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her many years of service to our coun-
try.

———

OPPOSING ACTION IN THE MIDDLE
EAST

(Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of
New York asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute.)

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. Mr. Speaker, along with the
American people, I oppose any reckless
action that would lead us into another
endless war in the Middle East. And,
yet, we now have thousands more
troops in the Middle East than we had
before the President unilaterally made
the decision to kill Soleimani.

My prayers are with each and every
American serving in harm’s way to
keep us safe.

While I do not mourn the death of
Soleimani, a terrorist with American
blood on his hands, the American peo-
ple deserve to know how this will make
us safer. How will it make us safer?

Unfortunately, the President pro-
vided little clarity in his statement, so
we still don’t know how this action
will affect our Nation’s security.

I am against war with Iran. Another
endless war in the Middle East would
be a grave mistake.

———
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 535, PFAS ACTION ACT
OF 2019

Ms. SCANLON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 779 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 779

Resolved, That at any time after adoption
of this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant
to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 535) to require
the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency to designate per- and
polyfluoroalkyl substances as hazardous sub-
stances under the Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response, Compensation, and Liabil-
ity Act of 1980. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. All points of order
against consideration of the bill are waived.
General debate shall be confined to the bill
and amendments specified in this resolution
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on
Energy and Commerce. After general debate
the bill shall be considered for amendment
under the five-minute rule. In lieu of the
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Energy and
Commerce now printed in the bill, an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute consisting
of the text of Rules Committee Print 116-45,
modified by the amendment printed in part
A of the report of the Committee on Rules
accompanying this resolution, shall be con-
sidered as adopted in the House and in the
Committee of the Whole. The bill, as amend-
ed, shall be considered as the original bill for
the purpose of further amendment under the
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five-minute rule and shall be considered as
read. All points of order against provisions
in the bill, as amended, are waived. No fur-
ther amendment to the bill, as amended,
shall be in order except those printed in part
B of the report of the Committee on Rules.
Each such further amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed in the report,
may be offered only by a Member designated
in the report, shall be considered as read,
shall be debatable for the time specified in
the report equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be
subject to amendment, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole. All points of order against such fur-
ther amendments are waived. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the bill for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report
the bill, as amended, to the House with such
further amendments as may have been
adopted. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill, as amended,
and on any further amendment thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Pennsylvania is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Ms. SCANLON. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Arizona (Mrs. LESKO), pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. SCANLON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
be given 5 legislative days to revise and
extend their remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Ms. SCANLON. Mr. Speaker, on
Tuesday, the Rules Committee met and
reported a structured rule for House
Resolution 779, providing for consider-
ation of H.R. 535, the PFAS Action Act
of 2019.

The rule provides 1 hour of general
debate equally divided and controlled
by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Energy
and Commerce. The rule self-executes a
manager’s amendment by Chairman
PALLONE, makes in order 22 amend-
ments, and provides one motion to re-
commit.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to start
the new year and the new congres-
sional session with our first legislative
action being a rule for a comprehen-
sive, bipartisan bill to address a threat
to our constituents, both across Penn-
sylvania and across the country.

Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances,
commonly known as PFAS, have been
manufactured and used in the United
States for over 60 years. These chemi-
cals are found in everyday products
like food packaging materials, cleaning
products, nonstick cookware, stain-
and water-resistant materials, fire-
fighting foams, and more.

There are thousands of PFAS chemi-
cals, but two of the most common and
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most notorious are PFOA and PFOS,
substances used to make Teflon and
Scotchgard, respectively.

PFAS are known as forever chemi-
cals. They do not break down, and they
remain in the environment and other
living organisms for decades. PFAS
chemicals are made of one of the
strongest carbon bonds possible. As a
result, these substances are extremely
persistent in the environment and are
able to be absorbed by humans and
wildlife.

PFAS have long been linked with
various forms of cancer, including kid-
ney, liver, and pancreatic cancers;
weakened immune systems; low birth
weight; infertility; impaired childhood
development; and other diseases.

Not only are these substances resil-
ient and harmful, but they are now
found in the blood of over 99 percent of
Americans.

PFAS contaminate our environment
in a variety of ways, particularly
through landfills and wastewater run-
off sites. Once these chemicals are in-
troduced into an area, they leach into
the soil and groundwater, becoming
immediate threats to surrounding life.

Analysis by the Environmental
Working Group found that more than
1,600 drinking water systems in the
United States may be contaminated
with PFAS, affecting up to 110 million
Americans from drinking water alone.

In the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania, 17 sites have been identified as
containing PFAS contamination. Some
of these sites are water utilities and ci-
vilian airports, but additional sites
like waste incinerators were included
as well. People living in close prox-
imity to waste incinerators already
face a host of environmental risk fac-
tors from polluted air and water. Addi-
tional contaminants from PFAS adds
insult to injury for these neglected and
often economically distressed areas.

The Department of Defense has iden-
tified over 400 military sites across the
U.S. that use or were suspected of hav-
ing used PFAS in firefighting foam.
Montgomery County, Pennsylvania, is
home to two of these former bases
where firefighting foam Ileached into
the groundwater after years of use.
These bases are no longer active, but
the effects from PFAS will be felt by
residents for generations to come.

My friend and colleague, Congress-
woman MADELEINE DEAN, a founding
member of the PFAS Task Force,
helped secure a grant to study the
health effects of PFAS contamination
in this area. I commend the work that
she is doing to protect her constituents
and to ensure that they have a water
supply that they can rely on for gen-
erations to come.

The fact of the matter is that the
Federal Government has known about
the dangers presented by PFAS for
years. The chemical industry has
known for even longer and,
unsurprisingly, has fought tooth and
nail against efforts to regulate their
distribution and use.
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Despite this, the only action taken
against PFAS was in 2006, when the
EPA instituted a voluntary phaseout of
PFOA and PFOS instead of instituting
any stronger measures. Recently, the
EPA has declined to promulgate stand-
ards on PFAS despite acknowledging
the dangers they present to human and
environmental health.

Just as foxes shouldn’t guard the
henhouse, chemical companies
shouldn’t be trusted to regulate them-
selves. Research on the additional
thousands of PFAS outside of PFOS
and PFOA can and should continue, but
thus far, all research has confirmed
that PFAS are harmful.

We would not eat food that could po-
tentially cause us harm without under-
standing the full range of ramifications
first. Why should we put those risks on
our children without first knowing how
PFAS will affect them?

H.R. 535 will provide protections to
our communities in the immediate
term and ensure that there are enforce-
able standards in place for the long
term. This bill would require the EPA
to use tools under existing environ-
mental statutes to require cleanup of
sites contaminated with PFOA and
PFOS, set air emission limits, prohibit
unsafe incineration of PFAS, and limit
the introduction of new PFAS chemi-
cals into the market.

Further, the PFAS Action Act will
limit human exposure to PFAS by re-
quiring a drinking water standard for
PFAS that protects public health, par-
ticularly regarding the health of vul-
nerable groups like infants, children,
and pregnant women.

