if you will.   751 

Dr. Woodruff.  Right.  So the exis�ng law, the new chemicals program focuses on 752 

iden�fying safety, which is the whole -- consistent with the mandates in 2016, which is to focus on 753 

public health first and then -- that is the first primary goal of the 2016 bipar�san amendments.  754 

And, as part of the new chemicals program, they then have to focus on safety.   755 

Now, with this "more likely than not," this provides a much higher bar for the new chemicals 756 
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program in terms of iden�fying that they -- EPA would have to prove that there is more likely than 757 

not, which then gets into a more difficult, and switches the burden of proof onto EPA to increase how 758 

much they look at in terms of iden�fying the health harms of these new chemicals, which would both 759 

create an addi�onal burden for EPA, which is already having challenges in terms of not 760 

having -- which, including with the new requirements about the limita�ons and being able to get the 761 

necessary data, means that it will �e EPA's hands in terms of making it a bar very high for EPA to 762 

iden�fy new chemicals as harmful.   763 

And I just want to also point out that EPA has approved many new chemicals, 4,000 since 764 

2016, which is like one a day.   765 

But also they have approved chemicals that we know have been very harmful for this -- there 766 

was a chemical that was approved in the Biden administra�on for jet and boat fuel that had a 1 in 25, 767 

or 25 percent, cancer risk which is enormous.   768 

So the new chemicals program needs more focus to assure that they are not approving toxic 769 

chemicals rather than opening up the door to chemicals that could be even more dangerous.   770 

Mr. Pallone.  Well, thank you.  And the dra� goes on to limit EPA reviews to only the uses 771 

of the chemical that are iden�fied by the submiter.   772 

Dr. Woodruff.  Right.   773 

Mr. Pallone.  And doesn't that put a thumb on the scale in favor of industry?   774 

Dr. Woodruff.  Yeah.  I mean, so right now EPA has to look at what the submiter wants, 775 

plus all the reasonably foreseen uses.   776 

Now the submiter would say, "Well, I am going to make this one, for example, PFAS 777 

chemical, and it is going to be used in a factory in one State, and there will be, like, maybe 2 people 778 

exposed to it, and therefore, can you look at the unreasonable risks, and that will -- and not only 779 

iden�fy whether there is unreasonable risk, but more likely than not unreasonable risk?"   780 

Let's say that it got through that process.  Now the industry -- or any industry -- could take 781 
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that, say it is a PFAS chemical, and use it anywhere that they wanted, any pot and pan, any other 782 

applica�on.   783 

This is a giant loophole for the chemical industry to, like, narrowly suggest -- you know, put in 784 

what their most narrow use is, and then allow that as a trojan horse to use it for whatever 785 

applica�ons a�erwards once it is approved.   786 

Mr. Pallone.  I have one more ques�on about the dra� proposes, the changes, in the dra� to 787 

make sec�on 6 related to exis�ng chemicals.  In the dra�, EPA would be prevented from regula�ng 788 

dangerous chemicals un�l they are no longer present.   789 

In other words, the current standard is that EPA can regulate dangerous chemicals un�l they 790 

no longer present an unreasonable risk.   791 

But the dra� says that EPA would only be able to minimize the risk, quote, to the extent 792 

reasonably feasible, and what is the implica�ons of that change?   793 

Dr. Woodruff.  Right.  So now we are going to shi� back.  So 2016, focus on health risks to 794 

the public.  Focus on the fact that these toxic chemicals have been taking a health toll on the public 795 

and increasing many of these chronic health condi�ons that we are seeing in the United States.  796 

That is a public health-focused bill.   797 

This is now going to shi� back and say, well, we are not going to focus on removing all the 798 

unreasonable risks.  We are going to focus on removing the risks that are feasible, that the industry 799 

is iden�fying as feasible.   800 

This is essen�ally a benefit-cost standard and will rely heavily on industry informa�on, and we 801 

know from other statutes, like the Clean Air Act, that the industry will overes�mate how much it 802 

costs.   803 

Acid rain program is a classic example where the industry complained about how much it 804 

would cost, and it turned out to be much cheaper.   805 

This is a huge barrier, again, to reducing exis�ng chemical exposures.   806 
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Mr. Pallone.  Well, thank you.   807 

Mr. Weber.  The gentleman yields back.   808 

The chair now recognizes the chairman of the full commitee, Mr. Guthrie, from Kentucky for 809 

his, at least, 5 minutes.   810 

The Chair.  Thank you, my friend.  I appreciate the recogni�on, and our witnesses for being 811 

here today.  I appreciate it.   812 

I supported the passage of the Lautenberg Act in 2016, and I am excited that I could be here 813 

in 2026 to build on those efforts.   814 

As we have noted, the authoriza�on for EPA's fee authority expires later this year.  This 815 

provides a natural opportunity to revisit the statute and assess what is working and what could be 816 

improved upon.   817 

Both accountability and transparency are values we want to support with our reauthoriza�on 818 

efforts.   819 

So, Dr. White, in your experience, has EPA done a good job of accoun�ng for fees in the TSCA 820 

program, and what should be done to improve transparency regarding these fees, and do any of the 821 

proposed changes in the bill do so?   822 

Dr. White.  Thank you for the ques�on, and EPA has not done a good job of actually being 823 

accountable for the fees or being predictable in what those fees are u�lized for.   824 

And so what we are looking for under this bill is to make sure that EPA actually delineates 825 

how they are u�lizing those fees to meet their statutory requirements.   826 

The Chair.  Okay.  So, in your experience, are the amounts EPA charges for that under the 827 

TSCA appropriate?  For example, why does a risk evalua�on under sec�on 6 cost nearly $4.3 828 

million?   829 

Dr. White.  The Agency, up to this point, has not clearly ar�culated why a risk evalua�on 830 

costs $4.3 million or what the contribu�on of the industry's stake in that fee goes towards.   831 
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And, again, we haven't seen the through-put through the Agency.  So what we are hoping 832 

for is that we see some actual accountability, that the Agency is actually required to document how 833 

they expend those fees to meet their requirements specifically. 834 
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RPTR SEFRANEK 835 

EDTR ROSEN 836 

[2:59 p.m.] 837 

The Chair.  Thank you.  And Mr. Carey, would manufacturers benefit for more publicly 838 

available informa�on regarding EPA's TSCA ac�vi�es and uses of the fees?   839 

Mr. Carey.  Of course, they would.  The current fee for a new chemical submission is 840 

$37,000.  We are happy to pay that fee when the chemical is reviewed.  I would say we also spend 841 

over six figures in data tes�ng to submit a new chemical.   842 

So we have got 12 materials registered worldwide that aren't registered in the United States.  843 

Nine stuck in EPA review for 5 to 6 years.  We would love to know what is going on and have some 844 

insight into why the process has been delayed so long.   845 

The Chair.  Okay.  So as you said just now, and you said in your writen tes�mony that we 846 

need to have accountability.   847 

How does this legisla�on that we are considering today support that?   848 

Mr. Carey.  It has a few touch points for that.  One is requiring EPA to explain why they 849 

have exceeded the review deadline, the 90-day review deadline.   850 

Another is requiring EPA to explain if they are devia�ng from measured data and, instead, 851 

using assump�ons.  The -- very o�en we hear from EPA that simply a risk assessment just has not 852 

been done or that they don't have a procedure in place for what to do next, and that is not my view.   853 

In 2023, EPA's inspector general released a report saying that EPA did not have standard 854 

opera�ng procedures for exposure assessment or hazard assessment.  That is the bread and buter 855 

of their work.  And legisla�on improving accountability and asking EPA to show their work would 856 

be -- would be helpful.   857 

The Chair.  Thank you.  One of my good friends, a former member of the commitee, John 858 

Shimkus, who worked on this texted me and said, You are working on my legisla�on.  Why in the 859 
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world are you -- he said he did it perfect.  And I said, well, you let it sunset a�er 10 years, so we 860 

have to deal with it.   861 

So, Mr. Karakitsos, did I get that -- I am sorry.  I apologize -- you said in your writen 862 

tes�mony that detractors of Lautenberg included the 10-year fee sunset.  Would you like to add any 863 

more points on what the value of revisi�ng -- while we have -- just the sunset and the value for us 864 

revisi�ng this.  865 

Mr. Karakitsos.  Absolutely.  Thank you for the ques�on, Mr. Chairman.   866 

I think that any �me you are upda�ng a law that is this complicated and that had been on the 867 

books for so long, you are not likely to get everything right.  And I think that was the idea behind, 868 

let's put the visa in place and be able to have a look back 10 years from now to figure out if there is 869 

things we can do beter or that aren't opera�ng as we intended.   870 

The Chair.  So I can tell my friend, Mr. Shimkus, that the witness said you didn't do 871 

everything right?  I am kidding.  That is a joke.  Hey, we are all friends with Mr. Shimkus.   872 

Thank you for your tes�mony.  I know it is serious, not to make a joke of that.  But this is 873 

serious work, and we are looking forward to the hard work.  Thank you.   874 

Mr. Weber.  [Presiding.]  Gentleman yields back.   875 

Chair now recognizes the gentlelady from Illinois for at least 5 minutes.   876 

Ms. Schakowsky.  Dr. Woodruff -- 877 

Mr. Weber.  Before she begins, can we get you to pronounce your name?   878 

Mr. Karakitsos.  It is Karakitsos. 879 

Mr. Weber.  Thanks. 880 

Ms. Schakowsky.  -- what I really wanted to talk -- am I talking?   881 

Dr. Woodruff.  Yes.   882 

Ms. Schakowsky.  Okay.  I am sorry.   883 

I wanted to talk to you about the Toxic Substance Control Act, and how it really is going to 884 
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affect, as you can see, the current work that people are doing to try and make everything safer rather 885 

than more dangerous.  And I wonder if you could talk to us about, are we going upward, or are we 886 

ge�ng -- is it ge�ng more dangerous in your view?   887 

Dr. Woodruff.  In the current -- the proposed legisla�on, is that -- or just TSCA in general?  888 

The proposed legisla�on, yes.   889 

So I would -- it would make the ability of EPA to regulate toxic substances go backwards.  890 

The mandate in the 2016 amendments is to put health first because prior to 2016, the TSCA -- TSCA 891 

was recognized largely as being completely unworkable.  Asbestos was not able to be banned 892 

because of the legal requirements for -- in the pre-2016 amendments. 893 

Since 2016, we have seen bans on asbestos, TCE.  There has also been regula�ons on several 894 

other important toxic exis�ng chemicals, as well as thousands of new chemicals that are being 895 

approved now.   896 

The chemical industry has been unhappy with these changes because they have also both 897 

sued EPA about all of their risk determina�ons under the exis�ng chemicals program and are now 898 

complaining about the pace of the new chemicals program.  Even though new chemicals are being 899 

approved for the marketplace, some�mes some of them are actually quite toxic.   900 

So EPA -- really what we should be doing is focusing on making sure EPA is accurately 901 

implemen�ng TSCA as it is supposed to be and using best available science, which they do not do.  902 

And the Na�onal Academy of Sciences has pointed this out in numerous situa�ons.   903 

