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Taking Reproductive Toxins Seriously

According to an EPA official, federal agencies aren’t required to
regulate toxins such as mercury for their effects on reproduction.

® Senator John Glenn (D-
OH), annoyed because federal
agencies have claimed they
don’t have the authority to
regulate chemicals for potential
reproductive hazards, is plan-
ning legislative action over the
next year or so to get environ-
mental and worker protection
agencies back in line.

Three weeks ago, the Gen-
eral Accounting Office (GAO)
criticized federal agencies for
inadequate regulation of chemi-
cals that might cause birth and
developmental defects (Science,
4 October, p. 25). Butin a 2
October hearing before the
Senate Governmental Affairs
Committee, an official of the
Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) said the agency
didn’t have the authority to re-
quire developmental and repro-
ductive toxicity testing for all
new chemicals. While EPA of-
ten seeks such testing data for
new pesticides, said Linda
Fisher, EPA assistant adminis-
trator for pesticides and toxic
substances, it doesn’t routinely
require companies to supply
such information on non-pesti-
cides because it doesn’t think
the law requires it.

A Senate aide, however, says
that EPA’s interpretation is a
“narrow” reading of its author-
ity that is contradicted by the
legislative history of health and
environmental protection laws.
As several of these laws come up

for reauthorization in the next
year or two, the aide says, Glenn
plans to add explicit language so
the federal agencies understand
that they not only have the au-
thority to regulate reproductive
toxins, but that they should ex-
ercise it more often.

Floor Fight in Congress

m For years, it’s been one of the
greatest political power plays in
Washington. Fifty-nine mem-
bers of the House Appropria-
tions Committee, their hands
placed firmly on the govern-
ment’s funding spigot, get to
dictate how the discretionary
portion of the federal budget
will be spent—frequently

~against the wishes of their 376

colleagues. Shortly, however,
the 376 plan to challenge the
power of their appropriating
brethren.

Influence in the House is sup-
posed to be divided between
“authorizing” committees,
which mandate how the federal
government should spend its
money, and the appropriations
committee, which actually does
the spending. Theoretically,
this arrangement gives the au-
thorizers a check on the appro-
priators, since the appropria-
tions committee is forbidden to
spend money on unauthorized
programs.

But appropriators have long
ignored such technicalities, and
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so long as no one objects to an
appropriations bill on the floor
of the House, the money flows
where the committee points.
The full House goes along be-
cause appropriations bills fre-
quently contain little plums for
individual congressmen—a new
research building here, a new
post office there—and everyone
gets along by going along.

Robert Gallo

But now some members of
the authorizing committees are
looking for a particulag'ly egre-
gious example of unauthorized
spending to which they can
object, with the hope of voting
down the bill on the House
floor. Such action, they hope,
will teach the 59 that the appro-
priations tail must stop wag-
ging the congressional dog.
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