Finally, the bill takes the necessary
step of designating all PFAS as haz-
ardous substances under the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act.

I would like to recognize and thank
my colleague, Congresswoman DEBBIE
DINGELL, for her hard work and tireless
efforts to keep Americans safe from
PFAS, as well as Congressman FRED
UPTON and the other members of the
Energy and Commerce Committee
whose bills were incorporated into H.R.
535.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for the
rule and the underlying bill, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Representative SCANLON for yielding
me the customary 30 minutes, and I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 535, the bill before
us today, lays out an aggressive,
antiscience regulatory framework for
addressing perfluoroalkyl and
polyfluoroalkyl substances, commonly
known as PFAS, under several environ-
mental statutes, including the Safe
Drinking Water Act; the Comprehen-
sive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation, and Liability Act, also
known as CERCLA; the Clean Air Act;
and the Toxic Substances Control Act.

This is an unprecedented way of con-
ducting science, counteracting decades
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of U.S. environmental policy and likely
compromising public safety, public
health, environmental protection, and
national defense efforts.

This bill requires the Environmental
Protection Agency, EPA, to designate
all perfluoroalkyl and polyfluoroalkyl
chemical compounds as hazardous sub-
stances within 1 year of enactment of
this bill. Since the enactment of
CERCLA, Congress has never—let me
repeat, never—statutorily mandated a
substance’s designation. That designa-
tion shall be left to the regulatory
process, allowing for notice, public
input, and scientific review and anal-
ysis.

Designation as a hazardous substance
under CERCLA triggers a wide variety
of notifications and response actions.
For example, a release of the des-
ignated hazardous substance chemical
may require the polluter to notify the
entire populace in the area and/or gov-
ernment entities and may trigger
cleanup/abatement requirements.

Small communities are not going to
be able to afford it. It also attaches
strict and retroactive liability without
a liability shield for innocent parties
that acted according to the law.

Not only does this bill mandate the
designation of the entire class of PFAS
chemicals as hazardous air pollutants
under the Clean Air Act, but it also
designates the entire PFAS class under
CERCLA. That kind of designation
under CERCLA, coupled with the other
features of this bill, would amount to a
de facto ban of all PFAS, including the
many lifesaving products that incor-
porate PFAS.

However, I don’t hear my Democratic
colleagues here talking about the
PFAS chemicals that are helping peo-
ple. For instance, the type of PFAS
used in the device in this poster next to
me is made by Gore of Gore-Tex fame.
The device plugs a hole in a baby’s
heart. Again, these devices help save
the lives of babies born with holes in
their hearts. If EPA is forced to des-
ignate the entire class of PFAS as haz-
ardous material, think about how
many parents will have to think twice
and may suddenly feel conflicted in
giving their babies lifesaving surgery
using devices like this or similar med-
ical devices.

We cannot classify an entire class as
hazardous when, in fact, there are only
some bad actors.

Gore’s medical products division is
centered in Flagstaff, Arizona. I rep-
resent Arizona, and they have a cam-
pus in north Phoenix, which is in my
district. This campus has about 700 em-
ployees making medical products. As a
whole, Gore has approximately 2,300
employees in Arizona engaged in the
research, development, and manufac-
turing of medical devices.

I had the opportunity to tour Gore
and its medical products division,
where I got to see firsthand the cre-
ative, innovative, and technology-driv-
en solutions they are cultivating to
help cure medical conditions for Amer-
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icans. These are FDA- and scientif-
ically approved medical devices, yet
this bill threatens them and threatens
the American people. However, H.R.
535, as amended, mandates multiple ag-
gressive actions based on a woefully in-
complete scientific understanding of
health effects for this diverse class of
more than 5,000 chemical compounds.

We know that PFAS are chemicals
used in numerous consumer products
and industrial processes. They are re-
sistant to heat, oils, stains, grease, and
water. Those properties make them im-
portant to many products and proc-
esses in commerce, such as firefighting
foam, cellphones, medical devices,
Kevlar, semiconductors, solar panels,
and chlorine, and even in our own De-
partment of Defense, including F-16s.

I have Luke Air Force Base in my
district. They have trained F-16 pilots
for years. Now, they are switching over
the F-3bs, but they still train F-16s.
This is important to our national de-
fense.

The class of PFAS chemicals num-
bers more than 5,000. Of those, only
about 29 have developed scientific data
and methods. That is 29 out of 5,000.

PFAS are a diverse family of chemi-
cals, which includes a broad range of
substances with different physical,
chemical, and toxicological properties
and uses. Hence, the hazard and risk
profile of various PFAS are very dif-
ferent.
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It is neither scientifically accurate
nor appropriate to group all PFAS to-
gether or take a one-size-fits-all regu-
latory approach for this wide range of
substances.

We all want to ensure American citi-
zens are not exposed to dangerous
chemicals. We want to do it sooner
rather than later. However, my Repub-
lican colleagues on the House Energy
and Commerce Committee and many
integral stakeholders have grave
doubts that the Comprehensive Envi-
ronmental Response Compensation,
and Liability Act, commonly, known
as CERCLA, is the magic bullet for this
problem. In fact, it may create more
problems than meet the eye.

This is why numerous letters have
been sent to Members of Congress from
relevant stakeholders to urge Congress
to oppose provisions that would cir-
cumvent existing, well-established reg-
ulatory processes, predetermine out-
comes using inadequate scientific data,
and potentially inhibit effective clean-
up of those PFAS that are of the great-
est concern.

Some of these stakeholders, such as
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, Air-
lines for America, Airports Council
International—North America, Amer-
ican Chemistry Council, American
Fuel and Petrochemical Manufactur-
ers, American Petroleum Institute, Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers,
and more, are the folks dealing with
the repercussions of what we do here in
this Chamber. They are the ones rep-
resenting hundreds of thousands of jobs



January 8, 2020

in all 50 States; yet, here we are telling
the people who deal with these issues
daily that, no, we don’t care what they
think. We are going to move ahead
with a partisan and controversial alter-
native. We will cost thousands of
Americans their jobs in a rush process
instead of working together to do
something meaningful.

The bill before us today creates an
unrealistic condition that EPA must
require manufacturers and processors
to test each chemical in the entire
PFAS class. This testing requirement
applies to each of the 5,000 per- and
polyfluoroalkyl substances, a task that
will be enormously expensive and time
consuming.

I agree, we need to prevent environ-
mental contamination by these sub-
stances. That is why we have. We have
recently made huge steps and taken big
actions.

Just last month, we passed the fiscal
2020 National Defense Authorization
Act and various spending bills, where
several PFAS provisions were enacted
into law. The laws we passed together
on a bipartisan basis will start making
a difference in communities imme-
diately.

They required substantial reporting
and public disclosures, created grants
for drinking water treatment, author-
ized PFAS research and detection pro-
grams, phased out PFAS in firefighting
foam used by the Department of De-
fense, and required cooperative cleanup
agreements between the Department of
Defense and States for Department of
Defense facilities with PFAS contami-
nation.