So the changes in the bill will make it harder for EPA to get data, for example, in the new 904 

chemicals program where you have to both say we don't have data, but you also have to say it is not 905 

toxic at the same �me, which is impossible.   906 

It will also make it harder because it priori�zes -- makes it harder to actually get 907 

exis�ng -- data for exis�ng chemicals because you have to both show substan�al exposure and 908 

human health risks, human exposure.   909 
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So, for example, an occupa�onal exposure that happens to be very high but there is not 910 

substan�al public health exposures, you won't be able to get tes�ng data on that.  There is many 911 

more changes to this law that are quite extensive that will actually �e EPA's hands, their legs, push 912 

them off a cliff.  People will be -- get more sick; that is really the botom line.   913 

Ms. Schakowsky.  Thank you for poin�ng that out because we certainly don't want to have 914 

more danger for the workers, for all the people who are engaged in this.   915 

And aren't we seeing some problems for the workers with the way the changes are being 916 

made?   917 

Dr. Woodruff.  Yes.  This is actually very concerning because we have four -- really, OSHA 918 

has not updated any standards since 2017, and TSCA has been very successful in removing a lot of 919 

toxic exposures to workers since implementa�on of 2016.   920 

Now, it has -- do we think it is gone far enough?  No.  But for the first �me, we are seeing 921 

significant important improvements in workplace exposures.   922 

Now the industry wants to roll back to the �me when they essen�ally can expose workers to 923 

toxic chemicals with no ramifica�ons.  The bill would eliminate EPA's ability to protect workers from 924 

toxic exposures by prohibi�ng EPA from imposing any requirement that is inconsistent with OSHA's 925 

exposure limits.   926 

OSHA's exposure limits are both outdated and inadequate, which OSHA has said, and are 927 

based on PELs, which are not based on consistent and best available science.  So, for example, 928 

OSHA's permissible exposure limit for TCE was set in 1971 as 500 �mes higher than the level that EPA 929 

found necessary to protect workers.   930 

Why would we go backwards?  I mean, the people who will benefit -- the workers that 931 

benefit for this are workers who work in the C-suite, not the workers who are on the factory floor, 932 

not the workers who drive trucks with toxic chemicals, not the workers who work in small businesses 933 

who are working with these toxic chemicals previously, like methylene chloride, which can hurt or kill 934 
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them.   935 

Ms. Schakowsky.  Thank you so much for poin�ng out the challenges now that our workers 936 

have, and I thank you so much.   937 

And I yield back.   938 

Mr. Weber.  Gentlelady yields back.   939 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from Ohio for 12 minutes -- make that 5 minutes.   940 

Mr. Lata.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to enter this 941 

January 9 leter from the Alliance for Automo�ve Innova�on and 15 other trade industry groups for a 942 

diverse array of advanced manufacturing, between chemical uses in the United States suppor�ng the 943 

clarifica�on to replacing parts exemp�on under TSCA, including today's discussion dra�.   944 

Mr. Weber.  Without objec�on, so ordered.  945 

[The informa�on follows:] 946 

 947 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  948 
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Mr. Lata.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 949 

And, again, thanks to our witnesses for being with us today.  Dr. White, if I could start my 950 

ques�ons.   951 

Do I understand real-world exposure to chemicals, EPA should understand how these 952 

chemicals are used in the industrial se�ngs.  This includes incorpora�ng exis�ng OSHA 953 

requirements for PPE usage, industrial controls, and other common prac�ces.   954 

Will you explain why it is important for Congress to ensure EPA considers exis�ng 955 

requirements and makes accurate assump�ons during the risk evalua�on phase?   956 

Dr. White.  Yes.  Thanks so much for the ques�on.  So up un�l now, EPA has been 957 

assuming noncompliance with other Federal laws, like OSHA.  And EPA has some�mes imposed 958 

unnecessarily stringent requirements because they have made a decision not to take those Federal 959 

comments in place.   960 

If it doesn't reflect real-world exposure prac�ces, it creates confusion for manufacturers and 961 

the workers.  This bill actually does a very good job of presen�ng a new approach that ensures EPA 962 

assessments are actually more prac�cal and they are aligned with actual compliance.  It makes 963 

them take in considera�on actual real-world scien�fic data and informa�on, and the Federal statutes 964 

that are already in place.   965 

Mr. Lata.  Well, as a -- follow up with you.  This bill specifically requires the EPA reviewing 966 

do not simply assume that manufacturing workers are not complying with other Federal laws like 967 

OSHA regula�ons.   968 

Will you help us understand how that has led to regulatory decisions at EPA which simply 969 

don't make sense?   970 

Dr. White.  Yeah.  EPA has been making a fundamental mischaracteriza�on of workplace 971 

exposures, and so they haven't actually relied on the data that has been provided by the 972 

manufacturer that demonstrates the safety, the personal protec�ve equipment, and the emissions 973 
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controls that are currently in place either voluntarily, or that are required by Federal statute.   974 

Mr. Lata.  Thank you.  And not that I am picking on you, but for the chemicals that have 975 

reached risk management, EPA has consistently set workplace exposure limits that are magnitudes 976 

lower than the levels set by OSHA in many countries around the world.   977 

Why are EPA levels so much lower?   978 

Dr. White.  EPA's levels have been consistently lower than the levels that have been set by 979 

other jurisdic�ons because they have been making fundamental mischaracteriza�ons about what 980 

exposure looks like in those workplaces.   981 

They also haven't strengthened their rela�onship with Federal agencies like OSHA that have 982 

experience in conduc�ng industrial hygiene assessments and occupa�onal exposure assessments.  983 

Mr. Lata.  So the ques�on is, I guess follow-up, when you have two different departments 984 

or agencies in the Federal Government and they should be working together, how difficult is it going 985 

to be for EPA to come to that realiza�on, or OSHA is?   986 

Dr. White.  There definitely needs to be a strengthening of the memorandum of 987 

understanding between OSHA and EPA so that they make sure that they are, one, relying on the 988 

same types of prac�ces, as well as understanding what occupa�onal exposure environments look 989 

like.   990 

OSHA has been evalua�ng occupa�onal exposure environments and exper�se for decades.  991 

EPA has just started to do this over the last 10 years.  And so, they really do need to be relying on 992 

and coun�ng on their Federal agency partners to understand and have the appropriate exper�se 993 

when they are making decisions here.   994 

And the currently exis�ng TSCA, without any changes, actually allows the agency to 995 

strengthen those rela�onships.   996 

Mr. Lata.  Mr. Karakitsos, did I say that correctly?  I hope.  With my last 55 seconds here, 997 

along similar lines in your writen tes�mony, you note requiring EPA to use the best available science 998 
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and weight of scien�fic evidence was a pillar of the 2016 compromise.  You also state that the EPA's 999 

implementa�on of the Lautenberg amendments have not been consistent with the goals of the 1000 

legisla�on.   1001 

In my last 35 seconds, will you elaborate on some of these shortcomings?   1002 

Mr. Karakitsos.  Absolutely.  And thank you very much for the ques�on.   1003 

I think that those were very important pillars of the compromise to ensure that, while EPA 1004 

was taking more ac�on, it would be forced to operate within the guardrails of best available science 1005 

and weight of the scien�fic evidence. 1006 

What we have seen in many instances is EPA rely on, I would say, cherry-picked studies or 1007 

Irish assessments that have been badly cri�cized by Na�onal Academy of Science and others, which 1008 

makes it look like some�mes it is more about a poli�cal outcome than it is about using the best 1009 

science in the process.  1010 

Mr. Lata.  Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.  My �me has expired, and I yield 1011 

back.   1012 

Mr. Weber.  Gentleman yields back.   1013 

Chair recognizes the doctor from California for 5 minutes.   1014 

Mr. Ruiz.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   1015 

One year ago today in this very room, we gathered as a commitee to discuss the same urgent 1016 

issue, the Toxic Substance Control Act.  I want to start by reitera�ng a point I raised during this 1017 

commitee's hearing last year, because, unfortunately, it is just as relevant today.   1018 

TSCA grants the EPA the power to regulate both new and exis�ng chemicals.  At that 1019 

hearing, I warned that when we weaken environmental protec�ons, we don't eliminate risk, we shi� 1020 

the risk into our healthcare system.  And when that happens, families pay more, communi�es get 1021 

sicker, and preventable deaths increase.   1022 

That concern is front and center in the discussion dra� before us.  That concern is also 1023 
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shared by hundreds of organiza�ons that deal with human and environmental health. 1024 

I would like to submit two leters to the record.  One from over 66 public health and medical 1025 

organiza�ons, and another one with -- by 217 health and environmental organiza�ons opposing this 1026 

effort to weaken TSCA.   1027 

Mr. Weber.  Without objec�on, so ordered.   1028 

[The informa�on follows:] 1029 

 1030 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  1031 
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Mr. Ruiz.  You know, we should be lowering healthcare costs, not raising healthcare costs 1032 

right now.  And as a physician, I can tell you plainly, preven�on is the most effec�ve tool to avoid 1033 

higher costs.  When we fail at preven�on, illnesses become chronic, treatment becomes expensive, 1034 

and the human and financial costs grow exponen�ally.   1035 

Dr. Woodruff, from a public health perspec�ve, how does underes�ma�ng chemical exposure 1036 

contribute to higher healthcare costs, including increased emergency room visits and long-term 1037 

treatment?   1038 

Dr. Woodruff.  Thank you.  First of all, these chemicals that we are talking about, the ones 1039 

that have been regulated by EPA, the ones that are on the docket for being regulated by EPA, toxic 1040 

chemicals, we know that exposures to these chemicals occur -- not just one, not just two, not just 1041 

three, but dozens, even hundreds of toxic chemicals, we have measured in our own studies in the 1042 

bodies of pregnant women, children and infants, and people are exposed a�er concep�on all the 1043 

way through their life.   1044 

Now, it is --  1045 

Mr. Ruiz.  So, you know --  1046 

Dr. Woodruff.  Oh, sorry. 1047 

Mr. Ruiz.  I am going to just --  1048 

Dr. Woodruff.  No, go ahead. 1049 

Mr. Ruiz.  Because I have another ques�on for you, but I want to get to the point. 1050 

And many of these organiza�ons, the healthcare experts have men�oned exactly how, 1051 

quo�ng from one of the leters, quote "robust independent peer-reviewed science demonstrates 1052 

that chemical exposures are linked to a host of chronic diseases and poor health outcomes, including 1053 

respiratory diseases like asthma, cardiovascular problems, infer�lity, diabetes, low birth weight, 1054 

developmental disorders like au�sm and ADHD, and increased cancer risks across the U.S. 1055 

popula�on.  Many of these condi�ons are on the rise in the United States."   1056 



  

  

51 

Would you agree with that?   1057 

Dr. Woodruff.  100 percent, except for it is not just linked to.  They do cause those 1058 

condi�ons.  There is actually good empirical evidence on all of those.   1059 

Mr. Ruiz.  Thank you.  And under TSCA, EPA is required to evaluate all exposure pathways 1060 

and assess the cumula�ve effects of an individual's exposure to a toxic substance across mul�ple 1061 

sources.  This Republican legisla�on dra� would prevent EPA from considering all exposure 1062 

pathways when evalua�ng a chemical.   1063 

By forcing the agency to look at exposures in isola�on, it ignores how people are actually 1064 

exposed in the real world, through air, water, food, consumer products, and workplaces o�en 1065 

simultaneously.  Our bodies do not experience exposure one pathway at a �me, and neither did the 1066 

pa�ents I cared for before coming to Congress.   1067 

Dr. Woodruff, as you look at this dra�, how does limi�ng EPA's ability to consider all exposure 1068 

pathways increase the risk of under-regula�ng harmful chemicals?   1069 

Dr. Woodruff.  It will.  The new provisions that are in this bill, which means that they have 1070 

to jus�fy using aggregate exposure -- which should be the norm, as you said.  We already have 1071 

good, strong, empirical, robust, transparent known exposures to chemicals through mul�ple sources.   1072 

This bill basically says, well, we don't actually believe it.  We want you to prove it every �me, 1073 

and it legally could be challenged.  So that is sending backwards.   1074 

Mr. Ruiz.  These under protec�ons lead to more asthma atacks, more cardiovascular, 1075 

respiratory diseases, more cancer, more developmental and neurological harm.  These are not 1076 

short-term condi�ons.  They are lifelong illnesses that drive up insurance premiums, increase 1077 

Medicaid and Medicare spending, overwhelm emergency rooms and place enormous financial strains 1078 

on families.   1079 

This bill, as it stands, makes people sicker, disease more common, treatment more expensive, 1080 

and outcomes worse.   1081 
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And I yield back.   1082 

Mr. Weber.  Gentleman yields back.   1083 

Chair now recognizes the gentleman from what I call East West Virginia for 5 minutes.   1084 

Mr. Griffith.  There was a recent ar�cle, Mr. Chairman, that explained that West Virginia was 1085 

a misnomer because there is a part of Virginia, which I happen to represent, that goes further west 1086 

than all of West Virginia.   1087 

All right.  That said, Mr. Karakitsos -- did I get it close?   1088 

Mr. Karakitsos.  Yes.   1089 

Mr. Griffith.  Okay.  And, Dr. White, can you tell me how you would envision the EPA 1090 

administrator carrying out the aggregate exposure considera�ons for a chemical risk assessment 1091 

found on page 15 of this dra� bill?   1092 

Dr. White.  So this is really an opportunity about making sure that the agency has the data 1093 

that it needs to make a decision and to understand the risks that might be associated with that and 1094 

then take some ac�on.   1095 

I think the nomer that this is weakening EPA's authority, I think, is incorrect.  I think it is 1096 

looking at giving the agency more data, more informa�on so that it can make appropriate decision 1097 

and take regulatory ac�on if needed.   1098 

Mr. Griffith.  Mr. Karakitsos?   1099 

Mr. Karakitsos.  Yeah.  I think aggregate exposure assessments is one tool the agency could 1100 

use where appropriate, and that was in the exis�ng law.  I don't know if that is, you know, 1101 

disallowed in this version.   1102 

Mr. Griffith.  We will s�ck with you, but then we will ask the whole panel.  Can you briefly 1103 

tell us what, in your opinion, do the phrases, the weight of scien�fic evidence and the best available 1104 

science standard on page 2 of this dra� bill mean?   1105 

So we are doing a litle legisla�ve history, laying it out so maybe we can get it right.   1106 
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Mr. Karakitsos.  Sure.  Best available science, I think, is a litle bit more subjec�ve, and I 1107 

think you have to look at study by study and the limita�ons of those studies and the strengths of 1108 

those studies.   1109 

I think weight of the scien�fic evidence is, rather than picking one study that jus�fies one 1110 

conclusion or another, you look at the totality of the studies, you look at their strengths and 1111 

weaknesses in totality, and figure out where kind of most of the evidence is leading you to.   1112 

Mr. Griffith.  Mr. Carey?   1113 

Mr. Carey.  I think it's a great ques�on.  When we look at global regulatory authori�es 1114 

around the world, they are able to approve and -- review and approve the very same materials with 1115 

the very same data.  Those materials are just not going through EPA.   1116 

And when you talk about best available science, or weight of the scien�fic evidence, a key 1117 

example is measured data.  And when I say measured data, I mean scien�fic assessments that are 1118 

done under OECD standards.  An example is OECD Test 301 that measures biodegradability.  60 1119 

percent of material must biodegrade within 10 days.  These are not -- these are interna�onally 1120 

validated standards respected by scien�sts all over the world.   1121 

Currently, we submit a robust data package to EPA, and o�en our data either is not reviewed 1122 

or is not persuasive.  Hypothe�cals and models take precedence under this current model.   1123 

So we fully believe that in 2016 Congress intended best available science, weight of the 1124 

scien�fic evidence to use measured data, to use actual OEDC tests, to align with the rest of the world.  1125 

For whatever reason, that is not done.   1126 

Mr. Griffith.  So as we -- as we decide how we are going to do this bill, should we use that 1127 

terminology, the measured data as opposed to weight of the scien�fic evidence and best available 1128 

science?  1129 

Mr. Carey.  That could certainly be helpful.   1130 

Mr. Griffith.  Okay.   1131 
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Mr. Carey.  The scien�fic community understands measured tes�ng to be stronger than 1132 

hypothe�cals, and reflec�ng that in the legisla�on could be helpful. 1133 

Mr. Griffith.  All right.  Now that only leaves 30 seconds for each of you.  Dr. Woodruff?   1134 

Dr. Woodruff.  Best available science and weight of the scien�fic evidence is a systema�c 1135 

review method which is the gold standard of evalua�on, consistent, transparent, and method that is 1136 

a priori decided and has been approved by the Na�onal Academy of Sciences, is used in clinical 1137 

medicine.  EPA does not use that method right now and has been cri�cized by the NAS for that 1138 

mul�ple �mes.   1139 

And, of course, measurements are o�en -- I am a scien�st, but I also use model data because I 1140 

don't actually have all the measurements all the �me, and you have to use models that have been 1141 

tested, verified, and used.  Those are both important pieces of informa�on.   1142 

Mr. Griffith.  Thank you.  Dr. White?   1143 

Dr. White.  Best available science means that EPA must use the most current, reliable, and 1144 

relevant scien�fic data. 1145 

For weight of evidence, it means that they must consider all the scien�fic informa�on 1146 

collec�vely, evaluate the quality, reliability, and consistency when reaching conclusion.  Both of 1147 

those need to be maintained in the current statute.   1148 

Mr. Griffith.  And I am out of �me, but I might get you a writen ques�on on the measured 1149 

issue.   1150 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.   1151 

Mr. Weber.  Gentleman yields back.   1152 

The chair now recognizes the gentleman from California for 5 minutes.   1153 

Mr. Peters.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   1154 

My first job out of college was in the Regulatory Impacts branch of the Office of Toxic 1155 

Substances where I did cost benefit analysis on premanufacture review no�ces, PMNs, and I haven't 1156 
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heard the acronym, SNUR.  I used to hear SNUR significantly.  I don't hear that today, so I know 1157 

things have changed.   1158 

So I have been in this a litle bit before the Lautenberg amendments.  And if I -- by the way, 1159 

if I did take too long to get my assignments done, I apologize to all of you for the delay.   1160 

I appreciate the intent underlying the bill.  I do think it is cri�cal we make it easier, faster to 1161 

bring new chemicals on to the market to replace old, outdated, dangerous ones.  And I think this bill 1162 

has some helpful tweaks that everyone could agree with, clarity on �melines, transparency for how 1163 

agencies should communicate with applicants, health experts to coordinate conversa�ons between 1164 

agencies and applicants.   1165 

One of the things that happens in this room that is a litle frustra�ng for me is we sort of talk 1166 

in lines this way, but we never, sort of, meet the argument.  So I am going to ask a couple of 1167 

ques�ons about what each other said so I can understand kind of what the objec�ons are.   1168 

I will start with Dr. White.  Dr. Woodruff is concerned -- so if health risk is a product of 1169 

toxicity and exposure, her concern is that exposure is not sufficiently limited under the proposal that 1170 

you have so that you could get it evaluated for a certain exposure, but actual exposure in the 1171 

world could be a lot more.   1172 

Like, what is your response to that, and how should I think about that? 1173 

Dr. White.  So TSCA is set up to be a risk-based standard.  That means it is supposed to take 1174 

into considera�on not only the poten�al for a hazard, but also whether or not there is a probability, 1175 

severity, and impact that will come associated with that.   1176 

So that will take into considera�on the exposure piece as well.   1177 

Mr. Peters.  How do you know what the exposure will be, though, a�er the product is 1178 

approved?   1179 

Dr. White.  So for a new chemical, I mean, it is asking the agency to focus their review on 1180 

what is reasonably likely to more likely than not to occur.  It says "focus" on it, right?   1181 
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And so it does not in any way, for example, preclude the agency at some point in the future to 1182 

look at other poten�al condi�ons of use, but it is asking the agency to focus on those condi�ons of 1183 

use that have been provided by the submiter ini�ally to be able to make that decision and then 1184 

move forward.   1185 

Mr. Peters.  One of the things that struck me, I think I am concerned about the delay in how 1186 

long this is taking and how far behind the agency is in ge�ng these things done.  I accept the 1187 

argument that it affects innova�on.  I think that does hurt the industry and workers, not just the 1188 

C-suite, and the -- the causes that -- apparently, Europe is faster at doing these reviews than we are.   1189 

Dr. Woodruff, do you have anything to tell me about what Europe does that is -- why it is 1190 

faster?  Is it -- is it more dangerous?  Are things ge�ng through the screen in Europe that 1191 

shouldn't be ge�ng through?   1192 

Dr. Woodruff.  Well, actually, that is a really interes�ng ques�on.   1193 

My understanding is that Europe does not have actually the semi robust approaches that EPA 1194 

has in terms of submiters can kind of just send and submit informa�on and get their new chemicals 1195 

approved.  It is not like the exis�ng chemicals program in Europe where they do actually have a 1196 

duty for the industry to provide data on the chemical health hazards. 1197 

I think that for the new chemicals program, of course, we want to have consistency and clarity 1198 

and innovate to the safest possible chemical.   1199 

The challenge here is that a lot of the delays are because of the chemical industry.  And 1200 

some�mes, they don't like the fact that their chemical is toxic, and so they want to argue with EPA 1201 

about it, or some�mes, in almost half the cases, they -- EPA is wai�ng for the industry to sign some 1202 

piece of paper so they can move forward.   1203 

So I think you are right, we want to have an effec�ve program that forces innova�on to the 1204 

safest possible chemical, but I don't think that the informa�on that is being presented about the new 1205 

chemicals program is accurate in every case.  And maybe that would be beter to look at first before 1206 
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you wholesale change it to having a new chemicals program which just focuses on whatever the one 1207 

use is that the submiter says they are going to use it for and they can't --  1208 

Mr. Peters.  Dr. White, can you respond to that par�cular point, please?   1209 

Dr. White.  Sure.  So, again, the new chemicals approach here is asking the agency to focus 1210 

on more likely than not.  It reduces the focus on specula�on scenarios, hypothe�cal scenarios, or 1211 

scenarios that will never likely occur.   1212 

This is why the submiter is actually providing that informa�on on these are the uses that are 1213 

most likely to be impacted.   1214 

Mr. Peters.  Are the delays due to wrangling with the agency?  What is the extent to which 1215 

you believe that that is true?   1216 

I mean, I think that Dr. Woodruff was saying you are arguing with the agency that a lot of the 1217 

delays are over your disagreement about toxicity.  What do you think -- well, I am out of �me, but I 1218 

might ask for writen comment on, like, where you think the forensics are on the delays of this so 1219 

that I understand beter how to address that.   1220 

With that, I yield back.  Thank you.   1221 

Mr. Weber.  Gentleman yields back. 1222 

Chair now recognizes the gentleman from -- the good doc from Ohio for -- Pennsylvania, as I 1223 

said, for 5 minutes. 1224 

Mr. Joyce.  That is great.  I am glad we got it clarified.  I am from the great 1225 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Ranking Member 1226 