The bill signed into law reflected a
bicameral compromise and omitted
language from the House’s version,
H.R. 2500, that would have required the
EPA to designate PFAS as hazardous
substances.

We need, here, a consistent and cred-
ible approach to regulating these
chemicals that Ileverages existing
frameworks to access the potential
risks associated with PFAS. Our ac-
tions should be based on existing ad-
ministrative procedures and sound
science.

However, last night, when we were
reviewing this bill in the Rules Com-
mittee, of which I am a member, I
heard numerous times from my Demo-
cratic colleagues that they do not trust
the EPA, that they do not trust their
workforce, apparently.

This baffles me. In fiscal year 2019,
the EPA employed 14,172 individuals.
These thousands of individuals go to
work each and every day to work for
EPA’s mission. The mission of the EPA
is to protect human health and the en-
vironment.

EPA has developed a PFAS Action
Plan to address PFAS issues across
multiple environmental mediums. As
part of the plan, the Agency, among
other things, has issued interim rec-
ommendations for addressing ground-
water contaminated with PFOA and
PFOS under Federal cleanup programs,
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sent to the Office of Management and
Budget for interagency review a pro-
posed drinking water regulatory deter-
mination for PFOA and PFOS, and is
working through the regulatory devel-
opment process for listing the PFOA
and PFOS as ‘“‘hazardous substances”
under CERCLA. Clearly, action is hap-
pening.

However, we need to be working to-
gether more. To quote the National As-
sociation of Manufacturers: ‘‘Congres-
sional action should enable and encour-
age the appropriate agencies to carry
out the risk-based approach established
in existing U.S. environmental law and
policy. Congress should prioritize the
cleanup of contaminated sites to pro-
tect communities. Congress should also
provide oversight to ensure a coordi-
nated and timely government response
and appropriate the funding necessary
to support sound scientific research
and the management, mitigation, and
ongoing monitoring of specific
PFAS”’—not all PFAS.

However, this bill cannot pass the
Senate and cannot become law—and
my Democratic colleagues know that—
while the bipartisan Senate-passed lan-
guage, as included in the Senate
version of the NDAA, could be signed
into law.

The Republican-supported substitute
amendment that was introduced in
committee markup consisted of the
Senate-passed language on PFAS. It
would still require the EPA to issue
regulations covering PFAS, require the
EPA to issue drinking water regula-
tions covering PFAS, and require the
EPA to use appropriate science in
issuing these regulations. It would
eliminate the CERCLA/Superfund pro-
visions contained in this bill because
the Senate will not pass them.

Why can we not pass something that
could help improve countless lives and
that we know that the Senate will take
on and pass?

We should be promoting a consistent,
comprehensive approach for assessing
and regulating specific PFAS that
takes into account existing regulatory
frameworks. If Congress acts in this
area, it should utilize these frame-
works to ensure consistent, science-
based regulatory approaches, trans-
parency, broad stakeholder input, and
enforceable regulations. That is the
way we can get something meaning-
fully passed through both Chambers
and signed into law.

We need to pass a bill that would en-
courage innovation and production of
new chemicals to replace existing
chemicals in commerce, not
disincentivize it, which this bill does.

We need to ensure our constituents
are not exposed to dangerous chemi-
cals.

We need to do our constitutional role
in overseeing Federal agencies; how-
ever, we should not be doing so in a
way that would make regulation im-
practical, eliminate the use of medical-
saving devices, or tie the hands of the
Department of Defense.
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So let’s work together. Let’s make
some progress that could actually pass
both Chambers.

Mr. Speaker, I urge opposition to the
rule, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

Ms. SCANLON. Mr. Speaker, I in-
clude in the RECORD a December 5, 2019,
New York Times article, entitled,
“Government Studying Widely Used
Chemicals Linked to Health Issues.”

[From the New York Times, Dec. 5, 2019]
GOVERNMENT STUDYING WIDELY USED
CHEMICALS LINKED TO HEALTH ISSUES

(By Eric Lipton)

WARMINSTER, PA.—Two decades after con-
cern emerged about a class of chemicals used
in everything from Teflon pans to fire-
fighting foam, the federal government has
started the first in a series of detailed stud-
ies of the impact the chemicals have had on
human health.

The goal is to determine what role the
chemicals, known generally as PFAS, play in
a long list of health conditions including
thyroid, kidney, liver, cardiovascular and
autoimmune diseases, among other ailments.
The studies will involve thousands of adults
and children in eight communities nation-
wide, and the findings will help determine
just how extensive of a cleanup is necessary
at sites where groundwater or drinking
water supplies have been contaminated.

This is hardly an academic matter in com-
munities like Warminster, a suburb of Phila-
delphia, where Hope Martindell Grosse grew
up just across the street from the now-
defunct Naval Air Warfare Center. The base
is one of about 200 military installations
around the country where groundwater has
been contaminated by the chemicals, includ-
ing at least 24 where drinking water was af-
fected.

Ms. Grosse and several members of her
family have had a series of health problems,
including autoimmune disease, cancer and
other unusual conditions, such as a missing
set of adult teeth in both of her daughters.

Her childhood home was just 25 feet from
the Navy base and for decades she and her
family consumed water from a well in their
front yard. Even after the house was con-
nected to a municipal water system, the
water coming to the house was still contami-
nated because the local supplier realized
only about three years ago that it was also
using groundwater contaminated by PFAS.
The utility was then forced to buy water
from outside the area.

Earlier tests of about 200 area residents
have already confirmed high levels of PFAS
in the bloodstream of people who lived near
the former Warminster base and a second
nearby military facility, Naval Air Station
Joint Reserve Base Willow Grove.

“My greatest concern is what this means
for my children,” Ms. Grosse said. “‘I know
my kids have this chemical in them.”

But what remains unclear is how strong
the association is between PFAS exposure
and various health ailments.

It is a question that federal scientists and
researchers hope to answer, at least in part,
with this first multisite health effects study.
It will be conducted in New Hampshire,
Pennsylvania, Colorado, Michigan, New Jer-
sey, Massachusetts, New York and Cali-
fornia, in communities where drinking water
is known to have been contaminated.

In total about 8,000 adults and 2,500 chil-
dren who lived in areas where drinking water
was known to have been contaminated with
PFAS will have blood and urine sampled and
medical histories checked. The initial round
of $7 million in grants to fund the work has
already been distributed.
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The first study, in the Pease, N.H., area, is
underway and enrolling participants.

Delays in settling on and approving re-
search protocol for the work in the seven
other locations mean that actual tests on
participants will most likely be put off until
at least the end of next year. But researchers
at some of those sites have started to collect
historical information on drinking water
contamination.

In most of the locations, the study will not
specifically look for apparent correlations
between exposure to PFAS and cancer, be-
cause the sample size is not large enough to
produce statistically significant results, fed-
eral officials said.