Tonko, for holding this important hearing.  Thanks to the panel for tes�fying.   1227 

The chemistries created by the U.S. chemical producers are essen�al to all sectors of U.S. 1228 

manufacturing.  Ensuring that we have commonsense and efficient regula�on of these chemistries 1229 

is cri�cal.  It is cri�cal to retain that strong domes�c manufacturing, which is so important in 1230 

keeping America compe��ve on a global economy.   1231 
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EPA's authority to collect user fees under TSCA expires later this year.  With nearly a decade 1232 

of implementa�on history following the 2016 overhaul of our chemistry regulatory scheme, now is 1233 

the perfect �me to examine further refinements that can be made as we move to reauthorize this 1234 

fee structure.   1235 

In par�cular, I want to explore the way EPA has evaluated what poses an unreasonable risk 1236 

and an unreasonable risk as they evaluate and regulate exis�ng chemicals and their uses.   1237 

In past hearings, we have heard witnesses raise concerns that EPA found chemicals posed an 1238 

unreasonable risk based on unlikely or theore�cal condi�ons of use.   1239 

Dr. White, we have had this discussion, and my colleagues have opened the door, but I want 1240 

to give you an opportunity to speak to how provisions in this legisla�ve proposal today will guide EPA 1241 

to focus their considera�on on condi�ons that reasonably could be foreseen, not just theore�cal or 1242 

even unlikely, because I think we are opening poten�al areas that will waste �me to be able to allow 1243 

important chemicals to be assessed.   1244 

Can you discuss that for us, please?   1245 

Dr. White.  Thank you so much for the ques�on.  For every single chemical that the EPA has 1246 

evaluated since TSCA was modernized, they have found it to be an unreasonable risk.  This has 1247 

really been because of their scien�fic prac�ces and principles.   1248 

They have ignored submited data, they have mischaracterized worst-case exposure 1249 

scenarios, and not understood what exposure actually looks like when they are making decisions, and 1250 

they have focused on condi�ons of use that were not relevant or that were not really going to 1251 

provide or have a specific high level of exposure.   1252 

So this has led to really flawed assessments by the agency leading to overly conserva�ve risk 1253 

mismanagement decisions by the agency.   1254 

What this new approach does is requires the agency to, one, to focus on those condi�ons of 1255 

use that are more likely than not to occur.  So it really helps to, again, focus the agency on looking 1256 
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at actual real-world scenarios for how a chemistry might be used, and then it asks the agency to 1257 

ensure that it is looking at the data from a best available standpoint and a weight of the evidence 1258 

standpoint and making sure that that is set first as they move forward with their evalua�on.   1259 

Mr. Joyce.  Explain further the weight of the evidence and how important that is in providing 1260 

the necessary safeguards without going down that rabbit hole that I referenced earlier.   1261 

Dr. White.  Yes.  Weight of the evidence requires the agency to really look across all of the 1262 

available data to evaluate the quality and integrate that informa�on to make decisions.  So it really 1263 

helps to prevent the agency from cherry-picking informa�on and look at, like I said, the quality of the 1264 

informa�on as to underpin their decisions.  1265 

Mr. Joyce.  Dr. White, do you feel that by direc�ng EPA to be mindful of exis�ng and 1266 

overlapping regula�ons from other agencies, do you foresee a reduc�on in compliance costs?   1267 

Dr. White.  I foresee that this allows the agency, EPA, to coordinate beter with other 1268 

Federal agencies to ensure that the chemistries are safe throughout.   1269 

And so we have a lack of coordina�on that is happening with some of the other Federal 1270 

agencies and ignoring what Federal regula�ons that are already in place.  This will allow the agency, 1271 

again, to really focus its �me and aten�on on the most appropriate condi�ons of use and resourcing.   1272 

Mr. Joyce.  Con�nuing with that line, so refocusing regula�on of exis�ng chemicals to reflect 1273 

the actual risk based on real-world condi�ons, do you feel that that is going to be a more effec�ve 1274 

balance of environmental and health concerns while s�ll allowing for the innova�on and growth 1275 

which we need to occur right here in America? 1276 

Dr. White.  I absolutely do.  And we all forget that the original intent of TSCA was explicitly 1277 

to have EPA exercise its TSCA authority to impact not only human health and the environment, but 1278 

also to not unduly impact economic innova�on.   1279 

Mr. Joyce.  I think that is a great conclusion.  And as we move forward with this legisla�ve 1280 

proposal, I look forward to working with this commitee to unleash American innova�on and bolster 1281 
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domes�c manufacturing while s�ll retaining commonsense protec�ons.  I thank our witnesses for 1282 

being here today.   1283 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I yield back.   1284 

Mr. Weber.  Good doctor yields back.   1285 

The chair now recognizes the gentlelady from California for at least 5 minutes.   1286 

Ms. Barragan.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   1287 

Mr. Karakitsos, when you were working on the bill in 2016, was there any discussion about 1288 

Gen X?   1289 

Mr. Karakitsos.  I don't believe so. 1290 

Ms. Barragan.  Are you aware of GenX, the PF -- the PFAS chemical GenX that was 1291 

introduced in the late 2000s?   1292 

Mr. Karakitsos.  I am, yes. 1293 

Ms. Barragan.  And you are not aware of that being part of the conversa�on?   1294 

Mr. Karakitsos.  I think there wasn't so much discussion over individual chemicals when we 1295 

were working on the law.  It was a system that would kind of --  1296 

Mr. Weber.  Move a litle closer to your mic, please.   1297 

Mr. Karakitsos.  Sorry.  Yeah.  I think the discussion was less focused on individual 1298 

chemicals and more focused on upda�ng a process by which, you know, a number of different 1299 

chemicals could go through and have predictable, kind of regulatory outcomes through EPA.   1300 

Ms. Barragan.  Thank you.  You are aware that GenX was marketed as a safer alterna�ve; it 1301 

was then allowed on the market and then it s�ll ended up contamina�ng drinking water and harming 1302 

communi�es?  Are you aware of that?   1303 

Mr. Karakitsos.  I am not so aware on the marke�ng and some of these other --  1304 

Ms. Barragan.  Interes�ng.  Okay.  Dr. Woodruff, let's go to you.  Are you aware of 1305 

GenX?   1306 
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Dr. Woodruff.  Oh, yes.  Definitely, if you are a scien�st.   1307 

Ms. Barragan.  Well, so would it be safe to say that maybe that was like an example of 1308 

something that was used to maybe say, Hey, we need to pass something that is stronger to protect 1309 

public health?   1310 

Dr. Woodruff.  It is an example of where we don't want to go backwards because GenX was 1311 

approved as a, quote, safer alterna�ve, and it is not.  And it is now, for example, pollu�ng the river 1312 

ways in many States, like North Carolina.   1313 

Ms. Barragan.  And I believe that one of the problems was that the EPA did not have strong 1314 

enough authority to require more tes�ng upfront and fully understand the risks of chemicals like 1315 

GenX before they entered widespread use. 1316 

Would you say that is correct?   1317 

Dr. Woodruff.  Yes.   1318 

Ms. Barragan.  And so what is being put before the Congress today, would you say that 1319 

would weaken these standards?   1320 

Dr. Woodruff.  Yes.   1321 

Ms. Barragan.  So do you think that with these standards being weakened, there would be a 1322 

greater possibility that another chemical like GenX could be approved?   1323 

Dr. Woodruff.  Yes.  There is many PFAS that could be reengineered and set through this 1324 

new, quote, system that would then lead to further contamina�on and health harms.   1325 

Ms. Barragan.  So many people watching this hearing may not be able to follow some of the 1326 

verbiage that is used.   1327 

But at the end of the day, how would you characterize this bill?  Because my Republican 1328 

colleagues characterized this bill as modernizing it.  How would you characterize it?   1329 

Dr. Woodruff.  I would characterize it as a public health crisis.   1330 

Ms. Barragan.  And pu�ng more communi�es at harm?   1331 
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Dr. Woodruff.  Yes, pu�ng more people at harm.  It will contribute to the increasing 1332 

chronic condi�ons that we are already seeing happening in the United States, which is not the 1333 

direc�on we should be going.   1334 

Ms. Barragan.  Thank you.  Now, there is a provision in this bill that changes the standard 1335 

EPA must meet before it can act, requiring the agency to show that the harm is more likely than not 1336 

to result in an unreasonable risk before restric�ng a chemical.   1337 

Do you -- what do you think that does for -- for the standard?   1338 

Dr. Woodruff.  Yeah.  I just think it is going to set a much higher bar.  And actually this 1339 

more likely than not as set in the exis�ng chemicals program happens even before EPA does their risk 1340 

evalua�on, which is supposed to adhere to best available science.   1341 

And so it actually leaves it up to the administrator to decide which harms and which uses that 1342 

they are going to decide is more likely than not, without a thorough exhaus�ve evalua�on of all the 1343 

evidence, and then they can only look at those uses and harms that have been iden�fied in their -- in 1344 

their risk evalua�on.   1345 

That is a huge change that will leave people -- leave EPA hamstrung in terms of really 1346 

evalua�ng the full extent of toxic chemical exposures because, for example, people are exposed in 1347 

many different ways from many different sources.  And it is already very hard for EPA to get all that 1348 

informa�on in order to accurately characterize the exposures and the health harms from these 1349 

chemicals.   1350 

Ms. Barragan.  And when we are talking about these chemicals, we are talking about what 1351 

kind of health harms?  1352 

Dr. Woodruff.  We are talking about, for example, health harms like cardiovascular risk, we 1353 

are talking about increased risk of infer�lity, effects on sperm quality, effects on increased risk of low 1354 

birth weight.   1355 

PFAS is a perfect example of a chemical that increases the risk of low birth weight babies.  1356 
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And if that is more difficult for EPA to regulate, we could see more low birth weight babies, which 1357 

leads to infant mortality, more neurodevelopmental harm, like ADHD and au�sm.   1358 

The list is actually quite -- goes on because we hear about a new -- I mean, here is one that I 1359 

just -- we learned about it recently, nonalcoholic faty liver disease.  Children in the United States 1360 

have more incidents of nonalcoholic faty liver disease than they have in the past.  That means their 1361 

livers look like alcoholics.   1362 

This is because we are just not doing the right job to protect the public from these toxic 1363 

chemicals.   1364 

Ms. Barragan.  Thank you for highligh�ng the harms. 1365 

With that, I yield back.   1366 

Mr. Palmer.  [Presiding.]  Gentlelady yields.   1367 

The chair now recognizes the dis�nguished gentleman from Texas, Mr. Weber, for 5 minutes 1368 

for his ques�ons.   1369 

Mr. Weber.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   1370 

And I do ask for unanimous consent to enter into the record a leter from the Household & 1371 

Commercial Products Associa�on expressing support for this commitee's work to modernize the 1372 