But in Pennsylvania, researchers will be
gathering data on hundreds of thousands of
cancer cases in the area to see if there ap-
pears to be a high incidence of certain can-
cers among those exposed to the contami-
nated water, said Resa M. Jones, a Temple
University epidemiologist who will be over-
seeing this work.

Public concern about the chemicals first
emerged in the late 1990s in communities in-
cluding Parkersburg, W.Va., which was home
to a DuPont chemical manufacturing plant
where one form of PFAS was made, after a
series of illnesses emerged among area resi-
dents and even farm animals.

The discovery of this threat in West Vir-
ginia, and the struggle to get DuPont to
cover medical costs, are the subject of a new
movie, called ‘“‘Dark Waters.”

Medical studies completed around 2012 in
Parkersburg ultimately confirmed a ‘‘prob-
able link” between the exposure to PFAS
chemicals and testicular cancer, kidney can-
cer and thyroid disease, among other condi-
tions. Animal studies have also suggested
links between exposure and health problems
in humans, federal authorities say.

Since then, certain versions of the chem-
ical—there are thousands of different for-
mulas—have been removed from the market,
including two that were once widely used in
nonstick cooking pans and stain-resistant
clothes. But there remain concerns that
some of the replacement chemicals may
cause some of the same illnesses.

The new research now getting underway—
which was authorized by Congress through
the Defense Department after a bipartisan
push led by Senator Jeanne Shaheen, Demo-
crat of New Hampshire—will focus on expo-
sures that are occurring outside any work-
place, due to exposure to contaminated
drinking water.

““This is an attempt to produce some im-
portant knowledge that can be useful not
only for a particular community but more
generally across the United States, in a large
population,” he said.

The Environmental Protection Agency is
separately also moving toward establishing
federal cleanup standards for contaminated
areas and also to decide on what the national
safety limit for PFAS-related chemicals in
drinking water should be, questions the
agency has been considering for at least a
decade.

Robert A. Bilott, an Ohio lawyer who has
spent two decades pursing litigation against
PFAS manufacturers including DuPont, said
the research was a welcome step toward de-
veloping a better understanding of the
health consequences of PFAS. But he said he
remained determined to push the manufac-
turers to pay for an even larger study that
would look in a more comprehensive way for
correlations between PFAS exposure and
cancer.

“I am glad to see the federal government is
stepping in and recognizing more needs to be
done,” said Mr. Bilott, whose story is the
focus of the ‘“‘Dark Waters” film and who has
also written a book on his two-decade legal
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fight on the issue. “But I don’t want it to be
a shield against more comprehensive studies
that need to be done.”

Ms. SCANLON. Mr. Speaker, what we
are discussing is not an abstract issue,
as this article outlines. These forever
chemicals are adversely impacting real
people right now, and they can be caus-
ing families to confront health issues
like autoimmune disease, cancer, even
children missing their set of adult
teeth.

So not only do we need more re-
search, we need strong action now, and
that is why the legislation we are con-
sidering here today is so important.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Maine (Ms. PIN-
GREE).

Ms. PINGREE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Representative SCANLON for granting
me the time and Chairman PALLONE
and particularly Congresswoman DIN-
GELL for their leadership on PFAS
issues.

I rise today in support of H.R. 535,
the PFAS Action Act of 2019. This bi-
partisan bill will take much-needed
and long-overdue action on these harm-
ful forever chemicals.

These pervasive and dangerous
chemicals pose serious risks to both
human health and to our environment,
and the delay in taking action on them
has been inexcusable. They are known
hormone disruptors, and studies link
the exposure to them to kidney and
testicular cancer, to thyroid disease
and other health problems.

PFAS chemicals are concentrated in
human and animal blood and tissue,
and they can remain there for years. It
is estimated that 99 percent of all
Americans have PFAS in their blood.

In my home State of Maine, PFAS
was first discovered in the groundwater
at a former military installation due to
the use of fire foam containing PFAS.
But PFAS contamination has been
found in our public water supply, in
soil, in agriculture, and in animal prod-
ucts.

Once in the environment, PFAS will
never break down. That is why they are
called forever chemicals, so cleanup is
essential to protect people in our envi-
ronment.

Companies and regulators have
known about the risks of products like
Teflon, Scotchgard, and, yes, Gore-Tex
for decades but have failed to take ac-
tion to protect or inform the American
people. The Department of Defense has
repeatedly refused to clean up PFAS
contamination at military sites across
the Nation.

Because the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency has dragged its feet, we
have no enforceable standards for
PFAS levels in our drinking water,
leaving communities without the infor-
mation or the funding to protect our
citizens, and there has been no action
to fund cleanup because there was no
requirement to clean up these dan-
gerous chemicals. It is truly time to
act.

Some of the things that the PFAS
Action Act will do:
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It will finally designate PFAS as a
hazardous chemical, thereby ensuring
PFAS contamination is cleaned up and
polluters pay for their actions;

It will require the EPA to develop na-
tional drinking water regulations to
test and monitor levels of PFAS in our
public drinking supplies; and

It will add two types of forever
chemicals to the EPA’s Toxic Release
Inventory so we will finally know who
is releasing them into our water, soil,
and air, and we can hold them account-
able.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join me in taking action for the health
of our communities and our environ-
ment and to vote ‘‘yes’ on the rule and
“‘yes’ on the final bill.

Ms. SCANLON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the other gentlewoman
from Pennsylvania (Ms. DEAN).

Ms. DEAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the rule, and I thank Represent-
ative SCANLON for allowing me this
brief time.

PFAS water contamination con-
tinues to harm America’s health. The
EPA’s website describes some of the ef-
fects: ‘‘low infant birth weights, effects
on the immune system, cancer . . . and
thyroid hormone disruption.’” Our con-
stituents deserve better. Our constitu-
ents have a right to clean water.

Finally, we are making some
progress. Over the last year, we have
considered and passed more PFAS leg-
islation than any previous Congress,
and this week’s PFAS Action Act
marks our most comprehensive step.

We also see progress at the local
level. In my district, contaminated sur-
face water runoff from Horsham Air
Guard Station has polluted local wells
and waterways for years.
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Last week, the Air Force released the
funds for a $2.8 million containment
and filtration system at the runoff site.
I commend them for their leadership.
Still, however, much work remains.

PFAS contaminants exist on more
than 400 military bases nationwide and
threaten the health and safety of those
who live nearby. Addressing this chal-
lenge fully requires a national solu-
tion. That means listing PFAS as a
toxin, banning its manufacture, regu-
lating its disposal, cleaning up our
water supplies, and providing health
testing and treatment to everyone who
needs it.

I thank Representative DINGELL for
her tenacity in drafting and passing
this legislation. I urge my colleagues
to support this rule.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. SHIMKUS).

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, this is
an important debate. I have been on
the Energy and Commerce Committee
a long time. I am the ranking member
on the Environment and Climate
Change Subcommittee which has juris-
diction on this.