Toxic Substance Control Act.   1373 

Mr. Palmer.  Without objec�on, so ordered.   1374 

Mr. Weber.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   1375 

Dr. White, I am going to come to you.  You seem to be the witness of choice here for some 1376 

measure.   1377 

The dra� before us today recognizes the need for the EPA to encourage innova�on by 1378 

priori�zing sustainable chemicals that would replace higher-risk substances with lower-risk 1379 

alterna�ves.  This is a concept that everyone should be able to get behind.   1380 

Can you expand further on what impacts new chemical review delays are having on bringing 1381 
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clean products to market and how that is limi�ng what types of sustainable products U.S. customers 1382 

can purchase?   1383 

Dr. White.  Up un�l now the agency has struggled to actually review chemistries in a �mely 1384 

fashion for the new chemicals program.  This is not a new problem.  Even the last EPA assistant 1385 

administrator, Dr. Freedhoff, recognized that there was problems with the new chemicals program 1386 

and that the agency was looking to try to improve that process.   1387 

We have seen that agency, as well as the new administra�on, really work towards improving 1388 

that process, but more work is needed.  We s�ll have more than 90 percent of those chemical 1389 

reviews past their 90-day deadline.  That is because of a number of reasons.   1390 

One is that EPA has been failing to communicate appropriately with the submiters, and so it 1391 

is o�en�mes many, many months before a submiter will actually hear from the agency.   1392 

This new dra� sets in place more accountability and transparency in the process.  It actually 1393 

requires the agency to iden�fy a human health risk assessor, so to really help with that assessment 1394 

right away.  So within the first several days to actually iden�fy something.  It requires the agency 1395 

to meet with the submiter within 30 days.   1396 

So again, you are having an open dialogue on the data and informa�on that EPA needs to 1397 

make a decision.  And then if the agency fails to make their decision in a �mely fashion, it requires 1398 

the administrator to actually submit a writen documenta�on of why the agency has failed to read 1399 

that no�fica�on.   1400 

This is cri�cally important because it is not regula�ng that documenta�on to just a staff 1401 

person within the office.  It is requiring oversight and accountability at the administrator level to 1402 

ensure that things are moving forward in a �mely manner and that chemistries are being approved 1403 

and reviewed based on their safety and informa�on.   1404 

Mr. Weber.  So you could say we are moving forward with it.  Mr. Carey, I am going to 1405 

come to you.   1406 
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The 2016 amendments to the Toxic Substance Control Act, TSCA, strengthened the EPA's 1407 

authority to regulate exis�ng chemicals.  Unfortunately, EPA has not used what we would call a true 1408 

risk-based approach and operates with assump�ons based far from reality when it comes to possible 1409 

exposure to chemicals.   1410 

Can you expand on precau�ons taken at chemical facili�es to ensure worker safety?  1411 

Mr. Carey.  Certainly.  Our company has best-in-class precau�ons for worker safety.  The 1412 

most common issue EPA raises when they seek to restrict materials is to require chemically 1413 

impervious gloves, and I can tell you that all of our workers that handle toxic chemicals wear 1414 

chemically impervious gloves.  It is --   1415 

Mr. Weber.  It is common sense, isn't it?   1416 

Mr. Carey.  It is common sense.  And I will tell you why, because you don't have to be a 1417 

scien�st to understand this.   1418 

The fragrance materials we design are highly odorous.  It wouldn't make sense to dip your 1419 

bare hand into a highly odorous chemical.  Regardless of any kind of health effects, you would come 1420 

home smelling like a botle of perfume every single day.   1421 

Now, we mandate that workers wear chemically impervious gloves for a host of reasons, but 1422 

it is absolutely common sense to do so.   1423 

Mr. Weber.  Isn't it also true that in one of those se�ngs, refinery, for example, some of the 1424 

manufacturing chemicals, that those people live and work in the same area and their kids probably 1425 

go to school together, and they may shop at the same grocery store, you know -- we hope it is HEB 1426 

because that is -- I am from Texas, you know -- and so it is true that they want what is best, the 1427 

supervisors, the company wants what is best for those workers.  Isn't that true? 1428 

Mr. Carey.  That is 100 percent true.   1429 

For many years we were a family-owned company.  We all use the products that we make.  1430 

The fragrance materials that we use go into fine fragrances, cosme�cs, soaps, shampoos, laundry 1431 
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detergents that our families use every single day. 1432 

And it is -- we take our product stewardship and our commitment to our employees and our 1433 

communi�es extremely seriously.   1434 

Mr. Weber.  It is the American way.   1435 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.   1436 

Mr. Palmer.  Gentleman yields.   1437 

Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Soto, for 5 minutes for his ques�ons.   1438 

Mr. Soto.  Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman.   1439 

TSCA has been cri�cal for decades to help -- well, keep Americans safe and protect their 1440 

public health.  We have seen every family be affected by things like cancer and exposure.  In 1441 

Central Florida, we had a PFAS cancer cluster that affected firefighters.  We actually had tes�mony 1442 

in this commitee a few years ago about the use of PFAS.   1443 

And, you know, there is an expecta�on among American families that the chemicals that they 1444 

use in everyday products are going to be safe for them, for public health, for clean drinking water, for 1445 

safe products.   1446 

I do also recognize we want to promote safety and research and development and 1447 

innova�on.  New applica�ons should be reviewed efficiently.   1448 

But I am worried about some of the cuts that have been proposed because that could be a 1449 

main driver of seeing these applica�ons delay.  The Trump administra�on had proposed a 55 1450 

percent reduc�on to the EPA this year, 55 percent.  That shocks the conscience, $5 billion more 1451 

than half their budget.   1452 

Then my colleagues across the aisle proposed a 23 percent cut to the EPA, which House 1453 

Democrats got together and we pushed back.  And it was an EPA that is nearly fully funded for the 1454 

2026 budget.   1455 

Mr. Karakitsos -- good Greek name, I am assuming, right?  Bilirakis would love that name, by 1456 
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the way -- you know, how cri�cal is funding to make sure we have effec�ve and efficient reviews of 1457 

chemicals since there has been a concern about how efficient they have been?   1458 

Mr. Karakitsos.  Thank you very much for the ques�on. 1459 

I think it is very important.  I think there are a number of factors that lead to a beter 1460 

func�oning in our new chemicals and exis�ng chemicals process, and funding is one of them.   1461 

I think in 2016 a�er the law passed, there was a push to get more money into the chemicals 1462 

office at EPA.  And I would say I think even under some of the cuts that have been proposed, the 1463 

chemicals office has fared, you know, much beter than other offices in those budgets and 1464 

congressional bills, I believe.   1465 

Mr. Soto.  Thank you.  And, Ms. Woodruff, for my cons�tuents, how could you explain in 1466 

plain language the difference between an unreasonable risk standard and a reasonably feasible 1467 

standard?  Because it can get folks lost in the -- in the woods there.   1468 

Dr. Woodruff.  Right.  Unreasonable risk is really this chemical is not going to harm you.  1469 

This chemical is not going to increase the risk of infer�lity, cancer, low birth weight, adverse health 1470 

effects.   1471 

Feasibility is what -- how much is it going to cost the industry to implement a standard for this 1472 

chemical.  That will be the primary decision about reducing the risk, how much it costs the industry, 1473 

not what the cost is going to be to you and the health of you and your family and your children's 1474 

family and your community's family.   1475 

Mr. Soto.  Thank you.  Mr. Carey, you did have me curious.  You said some European 1476 

countries are moving these chemicals quickly -- more quickly than we are, and Australia. 1477 

Is it all the EU or just certain European countries? 1478 

Mr. Carey.  Thank you.  It is a great ques�on.  It is the European Union under REACH.  So 1479 

it is the en�re European Union.   1480 

Mr. Soto.  And what are the -- what are the differences, you think?  Because Europe usually 1481 
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does this thoroughly, but I am not going to give them the benefit of the doubt just yet.   1482 

What are the differences that are making these things more efficient over there, you think?   1483 

Mr. Carey.  Absolutely.  I am happy to answer that.  And I would also say, in addi�on to 1484 

Europe, right, it is Japan, Australia.   1485 

Mr. Soto.  Let's just s�ck with Europe since my �me is limited.   1486 

Mr. Carey.  It is primarily the -- the primary difference is Europe has prescrip�ve data 1487 

requirements.  They say no data, no market.  So we -- everything we sell, we run a risk evalua�on 1488 

on and a comprehensive risk evalua�on.  We submit that same data to the EU authori�es and the 1489 

U.S. EPA.   1490 

We can go to market in the EU, because we know that we meet the requirements for safe and 1491 

compliant chemicals in that en�ty, in that jurisdic�on.  We submit the same data to the U.S. EPA, 1492 

and it just gets stuck.  We have gone to market --  1493 

Mr. Soto.  Why?  Why do you think it gets stuck?   1494 

Mr. Carey.  That is a great ques�on.  I think the key is the interpreta�on of the term, 1495 

"reasonably foreseen condi�ons of use."   1496 

Our fragrance materials will only be used for fragrance.  You don't have to be a scien�st to 1497 

understand that.  They smell extremely strongly.   1498 

But when we talk to EPA, they say somebody might take that chemical and use it for some 1499 

other purpose.  We can't tell you what, we can't tell you who has done that, but somebody might.  1500 

And that is why our materials just con�nue to sit and sit.   1501 

Mr. Soto.  Could there be a warning label put on about certain --  1502 

Mr. Palmer.  The gentleman's �me has expired.  I thank the gentleman.   1503 

The chair now recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Evans, for 5 minutes for his 1504 

ques�ons.   1505 

Mr. Evans.  Thank you, Chairman, ranking member, and, of course, the witnesses for taking 1506 
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the �me to come here.   1507 

My first ques�on is going to be to Dr. White.  One of the communi�es that I represent in 1508 

Colorado's 8th Congressional District is at the center of my State's energy produc�on economy.  80 1509 

percent of the oil in Colorado, almost 60 percent of the natural gas in Colorado, the two largest 1510 

natural gas fire genera�ng sta�ons, the only refinery in the State of Colorado which produces a third 1511 

of the gasoline, half the diesel, a third of the jet fuel that is used out at DIA, that all comes from my 1512 

district.   1513 

And so all of that economy and all of the jobs and all of the employer-sponsored health 1514 

insurance that stem from that all rely very, very heavily on chemicals which falls under TSCA's 1515 

jurisdic�on.   1516 

And so when we talk about chemicals and the balance between making sure that we have a 1517 

func�oning economy, which makes sure that we don't have poverty -- and we all know the nega�ve 1518 

health outcomes associated with poverty -- and to beat that, we have to have a func�oning 1519 

economy.  When we have a func�oning economy, one of the processes that is used at EPA to 1520 

manage and look at these chemicals and do this cost-benefit analysis is what is called a risk 1521 

evalua�on. 1522 

So in your experience, do EPA's risk evalua�on and subsequent risk management rules 1523 

provide health and safety benefits that are commensurate with the cost and burdens of the rules, 1524 

and if not, what can we do to address that?   1525 

Dr. White.  EPA's risk evalua�on process can be improved upon.  So it has a best available 1526 

science and the weight of the scien�fic evidence statute that it should be relying on.  It has been 1527 

missing the mark over the last several years.   1528 

So there is really an opportunity to strengthen that, maintain that language, as we have 1529 

talked about earlier in today's hearing, and to ensure that we can con�nue to manufacture new 1530 

chemistries that are really cri�cal to energy, manufacturing, to AI, and intelligent infrastructure, as 1531 
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well as exis�ng chemistries.   1532 