We are in this debate today because
emotion is trumping science. We are
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not willing to give the scientific com-
munity enough time to say that this
class of chemicals is bad. We want to
do something we have never done. We
want to legislatively ban a chemical by
legislative fiat, not by doing the due
diligence of the scientific process.

I got lectured last night. We get lec-
tured all the time about how Repub-
licans don’t believe in science on the
climate change debate.

Well, then the contrary is true.
Democrats don’t believe in science to
allow us to have an adequate debate on
these chemicals. When we come to the
floor, we talk about PFAS like it is one
chemical. PFAS stands for
perfluorinated or polyfluorinated com-
pounds. There are over 7,800 of these
types of compounds. Some are long-
chain compounds; some are small-
chain compounds, and they are in
every aspect of our life.

In fact, the FDA has approved PFAS
for food container linings. Let me get
that right. Things that are touching
our food, the FDA has evaluated it and
said, this packaging material is safe.

But no, that is not good enough for
my colleagues, because emotion, which
we operate on here, especially on the
floor of the House—I taught history
and the Constitution, and we are sup-
posed to be the emotive body. So this is
what we do, as House Members we
come to the floor, we cry out we are
being harmed; government, save us,
without doing the due diligence of
science.

And some of this was mentioned by
my colleague, Mrs. LESKO, on her de-
bate. But in the F-16—here are all the
components that are made that have
some form of poly- or perfluorinated
compounds in the F-16.

She used one of our favorites; why is
this compound good in medical de-
vices? It is great because—why is it
good in military field jackets for our
men and women in uniform? Because it
repels water. That is what makes it
great. That keeps our soldiers dry.

I was an infantryman. I would rather
be dry in a monsoon than wet, and that
is what Gore-Tex or the Gore tech-
nology that uses the PFAS type of
chemical does.

We think there are two that we need
to be concerned about—you have heard
about it in the debate; we will hear
about it more—PFOA and PFOS. But
that doesn’t mean the other 7,798
chemical formulations are bad.

But what this bill that they are going
to be bringing to the floor is saying,
ban them all, even though the FDA
said for food packaging it is safe. Even
though it is a lifesaving medical device
that is implanted in the heart of a
child who has a hole in their heart, ban
that. Don’t worry about it. We will fig-
ure out something else to do.

The rule is bad because there were
opportunities for the bill to be fixed
and brought to the floor. One dealt
with medical devices. A cardiothoracic
surgeon, LARRY BUCSHON, from Indi-
ana, he offered an amendment to say, if
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you are going to have this implantable
device, and then the device is not used
and it is put in the landfill, please
don’t call that a toxic chemical, be-
cause these things save lives. That
wasn’t allowed in order.

We are moving into an electric vehi-
cle world. Guess what all these compo-
nents of an EV vehicle are going to be?
Components with PFAS-connected
chemicals.

Lithium batteries, what do you think
they have in them? PFAS-connected.

So we have this next chart. Auto-
motive parts containing
fluoropolymers. Here they are. Starter
motor, wiper motor, humidity sensor,
engine control unit.

I understand my colleague from
Michigan and the firefighter foam de-
bate. But what do you think this does
to the automobile industry, where you
have all these components that are
made up of some form?

So what we have been trying to do in
working with our colleagues is say,
let’s find the ones we can agree upon
and move upon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman from Illinois an additional 2
minutes.

Mr. SHIMKUS. So let’s find the ones
that we can agree upon and move into
law.

We worked diligently, and it was
mentioned before—so the debate is also
going to come and say, Republicans
hate people, we hate health. Nothing is
going to be done. We have to save the
Republic, right? Not true.

Even though I am an authorizer, as I
said in the Rules Committee, we don’t
like when other committees usurp our
authorization, right, chairman? And we
don’t like when appropriators do it.
But they did it right at the end of the
year.

In the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act, it requires EPA to mandate
that drinking water systems monitor
unregulated PFAS. Click that off. We
did it.

Provide grants to communities to ad-
dress this issue. Checkmark. We did
that.

Requires new reporting of PFAS
under the Toxic Release Inventory Pro-
gram. We did that.

Requires manufacturers and proc-
essors of PFAS to submit health and
safety information to the EPA. An-
other checkmark.

Guidance for appropriate destruction
of PFAS, restriction of long chain.

Let me say something that is really
problematic about this bill. It bans all
new uses of PFAS chemicals. We know
science creates healthier environ-
ments. So if we are able to create a
PFAS system that may not be a major
concern, we can’t bring it to market
because this bill bans it.

Remember, we are talking about 7,800
formulations.

It was also mentioned by my col-
league that, in the omnibus bill, 20 mil-
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lion more dollars to go to communities
to address this problem.

So as we go through this debate, I
urge my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no.” They
should have brought more amendments
allowed to make the bill better.

Having said that, we can g0 home—
and we did—saying we have addressed
this problem; and this bill, that takes a
terrible provision of doing something
we haven’t done in 40 years, ever, legis-
latively ban a chemical.

Ms. SCANLON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. NEAL), the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I want to
say, in support of the position that was
adopted by my friend, Mr. SHIMKUS,
there are a lot of things that the appro-
priators do around here that I don’t
like.

I rise today in full support of H.R.
535, the PFAS Action Act of 2019. This
important piece of legislation will sig-
nificantly help communities around
the country that have contaminated
water supplies due to their PFAS
chemicals.

This bill is also an extension of the
good work that the House accom-
plished last year with many provisions
relating to PFAS contamination in the
National Defense Authorization Act.

One community in my district, West-
field, Massachusetts, has been particu-
larly affected by these substances be-
cause of the past use of certain types of
firefighting foams for the aircraft fires
at Barnes Air National Guard base. Un-
fortunately, the situation at Westfield
is hardly unique. For years, cities and
towns around the Nation have been
trying to resolve this problem with
very little help from the Environ-
mental Protection Agency.

Provisions in this bill, however, will
ensure that the EPA finally does their
part to set safe drinking water stand-
ards and to include these hazardous
chemicals in the Superfund regula-
tions.

Additionally, this regulation will re-
quire health testing for all PFAS sub-
stances and establish a grant program
to help those communities affected to
clean up their water supplies.

Mr. Speaker, as someone who has
worked for many years with the city of
Westfield, and heard from my constitu-
ents aggressively on this issue, I am
glad the House is providing some aid to
many of these communities and ensur-
ing our drinking water is clear of these
chemicals.

As a member of the Congressional
PFAS Task Force, I want to applaud
the hard work that has gone into this
legislation and the effort of citizens
from areas affected by PFAS for their
advocacy.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

If we defeat the previous question, I
will offer an amendment to the rule to
consider an amendment offered by my
colleague, Representative SHIMKUS,
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that was not made in order. The alter-
native could actually pass the Senate
and could, therefore, become law and
help people.

Isn’t that our goal?