Mr. Evans.  And I am glad to hear you men�on the science involved in all of this.  I 1533 

remember something that struck me one of the last �mes we had this conversa�on.  Somebody 1534 

brought in the apple and talked about how there is a litle bit of cyanide present in apple seeds, 1535 

which under TSCA would require remedia�on.  But we all know you can just go to the store and buy 1536 

an apple.  Like, an apple is not a hazardous substance.   1537 

And so being able to follow the science and have that appropriate cost-benefit analysis to 1538 

understand what sort of things do need to be remediated and what sort of things are essen�al to our 1539 

everyday func�oning of life and func�oning of our economy so that people can have jobs and not 1540 

experience the nega�ve health outcomes of poverty, we have to have that balance.   1541 

And so, the next ques�on, kind of going along that lines, to Mr. Karakitsos -- did I get it right?  1542 

Karakitsos, got it.  I will con�nue to work on that.   1543 

We know that as part of this process, we have to have public engagement.  There has to be 1544 

transparency so that people understand how this whole process moves, but we also have to have 1545 

some commonsense guardrails in place to make sure that things don't get blown out of complete 1546 

propor�on. 1547 

For instance, formaldehyde sounds scary, but earlier this year -- I guess it was last year -- I 1548 

highlighted how formaldehyde is cri�cal to being able to produce albuterol, which is used for inhalers 1549 

for people that suffer from asthma.   1550 

And so even though formaldehyde sounds scary, if we don't have the appropriate use of 1551 

formaldehyde, people literally can't breathe if they have asthma, but they can't treat their asthma 1552 

with a very common substance called albuterol which is in the inhalers.   1553 

And so the ci�zen pe��on under sec�on 21 is how some of this insight is given to the EPA in 1554 

this space.  But we know that it has been exploited at �mes by ac�vists who try and review 1555 

chemicals and overinflate poten�ally the risk that these chemicals pose in order to achieve a poli�cal 1556 



  

  

71 

agenda, such as in February of last year, when there was a group of ac�vists who tried to abuse this 1557 

process to ban a chemical that was used in oil refinery, effec�vely a backdoor ban to the produc�on 1558 

of oil.   1559 

So can you talk about, in my remaining 40 seconds, how we can follow good science and 1560 

ensure that sec�on 21 has appropriate guardrails that elevate science, elevate transparency, but also 1561 

protect abuse by ac�vists?   1562 

Mr. Karakitsos.  Thank you for the ques�on.  I think it is a great point.  I think that sec�on 1563 

21 is important.   1564 

But the changes that are in this bill, I think, are prety appropriate to that sec�on.  It is not 1565 

about limi�ng ci�zens' ability to seek appropriate remedy from EPA.  It is about making sure that 1566 

EPA regulatory decisions are adequately jus�fied through scien�fic review.  And I think, because of 1567 

the mishmash and changes to sec�on 6, the exis�ng chemical process under the 2016 law, they 1568 

didn't get fully kind of baked into the 2021 process.   1569 

And the last thing I would say on that is also it is not just something that ac�vists can use, and 1570 

I think that it is something that is open to industry.  And you could see a world where industry starts 1571 

filing sec�on 21 pe��ons to favorable administra�ons, something that I think a lot of, you know, folks 1572 

in this commitee would be concerned with.   1573 

Mr. Evans.  Thank you.  Yield back.   1574 

Mr. Palmer.  Gentleman yields.   1575 

The chair now recognizes the gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. Menendez, for his 5 minutes 1576 

of ques�ons.   1577 

Mr. Menendez.  Thanks, Chairman.  I want to thank my colleague from Colorado talking 1578 

about eleva�ng science.  I hope he does that next �me Secretary Kennedy comes before the 1579 

commitee.  I also appreciate his concern about poverty.  I wish he had been thinking about the 1580 

folks that live in poverty when he voted to cut $1 trillion from Medicaid.   1581 



  

  

72 

Americans in New Jersey and across the country are extremely concerned about the health 1582 

risks posed by the chemicals that they encounter every day.  Families worry about the safety of the 1583 

water that they drink and the chemicals in household cleaners, furniture, and toys.  They have these 1584 

worries and concerns because weak chemical safety regula�on has made Americans sick.   1585 

Dr. Woodruff, just briefly, from a public health perspec�ve, what happens when Americans 1586 

are exposed to toxic chemicals due to inadequate chemical safety screening? 1587 

Dr. Woodruff.  They get sick.  And also, I just kind of wanted to add one more thing.  Let's 1588 

be clear that the kind of science that EPA needs is independent science.  And when industry 1589 

provides science, there is good empirical evidence that shows that that science is biased, whether it 1590 

is tobacco, pharmaceu�cal, chemicals.  It has already been shown by the Na�onal Academy of 1591 

Sciences.   1592 

And this is why it is very important that EPA have independent science to evaluate health risks 1593 

so that they can do the best job to have an unbiased evalua�on of the science.   1594 

Mr. Menendez.  Do you believe this administra�on has priori�zed independence across 1595 

Federal agencies and departments?   1596 

Dr. Woodruff.  Has priori�zed what?   1597 

Mr. Menendez.  Independence.   1598 

Dr. Woodruff.  No.   1599 

Mr. Menendez.  I agree.  Across all departments, all agencies.   1600 

And that is why the stakes at today's hearing are incredibly high for the people that we 1601 

represent because we need to have these hearings so they have transparency into the decisions that 1602 

the Republican majority wants to make.   1603 

Prior to the 2016 updates to TSCA, many toxic chemicals entered commerce with litle to no 1604 

tes�ng or review.  Is that correct?   1605 

Dr. Woodruff.  Yes.   1606 
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Mr. Menendez.  That is why we empower the EPA to conduct far more rigorous evalua�ons 1607 

of new and exis�ng chemicals to ensure that they no longer harm Americans, yet Republicans have 1608 

put forward a sweeping proposal that would limit the EPA's ability to collect and assess informa�on 1609 

on chemical safety.   1610 

This dra� imposes new limits on when the EPA can require chemical tes�ng, restrict its ability 1611 

to independently weigh which tests and data sources are most appropriate, and even curtails its 1612 

authority to evaluate certain condi�ons of use.   1613 

Dr. Woodruff, can you provide a real-world example of a data source, risk, or exposure 1614 

pathway that the EPA would be unable to consider under this bill?   1615 

Dr. Woodruff.  Yeah.  For example, in the new chemicals program, they would have to only 1616 

evaluate the health risks from exposures that the submiter decides is what the chemical is going to 1617 

be used for.   1618 

PFAS is an excellent example.  PFAS, for example, maybe they are going to use it in a 1619 

semiconductor, but it could be that, once that gets approved, you could use that PFAS chemical in 1620 

every pot and pan in the United States and your GORE-TEX parkas, carpets, whatever.  And we 1621 

know that PFAS are persistent and toxic, so that could actually happen.   1622 

Mr. Menendez.  Yeah.  I appreciate that.   1623 

Would you agree this bill would make the EPA more likely to underes�mate risk that a 1624 

chemical poses to the public?   1625 

Dr. Woodruff.  Yes.   1626 

Mr. Menendez.  And if the EPA underes�mates risk, would you agree that more Americans 1627 

would be exposed to chemicals that increase their risk of cancer, developmental harm, and chronic 1628 

disease?   1629 

Dr. Woodruff.  Yes.  And I just want to add on the underes�mate risk.  This personal 1630 

protec�ve equipment, it is empirically shown that there is not 100 percent compliance with personal 1631 
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protec�ve equipment for many different reasons, and this bill would basically reverse that and say 1632 

that EPA must assume 100 percent compliance, which is not best available science.   1633 

Mr. Menendez.  And we should be pursuing best available science.   1634 

Dr. Woodruff.  We should, 100 percent.   1635 

Mr. Menendez.  This is 2026, right?  Like, if this was, like, 1906, right, and the science was 1636 

limited, but it is 2026.   1637 

Dr. Woodruff.  Yes.   1638 

Mr. Menendez.  So we actually have an incredible amount of data and research that we 1639 

should be able to get to beter health outcomes, beter decisions by the EPA.   1640 

Does this proposal do that?   1641 

Dr. Woodruff.  No.  1642 
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RPTR MOLNAR 1643 

EDTR SECKMAN 1644 

[3:59 p.m.]  1645 

Mr. Menendez.  I agree, and so does Safer States, an alliance of 350 State legislators from 1646 

across the country, including from New Jersey, who are concerned about efforts to reopen this public 1647 

health law.   1648 

I would like to submit their leter for the record, underscoring the serious dangers of these 1649 

proposed changes.   1650 

Mr. Palmer.  Without objec�on, so ordered.   1651 

[The informa�on follows:] 1652 

 1653 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  1654 
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Mr. Menendez.  Thank you.  Despite the fact that this dra� would put people at risk of 1655 

chronic disease and even death, my Republican colleagues have characterized it as a narrow, 1656 

targeted reform.   1657 

Dr. Woodruff, do you believe that these are targeted changes?   1658 

Dr. Woodruff.  No, not at all.   1659 

Mr. Menendez.  And, with the 46 seconds I have le�, just anything that you want to expand 1660 

on that you think is important for the American people to know, as their legislators and 1661 

Representa�ves are considering this bill?   1662 

Dr. Woodruff.  People should be considering the health of their cons�tuents, not the profits 1663 

of the industry.  This will put people's health at risk.   1664 

We already know that people are ge�ng sick and dying from toxic chemical exposure.  Why 1665 

are we going to make it harder to protect them from these toxic chemicals?   1666 

Mr. Menendez.  Again, we have unfortunately lived too many reali�es where we have seen 1667 

that play out in communi�es across the country, and we should do everything that we can to prevent 1668 

it from happening again.   1669 

This dra� fundamentally erodes one of TSCA's core func�ons to make independent, 1670 

scien�fically grounded determina�ons about the safety of a given chemical, and most importantly, to 1671 

keep Americans from ge�ng sick.   1672 

I yield back.  Thank you.   1673 

Mr. Palmer.  The gentleman yields.   1674 

The chair now recognizes the gentlelady from Iowa, Mrs. Miller-Meeks, for 5 minutes for her 1675 

ques�ons.   1676 

Mrs. Miller-Meeks.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing and to our witnesses 1677 

for being here today.   1678 

For States like Iowa where agriculture, manufacturing, including chemical manufacturing, and 1679 
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innova�on are central to our economy, we need a regulatory system that protects human health and 1680 

the environment without relying on specula�on, duplica�ve regula�on, or unnecessary delays.   1681 

This discussion dra� refocusing TSCA on real-world risk, best available science, in coordina�on 1682 

with other Federal and interna�onal regulators.   1683 

It encourages safer innova�on, strengthens domes�c supply chains, and ensures EPA is 1684 

accountable for its decisions, while preserving strong protec�ons for workers, consumers, and 1685 

families.   1686 

I look forward to this discussion, and I am going to start my ques�ons with Dr. White.   1687 

Many Iowa farmers rely on crop-protec�on products, fer�lizers, and packaging materials.  1688 