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of my amend-
ment in the RECORD, along with extra-
neous material, immediately prior to
the vote on the previous question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, this
amendment strikes section 2 through
section 18 of the bill and replaces it
with a provision mandating the clean-
up of PFOA and PFOS contamination
at Department of Defense facilities,
section 2, and a provision mandating
that EPA establish national primary
drinking water regulations for PFOA
and PFOS within 2 years, as well as ex-
pedite the setting of such regulations
for other PFAS chemicals, section 3.

H.R. 535 requires aggressive regu-
latory responses to the diverse class of
PFAS chemicals with little regard to
science or risk assessment. This is an
unprecedented way of conducting
science, counteracting decades of U.S.
environmental policy, and likely com-
promising public safety, public health,
and environmental protection.

This alternative that I am proposing
simply takes away some of the more
problematic provisions and gives H.R.
535 a plausible way to passage.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS).

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, this is
the only thing that can get signed into
law. We have the Statement of Admin-
istration Policy put out last night that
said, in this form, he would veto the
bill.

But more challenging is the fact that
numerous colleagues on the other side
of the building have said they are done.

We worked with the four corners to
address a compromise. What this
amendment does is help move the ball
forward that, unfortunately, my Demo-
crat colleagues could not say yes to
when we had three of the four corners
supported; House Republicans, Senate
Democrats, Senate Republicans.

So part of this exercise is to say, oh,
you know, we really screwed up. Now
we have got to show the public we are
doing something when we rejected a
four-corner compromise that could
have been signed into law.

So what we do is—the Lesko amend-
ment is the language, as I mentioned,
that House Democrat and committee
leaders rejected as part of the NDAA;
so we are trying to then move and get
the final portion of the most-agreed
upon project.

It requires drinking water standards
for the best-known PFAS in 2 years,
using a science and risk-based ap-
proach, and creates an expedited path-
way for PFAS in the future.

Listen, I would rather use total
science. I don’t want to use emotion.
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But the problem is, science takes time
and emotion doesn’t.
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They have to show activity, but if
FDA has said some of these compounds
are safe for food packaging, how do we
say they are all bad? Let me say that
again. FDA has said some of these com-
pounds are safe for packaging of food.
How do we ban 7,800 different permuta-
tions of the PFAS?

I would not have drafted this pro-
posal this way. There are some ideas in
it that give me pause. But overall, I
know how to say yes to solve problems
when they need solving. Making com-
promise means supporting things you
may not be comfortable with in order
to get something everyone can live
with. Don’t make the perfect be the
enemy of the good. Take the olive
branch. Solve PFAS. Reject partisan-
ship over problem-solving.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of the
Lesko amendment.

Ms. SCANLON. Mr. Speaker, I in-
clude in the RECORD a January 8 letter
from over 20 environmental groups, in-
cluding Earthjustice, the Center for
Environmental Health, the Sierra Club,
and the Union of Concerned Scientists,
all in favor of this legislation.

JANUARY 8, 2020.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House,
Washington, DC.
Hon. KEVIN MCCARTHY,
Minority Leader,
Washington, DC.
Hon. STENY HOYER,
Majority Leader,
Washington, DC.
Hon. STEVE SCALISE,
Minority Whip,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI, MAJORITY LEADER
HOYER, MINORITY LEADER MCCARTHY, MINOR-
ITY WHIP SCALISE AND MEMBERS OF THE U.S.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES: On behalf of our
millions of members and supporters, the un-
dersigned non-governmental organizations
write today to urge you to vote YES on H.R.
535, the PFAS Action Act.

Toxic PFAS chemicals have now been con-
firmed in the water of more than 1,400 com-
munities, including nearly 300 military in-
stallations, and studies have linked PFAS to
serious health problems, including cancer.
H.R. 535 will build on the progress made in
the National Defense Authorization Act for
FY 2020 by restricting industrial releases of
PFAS into our air and water, setting a
drinking water standard for PFOA and PFOS
in tap water, and by kick-starting the proc-
ess of cleaning up legacy PFAS contamina-
tion by designating PFOA and PFOS as haz-
ardous substances under the federal Super-
fund law.

The science is clear: PFAS have been
linked to serious health problems through
decades of animal, worker, and human stud-
ies. Unfortunately, EPA has failed to take
steps to restrict air and water releases, re-
duce PFAS in our tap water, or clean up the
nation’s most contaminated sites. H.R. 535
will set clear deadlines requiring EPA to do
just that. Designating PFOA and PFOS as
hazardous substances, as proposed by H.R.
535, will not ban PFAS—but will instead en-
sure that the most contaminated sites are fi-
nally cleaned up.
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We urge you to vote YES on H.R. 535, the
PFAS Action Act.
Sincerely,

Christine Santillana, Earthjustice; Pat-
rick MacRoy, Environmental Health
Strategy Center; Shaina Kasper, Toxics
Action Center Campaigns; Andrea
Braswell, Center for Environmental
Health; Michael Green, Center for En-
vironmental Health; Laurene Allen,
Merrimack Citizens for Clean Water;
Paul and Diane Cotter, Your Turnout
Gear and PFOA; Pamela Kay Miller,
Alaska Community Action on Toxics;
Tara Thorntom, Endangered Species
Coalition; Dalal Aboulhosn, Sierra
Club; Meghan Boian, Southern Envi-
ronmental Law Center; Stel Bailey,
Fight For Zero; Lynn Thorp, Clean
Water Action; Colin O’Neil, Environ-
mental Working Group; John Rumpler,

Environment America; Pamitha
Weerasinghe, Union of Concerned Sci-
entists; Loreen Hackett,

#PfoaProjectNY; Sabina Perez, Office
of Senator Perez, 35th Guam Legisla-
ture; Joanne Stanton, Buxmont Coali-
tion for Safer Water; Glenn Watkins,

National Wildlife Federation; Hope
Grosse, Buxmont Coalition for Safer
Water.

Ms. SCANLON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this rule and the passage of
the PFAS Action Act.

This bill will build on the progress we
made in the National Defense Author-
ization Act for 2020 by setting restric-
tions on PFAS contamination moving
forward and cleaning up existing con-
taminations.

PFAS chemicals are a class of chemi-
cals that could be cancer-causing. They
are called forever chemicals because
they never leave your body. They can
be found in Teflon, Scotchgard, fire-
fighting foams, and food packaging. In-
creasingly, contamination from PFAS
has been found in our food and our
water supply, as well.

As many as 100 million Americans
could be drinking tap water contami-
nated with PFAS, according to the En-
vironmental Working Group. This is
alarming because the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention has said
exposure to PFAS can lower pregnancy
rates, interfere with human body hor-
mones, increase cholesterol levels, af-
fect immune systems, and increase
risks of cancer, while also affecting the
learning, growth, and behavior of chil-
dren and infants. This is serious.