How does channeling EPA's focus to real-world condi�ons of use help ensure these essen�al inputs 1689 

remain available without compromising safety?   1690 

Dr. White.  These changes are really about strengthening TSCA, about maintaining the 1691 

scien�fic integrity of TSCA, allowing EPA to have the informa�on that it needs to be able to make 1692 

decisions.   1693 

Mrs. Miller-Meeks.  Thank you, Dr. White.   1694 

Farm equipment and manufacturing machinery are designed to last decades.  How does the 1695 

bill's replacement-parts protec�on help farmers and manufacturers maintain equipment without 1696 

unnecessary regulatory disrup�ons?   1697 

Dr. White.  This is really about, like you said, making sure that we can con�nue to 1698 

manufacture effec�vely and maintain the safety, and so that is what that provision actually helps us 1699 

do.   1700 

Mrs. Miller-Meeks.  Mr. Karakitsos, the 2016 amendments included replacement-part 1701 

language.  Would you like to add anything on the proposed revisions?   1702 

Mr. Karakitsos.  No.  I think I agree with Dr. White that it is intended to strengthen those 1703 

provisions and ensure that as these complex durable goods, you know, live out their life there are 1704 
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replacement parts that can con�nue that, you know, the use of the asset.   1705 

Mrs. Miller-Meeks.  And that helps bring down costs for the American people?   1706 

Mr. Karakitsos.  Absolutely.   1707 

Mrs. Miller-Meeks.  Dr. White, this bill prevents EPA from overriding standards already 1708 

forced by agencies like OSHA.   1709 

Why is it important for chemical regula�on to respect exis�ng Federal programs rather than 1710 

layering on duplica�ve or conflic�ng requirements?   1711 

Dr. White.  Consistency in the regulatory framework is cri�cally important.  Regulated 1712 

en��es really need to know that they are complying with the appropriate regula�ons.  Having 1713 

inconsistency from OSHA to EPA makes it incredibly difficult for a manufacturer to ensure that they 1714 

are maintaining the public health and the safety.   1715 

So having the agency ensure that as it is moving forward with any future regula�ons, that 1716 

they have confirmed that they are not conflic�ng with exis�ng regula�ons, is impera�ve.   1717 

Mrs. Miller-Meeks.  And I saw that firsthand when I was director of public health in Iowa 1718 

where you different agencies with different regula�ons -- these were Federal agencies -- and how 1719 

that led to difficul�es with both compliance, with people knowing what the regula�on was, and then 1720 

actually producing products that were needed and necessary.   1721 

Do you think that this complicates or impairs the public's health or safety?   1722 

Dr. White.  It definitely complicates it when there is inconsistency in the regula�ons, and so 1723 

this will help to solidify and ensure that there is not those inconsistencies moving forward.   1724 

Mrs. Miller-Meeks.  Under current law, the EPA must eliminate unreasonable risks without 1725 

considering cost.  How does shi�ing to a risk-minimiza�on standard promote prac�cal, effec�ve 1726 

protec�ons without driving produc�on overseas or impairing health? 1727 

Dr. White.  This is really about focusing the Agency's evalua�ons on those condi�ons of use 1728 

that are more likely to represent an unreasonable risk, instead of focusing it on hypothe�cals or 1729 
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mischaracteriza�ons of workplace environments.   1730 

Mrs. Miller-Meeks.  And, ul�mately, if the EPA does not meet its 90- or 180-day statutory 1731 

period for reviewing new chemical submission, the dra� requires the EPA Administrator to explain 1732 

why and not delegate that responsibility to another official.   1733 

How does this help the process, and do any of the other witnesses want to comment on this?   1734 

Dr. White.  This ensures that there is clear oversight at the senior leadership level at EPA of 1735 

how decision is happening and when something is failing to meet its goals and objec�ves.  1736 

Mrs. Miller-Meeks.  Go ahead, sir.   1737 

Mr. Carey.  If I may, thank you so much.  We have got nine materials that have been in the 1738 

EPA pipeline for 5 to 6 years, since 2021 -- since 2020 and 2021.   1739 

The new dra� would go a long way to increase transparency at EPA and have them explain 1740 

why a material is so far over review.   1741 

The dra� is aimed at 90 days.  Here we are 5 to 6 years later with materials s�ll stuck in 1742 

review.   1743 

Mrs. Miller-Meeks.  Thank you very much.  I yield back.   1744 

Mr. Palmer.  The gentlelady yields.   1745 

The chair now recognizes the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Landsman, for 5 minutes for his 1746 

ques�ons.   1747 

Mr. Landsman.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you all for being here.   1748 

This has been very helpful, and, you know, I think there is a clear sense that changes have to 1749 

be made -- at least from my perspec�ve, there is a clear sense that changes have to be made, not 1750 

across on the board, but on both sides of the fence, let's just say, on both sides of the fence, right.   1751 

So, you know, nobody wants there to be these toxic chemicals anywhere near any of the 1752 

people that we love and serve and so on, and that is why TSCA is so important.   1753 

And then the Lautenberg Act, you know, was a way to further protect people.  Now we have 1754 
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to update it, and we are upda�ng it in the context of a challenge in terms of businesses being able to 1755 

bring presumably-safe products to market and the EPA's requirement to protect people.   1756 

You know, they got a public health mandate, which we desperately need them to keep.   1757 

So there is the issue of the review process and things taking too long, but some of that has to 1758 

do with -- I am curious, and so let me start with Dr. Woodruff and then, Mr. Carey, I would like to get 1759 

your perspec�ve.   1760 

But, Dr. Woodruff, people submi�ng all of their informa�on is cri�cal to a �mely review, and 1761 

that is not always the case, right, I mean, okay.   1762 

Can you talk a litle bit about the issues there in terms of submiters, you know, contribu�ng 1763 

to the delays?  What are the issues that need to be fixed?   1764 

Dr. Woodruff.  Well, some�mes they don't submit -- in actually a lot of the cases they don't 1765 

submit all the data.  So EPA has to go back, ask for the data; then they have to get the data, and 1766 

then that means it takes longer for them to review the chemical.   1767 

The other thing is some�mes it is actually toxic, and so then there is an argument about, well, 1768 

obviously they want to keep making this chemical, and the EPA is like, "No, you can't because it is 1769 

toxic," and so then that also leads to a delay.   1770 

And then, some�mes, as I said, in about half the cases, there is literally paperwork that needs 1771 

to be signed by the industry that they haven't signed.   1772 

So they are o�en in the pipeline so long because a company does not agree with EPA's 1773 

assessment, because they are toxic.   1774 

Mr. Landsman.  What should we be doing to fix that or, you know -- and, Mr. Carey, jump in.   1775 

Mr. Carey.  I would love to.  Thank you so much.  I think the key are provisions already in 1776 

TSCA, right -- reasonably foreseen condi�ons of use, weight of the scien�fic evidence, best available 1777 

science.   1778 

Again, we are submi�ng the same data package globally, and materials are reviewed and 1779 
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approved by competent regulatory authori�es.  Yet they sit at EPA.   1780 

And where I think Congress can be par�cularly helpful is providing guidance to the Agency on 1781 

what those terms mean.  So "reasonably foreseen" doesn't mean any theore�cal possibility.  It 1782 

means more likely than not.  "Best available science" would mean measured data over modeled 1783 

data.  And "weighted scien�fic evidence" would mean considering the robust data package that we 1784 

submit.   1785 

Mr. Landsman.  Dr. Woodruff?   1786 

Dr. Woodruff.  Yeah, well, actually, it would be helpful if they submited data on all the 1787 

different types of health outcomes, which they are not required to do, that could be suffered by a 1788 

chemical -- GenX being a classic example that it gets out and about and causes many more health 1789 

outcomes than the industry submited or even told them about.   1790 

And then also this is -- this bill does not just take away "reasonably foreseeable."  It says we 1791 

are only going to look at the thing the chemical industry says, and we know, from empirical data, that 1792 

the industry has biased informa�on they produced, not only on the health hazards but also on the 1793 

exposure, and that you cannot rely on them.   1794 

And we know they have also lied about toxic chemicals.  I am just going to go through the 1795 

list.  PFAS.  They were exposing their workers to toxic PFAS chemicals well before we knew they 1796 

were toxic.   1797 

TCE.  There is good data that they were exposing their workers to TCE chemicals they knew 1798 

were toxic, and those workers died.   1799 

Benzene.  We have good, internal industry documents that they were exposing their 1800 

workers to benzene and were worrying about leukemia back in, like, the '20s.   1801 

My point being is, we should have independent evalua�on.   1802 

Mr. Landsman.  Yeah, okay, so that is one possible route.  I only have 10 seconds le�, so 1803 

I -- I would love to see this bill be a bipar�san bill, and at the moment, it is not a bipar�san bill, which 1804 
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is problema�c because it doesn't get to the good -- the right policy in my mind.   1805 

It probably is on one side and not balanced, and then, two, it is not durable --  1806 

Mr. Palmer.  The gentleman's �me has expired.   1807 

Mr. Landsman.  -- if the next Congress does a flip-it.  So I would love to see this be 1808 

bipar�san.   1809 

I apologize for going over.  I yield back.   1810 

Mr. Palmer.  The gentleman yields.   1811 

The chair now recognizes the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Crenshaw, for 5 minutes for his 1812 

ques�ons.   1813 

Mr. Crenshaw.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you all for being here.   1814 

I want to discuss the basic philosophy of regula�on, and that is risk versus hazard.  Okay.  1815 

And I think TSCA has to be grounded in risk realism, not necessarily fear-based regula�on.   1816 

You know, for example, I mean, EPA cannot assume, as it has done in the past, that OSHA 1817 

regula�ons just don't exist, that operators are just exposed on a shi�, not wearing any protec�ve 1818 

gear.   1819 

You know, it is like we are thinking these workers are just deciding not to wear gloves and 1820 

maybe hanging around the water cooler inges�ng these chemicals.   1821 

That is not a reasonable thing to believe.  It is an absurd way to go about regula�on.  That 1822 

is hazard-based regula�on philosophy.   1823 

And risk is not just hazard.  Risk is hazard plus real-world exposure, and also likelihood of 1824 

that exposure.  If you look at a hazard-only approach, well, it just treats every chemical as guilty 1825 

based on its label alone, even when the exposure is very controlled, limited, and negligible.   1826 

And it is a founda�onal misunderstanding of how chemicals are handled in an industrial 1827 

se�ng.   1828 

And I don't think that approach makes Americans safer.  It just takes produc�on out of our 1829 
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domes�c manufacturing base and exports all the problems to China which we then, of course, 1830 

reimport.   1831 

I think thankfully the EPA under President Trump has taken steps to bring back that common 1832 

sense, but we need to take ac�on here.  Industry needs certainty of law, not regulatory whiplash 1833 

every 4 years.   1834 

And today we are going to hear those familiar claims, that improvements on TSCA, making it 1835 

more common sense, amounts to a wholesale destruc�on of protec�ons, that reforms leads to more 1836 

deaths and disease.   1837 

And that is just rhetoric, it is not a plan, and it doesn't reflect how regula�on actually works or 1838 

how the science really works.   1839 

I think the truth is Congress can protect public health, as we should, as the EPA should, and 1840 

also fix a system that has become slow, very unpredictable, and overly reliant on these worst-case 1841 

assump�ons that just do not match reality.  And that is what these proposals do.   1842 