This fall, I held a briefing of the Con-
gressional Food Safety Caucus, where
leading experts presented the dangers
of the use of PFAS in food packaging
and how these chemical additives can
contaminate our food. That is why I
have called for a ban on PFAS in food
packaging, and I am proud to have
joined Congresswoman CHELLIE PIN-
GREE to ask the Government Account-
ability Office to review the actions
that are being taken at the Federal
level to evaluate the prevalence and
the risk of chemical food contamina-
tion.

There is no time for delay. The PFAS
Action Act of 2019 is a comprehensive
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approach to protecting our commu-
nities from PFAS contamination. I
commend my Democratic colleagues,
especially Congresswoman DEBBIE DIN-
GELL and Chairman FRANK PALLONE.
This bill will help ensure we are pro-
tecting people from these potentially
cancer-causing forever chemicals.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this bill.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

In closing, I emphasize to my friends
across the aisle that we should be
bringing legislation to this floor that
showcases how we can work together
and how we can protect the public from
scientifically proven unsafe chemicals.
However, this package does not.

I hope my colleagues will come to the
table and work with the entire Cham-
ber so we can do more on this impor-
tant issue, so we can actually have a
bill that could be signed into law, and
so we can truly help Americans.

If my Democratic colleagues truly
want to save lives and protect the pub-
lic, they will stop pushing through par-
tisan bills like this one that they know
will not be heard in the Senate and, in-
stead, actually work with Republicans
on reasonable legislation to get some-
thing done for the American people.

Mr. Speaker, I urge ‘‘no’ on the pre-
vious question and ‘‘no’> on the under-
lying measure, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Ms. SCANLON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I reiterate again that
this is, in fact, a bipartisan bill.

Mr. Speaker, ensuring the health and
safety of our constituents is one of the
chief responsibilities we have as Mem-
bers of Congress. The PFAS Action Act
will keep Americans safe by stopping
the flow of harmful chemicals into our
environment, our drinking water, and
the products we use every day.

The fight to protect our constituents
is ongoing. Science has come a long
way in the last 60 years, and we must
use those developments to better in-
form and address the concerns of all
Americans.

One of the lessons we must take from
having this debate today is that we are
all better off by having a strong, re-
sponsive, and people-focused EPA. We
need an EPA that doesn’t treat the
American populace like crash-test
dummies for the chemical industry to
test their products on. Asking for for-
giveness instead of permission is not an
acceptable tactic when it comes to the
health and well-being of our constitu-
ents.

We need an EPA that enforces envi-
ronmental protections, not one that
lets industry off the hook whenever it
isn’t in compliance. We need an EPA
that respects hard, indisputable
science, not one that willfully buries
its head in the sand to avoid the inevi-
table.

That is what our constituents want
from us, to know that they are not
being put at risk by the decisions we
make.
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I am proud that this bill will pass the
House today. The PFAS Action Act is a
commitment to the American people
that this majority will take a long-
overdue step to protect their health
and safety.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on
the rule and the previous question.

The material previously referred to
by Mrs. LESKO is as follows:

AMENDMENT TO HOUSE RESOLUTION 779

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this resolution, the amendment print-
ed in section 3 shall be in order as though
printed as the last amendment in part B of
the report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution if offered by Rep-
resentative Shimkus of Illinois or a des-
ignee. That amendment shall be debatable
for 10 minutes equally divided and controlled
by the proponent and an opponent.

SEC. 3. The amendment referred to in sec-
tion 2 is as follows:

Strike section 2 and all that follows and
insert the following:

SEC. 2. NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER
REGULATIONS FOR PFAS.

Section 1412(b) of the Safe Drinking Water
Act (42 U.S.C. 300g-1(b)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

€(16) PERFLUOROALKYL
POLYFLUOROALKYL SUBSTANCES.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years
after the date of enactment of this para-
graph, the Administrator shall, after notice
and opportunity for public comment, pro-
mulgate a national primary drinking water
regulation for perfluoroalkyl and
polyfluoroalkyl substances, which shall, at a
minimum, include standards for—

‘(i) perfluorooctanoic acid (commonly re-
ferred to as ‘PFOA’); and “4(ii)
perfluorooctane sulfonic acid (commonly re-
ferred to as ‘PFOS’).

“(B) ALTERNATIVE PROCEDURES.—‘‘(i) IN
GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after the
validation by the Administrator of an equal-
ly effective quality control and testing pro-
cedure to ensure compliance with the na-
tional primary drinking water regulation
promulgated under subparagraph (A) to
measure the levels described in clause (ii) or
other methods to detect and monitor
perfluoroalkyl and polyfluoroalkyl sub-
stances in drinking water, the Administrator
shall add the procedure or method as an al-
ternative to the quality control and testing
procedure described in such national primary
drinking water regulation by publishing the
procedure or method in the Federal Register
in accordance with section 1401(1)(D).

‘(i) LEVELS DESCRIBED.—The levels re-
ferred to in clause (i) are—

‘“(I) the 1level of a perfluoroalkyl or
polyfluoroalkyl substance;

’(IT) the total levels of perfluoroalkyl and
polyfluoroalkyl substances; and

‘“(IIT) the total levels of organic fluorine.

»’(C) INCLUSIONS.—The Administrator may
include a perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl
substance or class of perfluoroalkyl or
polyfluoroalkyl substances on—

‘(i) the list of contaminants for consider-
ation of regulation under paragraph (1)(B)(i),
in accordance with such paragraph; and

‘“(ii) the list of unregulated contaminants
to be monitored under section
1445(a)(2)(B)(i), in accordance with such sec-
tion.

‘(D) MONITORING.—When establishing mon-
itoring requirements for public water sys-
tems as part of a national primary drinking
water regulation under subparagraph (A) or
subparagraph (F)(ii), the Administrator shall
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tailor the monitoring requirements for pub-
lic water systems that do not detect or are
reliably and consistently below the max-
imum contaminant level (as defined in sec-
tion 1418(b)(2)(B)) for the perfluoroalkyl or
polyfluoroalkyl substance or class of
perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl substances
subject to the national primary drinking
water regulation.

‘“(E) HEALTH RISK REDUCTION AND COST
ANALYSIS.—In meeting the requirements of
paragraph (3)(C), the Administrator may rely
on information available to the Adminis-
trator with respect to 1 or more specific
perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl substances
to extrapolate reasoned conclusions regard-
ing the health risks and effects of a class of
perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl substances
of which the specific perfluoroalkyl or
polyfluoroalkyl substances are a part.

‘“(F) REGULATION OF ADDITIONAL
STANCES.—

‘(i) DETERMINATION.—The Administrator
shall make a determination under paragraph
(1)(A), using the criteria described in clauses
(i) through (iii) of that paragraph, whether
to include a perfluoroalkyl or
polyfluoroalkyl substance or class of
perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl substances
in the national primary drinking water regu-
lation under subparagraph (A) not later than
18 months after the later of—

‘() the date on which the perfluoroalkyl
or polyfluoroalkyl substance or class of
perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl substances
is listed on the list of contaminants for con-
sideration of regulation under paragraph
1)(B)); and

‘“(IT) the date on which—

‘‘(aa) the Administrator has received the
results of monitoring under section
1445(a)(2)(B) for the perfluoroalkyl or
polyfluoroalkyl substance or class of
perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl sub-
stances; or

“(bb) the Administrator has received reli-
able water data or water monitoring surveys
for the perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl
substance or class of perfluoroalkyl or
polyfluoroalkyl substances from a Federal or
State agency that the Administrator deter-
mines to be of a quality sufficient to make a
determination under paragraph (1)(A).