Dr. White, look, I have just laid out this contrast between risk realism versus a hazard-focused 1843 

system.  What have been the real-world consequences of the status quo, hazard approach that we 1844 

have seen during certain administra�ons, on innova�on, on supply chains, on domes�c 1845 

manufacturing?   1846 

Dr. White.  TSCA was always meant to be a risk-based approach, to consider both the 1847 

likelihood and the impact of a poten�al hazard.  And what we have seen is that it is really started to 1848 

focus on just the hazard and not really take into considera�on the actual risk or poten�al for risk to 1849 

move forward.   1850 

So let me just give you a simplified example.  A wet floor is a hazard, but considering the 1851 

likelihood of the impact and whether someone will actually slip and fall, and how you can protect 1852 

someone from doing that, is considering the risk.  We are not seeing that effec�vely being 1853 

implemented right now.   1854 
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Mr. Crenshaw.  How has it affected industry?  Do you have any good examples that you 1855 

can tell us about, again, supply chains, innova�on, domes�c manufacturing? 1856 

Dr. White.  We are seeing very overly conserva�ve assessments.  We are seeing limita�ons 1857 

on chemistries.  We are seeing chemistries that are looking to be poten�ally banned because the 1858 

Agency has taken a very overly conserva�ve approach to how they understand what that chemically 1859 

looks like and whether or not there is actually going to be like -- 1860 

Mr. Crenshaw.  What I am hearing you say is the private sector, the industry itself, is being 1861 

overly cau�ous, not innova�ng as they would normally if they had more certainty.   1862 

Mr. Karakitsos, in your view, when Congress originally enacted TSCA, and again in 2016 1863 

amended, what was the intent with respect to regula�ng chemicals based on this risk-versus-hazard 1864 

approach.   1865 

And do you think -- can I ask you also this -- do these reforms really amount to a wholesale 1866 

destruc�on of the law?   1867 

Mr. Karakitsos.  Thank you for the ques�on.  I would say, in addi�on to this being a 1868 

risk-based statute and not a hazard-based statute, it is also not a no-risk statute.  It is an 1869 

unreasonable-risk statute.   1870 

So there is supposed to be a level of objec�vity there, that EPA looks at it and decides what 1871 

risk level is actually reasonable to allow chemicals to be used.   1872 

And I think that is an important part of this because there are much harsher standards that 1873 

are rejected, soundly I think, by Congress in the process.   1874 

Mr. Crenshaw.  Yeah.  It is not a wholesale destruc�on of the law, these reforms that we 1875 

are looking at?   1876 

Mr. Karakitsos.  I don't believe so.  I mean, in my mind this is the start of the process, right?  1877 

This is a dra� bill, and this is the legisla�ve process, to go through ideas and talk through them.   1878 

Mr. Crenshaw.  Yeah.  I mean, it certainly doesn't seem so to me.  I think the reforms we 1879 
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are talking about are prety mild and common sense.   1880 

I think we all want to protect workers, we want to protect our ci�zens, but we also need the 1881 

very chemicals that make our modern life possible.  We can't just ship all that to China.   1882 

I yield.   1883 

Mr. Palmer.  The gentleman's �me has expired.  The gentleman yields.   1884 

The chair now recognizes the gentleman from Louisiana, Mr. Carter, for 5 minutes for his 1885 

ques�ons.   1886 

Mr. Carter of Louisiana.  Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, and before we go forward, I 1887 

would like to ask that these records -- this record be added to the record, rather, leters from the 1888 

AFL-CIO and the BlueGreen Alliance, outlining how the proposals before us today will put American 1889 

workers and their families in danger.   1890 

Mr. Palmer.  Without objec�on, so ordered.  1891 

[The informa�on follows:] 1892 

 1893 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  1894 



  

  

86 

Mr. Carter of Louisiana.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   1895 

I represent an area in south Louisiana where chemical manufacturers are part of the 1896 

economic backbone.  These families -- these facili�es, rather, provide good-paying jobs, stable jobs, 1897 

and support thousands of facili�es in my district, and many of the workers at these facili�es live 1898 

nearby.   1899 

So, when we talk about rolling back TSCA protec�ons, we are not talking abstract regula�ons.  1900 

We are talking about whether workers and families can live safely.   1901 

Industry and community must coexist without compromising public health, and everyone 1902 

benefits when communi�es trust that industry is planning to be a good neighbor.   1903 

Unfortunately, the bill we are reviewing today undermines that trust by stripping away 1904 

safeguards that protect workers and families from toxic exposures.   1905 

Workers are among the most vulnerable popula�ons to toxic chemical exposure.  Over 1906 

125,000 Americans die every year due to chemical exposure on the job.  That simply isn't 1907 

sustainable for a workforce and an economy such as ours.   1908 

Dr. Woodruff, in the dra� we are considering today, Republicans have inserted several 1909 

instances where EPA required to consider regula�ons set forth by other Federal agencies, including 1910 

OSHA.   1911 

This difference implies that OSHA explores limits -- exposure limits are protec�ve of health 1912 

and safety.  Is that an accurate assump�on?   1913 

Dr. Woodruff.  No.   1914 

Mr. Carter of Louisiana.  Why is it so important for EPA to be able to ensure strong worker 1915 

protec�on?   1916 

Dr. Woodruff.  Because OSHA hasn't been able to update their worker-protec�on 1917 

regula�ons.  And, in fact, OSHA says on its website that those limits are outdated and inadequate 1918 

for ensuring protec�on of worker health, and that is because OSHA has frankly been captured by the 1919 
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industry.   1920 

And EPA has actually been effec�ve in removing some of these workplace exposures to 1921 

workers' benefit, and now the industry doesn't like that, and they are going a�er EPA to try and limit 1922 

them to go back to OSHA.   1923 

Let's just look at TCE.  That was set in 1971.  Best available science.  Science has changed 1924 

a lot since the 1970s.  And so EPA is now allowed to use best available science to restrict TCE 1925 

exposure to workers.   1926 

Mr. Carter of Louisiana.  Dr. Woodruff, we know that fence line communi�es also face a 1927 

dispropor�onate burden of toxic exposure.  Does this dra� ensure the safety of workers, or does it 1928 

leave them exposed?   1929 

Dr. Woodruff.  No, it will leave them exposed.   1930 

Mr. Carter of Louisiana.  Does this discussion dra� give EPA the tools to adequately protect 1931 

fence line communi�es?   1932 

Dr. Woodruff.  No, because they are going to make it harder to do aggregate, and there is no 1933 

men�on of the fact that they also live in areas where there is also mul�ple exposures to chemical.   1934 

Mr. Carter of Louisiana.  In the last several years, we made great strides forward with the 1935 

Lautenberg Act, but this dra� takes us back.   1936 

If this commitee is going to talk about modernizing TSCA, our north star needs to be 1937 

protec�ng workers and our community and families that live in close proximity.   1938 

In the sake of �me, I am going to defer the rest of my �me and yield, Mr. Chairman, in order 1939 

to allow everyone to have a �me to speak.  Thank you.   1940 

Mr. Palmer.  I thank the gentleman.   1941 

The chair now recognizes the gentleman from Massachusets, Mr. Auchincloss, for 5 minutes 1942 

for his ques�ons.   1943 

Mr. Auchincloss.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank to my friend from Louisiana.   1944 



  

  

88 

The approach to the intersec�on of chemistry or biologics to public health, it really should be 1945 

bipar�san.  It should be science-driven.   1946 

Unfortunately, over this last year, a Republican trifecta in Washington, it has been a par�san 1947 

approach, and the result has been a mind-bending disjunc�on.   1948 

We have got, on the one hand, over at HHS, you have got the Chair of the Advisory 1949 

Commission on Immuniza�on Prac�ces saying that he didn't think the polio vaccine makes sense 1950 

anymore, because he doesn't want those chemicals going into the human body, despite the fact that 1951 

that set of molecules is the most tested, safe, and effec�ve chemical structure probably in the history 1952 

of humanity.   1953 

You have got the Deputy Director of the CDC saying that a measles outbreak is, quote, a cost 1954 

of doing business, because they are so concerned about another chemical structure, the MMR 1955 

vaccine, going into the human body.   1956 

And yet despite this totally unscien�fic concern about one set of chemical structures going 1957 

into the human body, which have saved 150 million lives since the 1970s, now we have got, over at 1958 

the EPA, an atempt by Republicans in Congress to gut TSCA and to allow actually dangerous toxins 1959 

and chemicals to go into the human body.   1960 

And, on both fronts, the Republicans on this commitee regretably are complicit.  We 1961 

haven't had a hearing with HHS officials, and we have had a par�san TSCA process when this should 1962 

have been a bipar�san process.   1963 

Dr. Woodruff, I am not going to ask you to go through all the different chemicals that could, 1964 

again, cause environmental and public health if this bill were to become law, because you have done 1965 

so exhaus�vely, but I do want to focus in on PFAS in par�cular.   1966 

At our hearing last month, we spoke at length about the cost of PFAS remedia�on for water 1967 

systems.  It is a huge issue in my district, and it is the most expensive and painful part of the en�re 1968 

cycle to deal with PFAS contamina�on.   1969 
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We need to deal with it at the point of produc�on, where TSCA could be really helpful in 1970 

doing that.   1971 

Would we be able to meaningfully address toxic PFAS chemicals at the point of produc�on if 1972 

this dra� were enacted?   1973 

Dr. Woodruff.  I think it would make it very difficult to test and regulate the hundreds of 1974 

PFAS that are currently in commerce as well as any poten�ally -- it would allow the industry to get 1975 

approval for new PFAS.   1976 

And I just also want to men�on that this bill -- this hasn't come up yet -- it also would not let 1977 

EPA test impuri�es or uninten�onal byproducts, and we have shown, in our own studies, unintended 1978 

PFAS impuri�es.   1979 

That would not be allowed to be tested, and we don't even know the health effects of those.   1980 

So I think there is just a lot of things in this bill that really undermine EPA's ability to 1981 

effec�vely iden�fy and address -- test and address health risks.  1982 

Mr. Auchincloss.  So, at a �me when PFAS is con�nuing to bioaccumulate and we are 1983 

saddling water u�li�es with nearly unmanageable costs to try to mi�gate, at the precision of parts 1984 

per trillion in the water cycle, do you think that this bill would lead to more PFAS bioaccumula�on or 1985 

less?   1986 

Dr. Woodruff.  It could leave -- first of all, the most important thing about not having 1987 

contaminated drinking water is to stop the industry from producing chemicals that get into the 1988 

drinking water that are toxic, before they get there.   1989 

Mr. Auchincloss.  Before they get there. 1990 

Dr. Woodruff.  Right.   1991 

Mr. Auchincloss.  And this bill would make that harder?   1992 

Dr. Woodruff.  And that would make it harder.  1993 

Mr. Auchincloss.  I yield back, Chair.   1994 
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Mr. Palmer.  The gentleman yields.   1995 

I would like to thank our witnesses for being here today.  Members may have addi�onal 1996 

writen ques�ons for you.   1997 

I will remind members that they have 10 business days to submit addi�onal ques�ons for the 1998 

record and ask that the witnesses do their best to submit responses within 10 business days upon 1999 

receipt of the ques�ons.   2000 

I ask unanimous consent to insert in the record the documents included on the staff hearing 2001 

documents list.   2002 

Without objec�on, that will be the order.  2003 

[The informa�on follows:] 2004 

 2005 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  2006 
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Mr. Palmer.  Without objec�on, the subcommitee is adjourned.   2007 

[Whereupon, at 4:24 p.m., the subcommitee was adjourned.] 2008 

 2009 

 2010 