“(ii) PRIMARY DRINKING WATER REGULA-
TIONS.—

‘(I) IN GENERAL.—For each perfluoroalkyl
or polyfluoroalkyl substance or class of
perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl substances
that the Administrator determines to regu-
late under clause (i), the Administrator—

‘‘(aa) not later than 18 months after the
date on which the Administrator makes the
determination, shall propose a national pri-
mary drinking water regulation for the
perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl substance
or class of perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl
substances; and

“(bb) may publish the proposed national
primary drinking water regulation described
in item (aa) concurrently with the publica-
tion of the determination to regulate the
perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl substance
or class of perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl
substances.

‘“(IT) DEADLINE.—

‘‘(aa) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year
after the date on which the Administrator
publishes a proposed national primary drink-
ing water regulation under clause (i)(I) and
subject to item (bb), the Administrator shall
take final action on the proposed national
primary drinking water regulation.

‘“(bb) EXTENSION.—The Administrator, on
publication of notice in the Federal Register,
may extend the deadline under item (aa) by
not more than 24 months.

‘(G) HEALTH ADVISORY.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), the
Administrator shall publish a health advi-
sory under paragraph (L)(F) for a

SUB-
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perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl substance
or class of perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl
substances not subject to a national primary
drinking water regulation not later than 1
year after the later of—

“(I) the date on which the Administrator
finalizes a toxicity value for the
perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl substance
or class of perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl
substances; and

“(IT) the date on which the Administrator
validates an effective quality control and
testing procedure for the perfluoroalkyl or

polyfluoroalkyl substance or class of
perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl sub-
stances.

‘(ii) WAIVER.—The Administrator may

waive the requirements of clause (i) with re-
spect to a perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl
substance or class of perfluoroalkyl and
polyfluoroalkyl substances if the Adminis-
trator determines that there is a substantial
likelihood that the perfluoroalkyl or
polyfluoroalkyl substance or class of
perfluoroalkyl or polyfluoroalkyl substances
will not occur in drinking water with suffi-
cient frequency to justify the publication of
a health advisory, and publishes such deter-
mination, including the information and
analysis used, and basis for, such determina-
tion, in the Federal Register.”.

Ms. SCANLON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

————
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 7 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

——
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. HIGGINS of New York) at
2 o’clock and 19 minutes p.m.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend the rules
on which a recorded vote or the yeas
and nays are ordered, or votes objected
to under clause 6 of rule XX.

The House will resume proceedings
on postponed questions at a later time.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
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declares the House in recess for a pe-

riod of less than 15 minutes.
Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 20 min-

utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

———
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. SU0zzI) at 2 o’clock and
26 minutes p.m.

———

PROMOTING UNITED STATES
INTERNATIONAL LEADERSHIP IN
5G ACT OF 2019

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3763) to direct the Secretary of
State to provide assistance and tech-
nical expertise to enhance the rep-
resentation and leadership of the
United States at international stand-
ards-setting bodies that set standards
for 5th and future generations mobile
telecommunications systems and infra-
structure, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 3763

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Promoting
United States International Leadership in 5G
Act of 2019”.

SEC. 2. SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the sense of Congress that—

(1) the United States and its allies and
partners should maintain participation and
leadership at international standards-setting
bodies for 5th and future generations mobile
telecommunications systems and infrastruc-
ture;

(2) the United States should work with its
allies and partners to encourage and facili-
tate the development of secure supply chains
and networks for 5th and future generations
mobile telecommunications systems and in-
frastructure; and

(3) the maintenance of a high standard of
security in telecommunications and cyber-
space between the United States and its al-
lies and partners is a national security inter-
est of the United States.

SEC. 3. ENHANCING REPRESENTATION AND
LEADERSHIP OF UNITED STATES AT
INTERNATIONAL  STANDARDS-SET-
TING BODIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall es-
tablish an interagency working group to pro-
vide assistance and technical expertise to en-
hance the representation and leadership of
the United States at international stand-
ards-setting bodies that set standards for
equipment, systems, software, and virtually-
defined networks that support 5th and future
generations mobile telecommunications sys-
tems and infrastructure, such as the Inter-
national Telecommunication Union and the
3rd Generation Partnership Project. The
President shall also work with allies and
partners, as well as the private sector, to in-
crease productive engagement.

(b) INTERAGENCY WORKING GROUP.—The
interagency working group described in sub-
section (a) shall—

(1) be chaired by the Secretary of State or
a designee of the Secretary of State; and
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(2) consist of the head (or designee) of each
Federal department or agency the President
determines appropriate.

(¢) BRIEFING.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and subsequently thereafter as provided in
paragraph (2), the interagency working
group described in subsection (a) shall pro-
vide to the Committee on Foreign Affairs of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate a
briefing that shall include—

(A) a strategy to promote United States
leadership at international standards-setting
bodies for equipment, systems, software, and
virtually-defined networks relevant to b5th
and future generation mobile telecommuni-
cations systems and infrastructure, taking
into account the different processes followed
by the various international standard-set-
ting bodies;

(B) a strategy for diplomatic engagement
with allies and partners to share security
risk information and findings pertaining to
equipment that supports or is used in 5th and
future generations mobile telecommuni-
cations systems and infrastructure and co-
operation on mitigating such risks;

(C) a discussion of China’s presence and ac-
tivities at international standards-setting
bodies relevant to 5th and future generation
mobile telecommunications systems and in-
frastructure, including information on the
differences in the scope and scale of China’s
engagement at such bodies compared to en-
gagement by the United States or its allies
and partners and the security risks raised by
Chinese proposals in such standards-setting
bodies; and

(D) a strategy for engagement with private
sector communications and information
service providers, equipment developers, aca-
demia, federally funded research and devel-
opment centers, and other private-sector
stakeholders to propose and develop secure
standards for equipment, systems, software,
and virtually-defined networks that support
5th and future generation mobile tele-
communications systems and infrastructure.

(2) SUBSEQUENT BRIEFINGS.—Upon request
by the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Foreign Relations of the Senate, or as de-
termined appropriate by the chair of the
interagency working group described in sub-
section (a), the interagency working group
shall provide to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate an updated briefing including the
matters described in subparagraphs (A)
through (D) of paragraph (1).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
Nevada (Ms. TITUS) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. McCAUL) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Nevada.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5
legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material on H.R. 3763.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Nevada?

There was no objection.

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me start by thank-
ing our ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, Mr. McCAUL
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