
 Guide: Meeting with Your Elected Official About Congressional Attacks  

on Science-Based Safeguards 
 

There are several dangerous bills moving through Congress to dismantle the current science-based 
system of creating public health and safety protections, including the REINS Act, the HONEST Act, the 
EPA Science Advisory Board Reform Act, and—one of the most dangerous—the Regulatory 
Accountability Act (RAA). Members of Congress, including your Senators, will decide the success or 
defeat of dangerous bills that would effectively end the development and enforcement of science-based 
policies that protect Americans’ health, safety, economic interests, and the environment. Leverage your 
expertise and your voice as a constituent to send a clear pro-science message, which is critical in these 
crucial battles to preserve the role of science in our democracy.  

 

Talking Points: 

As scientists and constituents, we urge the senator to oppose S.951, the “Regulatory Accountability 
Act” (RAA), and any similar legislative attempts to cripple the science-based system of creating public 
protections for health, safety, and the environment. 

- The RAA is being actively considered and discussed by Senators, including yours, right now.  
- This bill has passed in the House and has passed out of committee in the Senate, with the 

possibility to come to a vote by all Senators sometime this summer.  

Note: If your senator is already opposed to the RAA, you can ask them to a) contact their colleagues to 
gain commitment for opposing these bills and b) publicly express opposition to RAA and similar attempts 
to gut the science-based rulemaking process. 

The RAA, for example, creates excessive delays and extreme hurdles in the regulatory process, 
rendering the science-based system for shaping public protections ineffective. In addition, harmful 
budget cuts will also weaken public protections. Together, the system to ensure science-based 
safeguards would be rigged in favor of regulated industries and prevent the ability of federal agencies 
to enforce laws that protect us from pollution, unsafe food and products, consumer fraud, and more.  

- Currently, all federal regulations must already be supported by good science and their ability to 
uphold the public interest.  

- Yet, the RAA and similar bills put in place many redundant and time consuming procedural 
requirements on resource-strapped agencies trying to enforce or enact science-based laws.  

- Cuts to federal agencies in addition to bills like the RAA would strip the ability of agencies to 
uphold vital public health and safety protections. 

- Agencies may be forced to ignore science by requiring them to finalize rules that are least costly 
to industry, and ignore the benefits of things such as [insert local issue here, e.g. worker safety, 
local agriculture, water safety]. 

- We need a federal budget and laws that invest in and protect the US. 

If these bills were to become law, there would be very real risks and consequences to our state’s lives 
and land. 

- Replacing science-based policies with decisions based on political influence would have real 
effects on our state’s families, who could be exposed to harmful pollutants, products, and 
workplaces.  

- [Share local examples of the costs of allowing corporations and narrow interests to disrupt 
public safeguards, especially if related to your scientific expertise] 

- The role of scientific knowledge in informing and implementing public protections has been 
pivotal in improving the health and well-being of Americans, especially the most vulnerable. 



 

Steps for a successful meeting: 

Flow of the meeting (assumed 30 mins) 

- 5 mins: Introductions and small talk; find something positive to say about the member who you 
are meeting with (for example, thank them for something they recently did that mattered to 
you)  

- 10 mins: Explanation of the bills – what is it, why it matters, how Senator can help 
o Make a specific request (ask) of the legislator, to take an action or to tell you what 

stance they take. For example, “Will you oppose the Regulatory Accountability Act and 
other similar legislation that suppress the use of science in policymaking, in order to 
ensure that we benefit from the latest scientific information about health and safety?” 

- 10 mins: Questions/Open discussion  
- 5 mins: Wrap up – repeat request, thank you, exchange contact info 
- 1-2 days later: Follow up e-mail/card/letter 

 

Before the meeting  

- Identify your key message with 1-2 sentences that clearly identify what you want the Senator to 
do and why. If the Senator only remembers one thing from the meeting it should be this 
message. 

- Select the roles/speaking parts for each of the meeting participants. 
 

During the meeting  

- Thank the staff for their time and express appreciation for something positive the Senator has 
done recently. (This can be especially effective if it’s an issue that would be at risk if we impede 
the regulatory process.) 

- Introduce yourself as a constituent, explaining your scientific expertise, and noting any 
professional/personal connections you have to the Senator or staff member.  

- Stress how the issue will affect your state and, if possible, tell a concise personal story that 
highlights your experience with the issue and why you care about it. 

- If you don’t know the answer to a question, be honest and say you don’t know and make sure to 
say that you’ll get the answer for them following the meeting. 

- Wrap the meeting by reiterating your specific request for the senator, thanking them for their 
time, and asking if there is anything you can do to support the senator to do the action you are 
asking for.  
 

After the meeting 

- You can create a “leave behind”- no longer than 1 single-sided page - that restates the points 
you made during the meeting and provides information for the office to get back in contact with 
you.  

- A day or two after the meeting, send the office a thank you letter or e-mail that reiterates your 
key points and answers any outstanding questions. Always thank the legislator for his or her 
time, even if the meeting did not go well. 

  



Educational Tool: Suite of Bills Undermining Science Based Policy  
Disguised as Regulatory Reform in the 115th Congress 

 

S.951, Regulatory Accountability Act (RAA) Passed Senate Committee 9-6 

 Forces agencies to ignore science by requiring them to finalize rules that are least costly to 
industry.  

 Congress should not attempt to legislate science. The RAA would essentially be politicizing 
science and turning over the definition of best available science to politicians and judges. 
Science needs to be left to scientists. This would be a solution in search of a problem. 

 Imposes significant new burdensome and time consuming procedural requirements on 
resource-strapped agencies trying to develop science-based regulations.  

 Provides an opportunity for industry to put the best available science that informs public health, 
safety, and environmental protections on trial. Hypothetically, if an industry or any individual 
produces their own study or even an opinion that conflicts with the accepted science (even if it 
lacks scientific validity) on the dangers of a certain chemical or product (say atrazine, e-
cigarettes, chlorpyrifos pesticide, or lead), federal agencies charged with protecting the public 
using best available science would be forced to slow down an already exhaustive rulemaking 
process. Adds additional requirements for guidance documents, such as cost-benefit analysis.  

 The RAA would make it harder for regulators to be nimble and flexible to explain policy 
decisions that don’t have the binding effect of law, or to react to emerging threats.  

 Imposes an one-size-fits-all idea for individual agencies to set guidelines for risk assessments 
they conduct, unworkable because different issues require different kinds of analysis. The Office 
of Information and Regulatory Affairs is filled with economists who are not scientific experts 
that can appropriately understand public health and environmental threats. 

 Learn more: http://sensiblesafeguards.org/issues/regulatory-accountability-act/ 
http://blog.ucsusa.org/yogin-kothari/5-reasons-why-the-regulatory-accountability-act-is-bad-
for-science; http://blog.ucsusa.org/genna-reed/one-of-many-risks-of-the-regulatory-
accountability-act-flawed-risk-assessment-guidelines; http://blog.ucsusa.org/michael-
halpern/the-regulatory-accountability-act-subverts-science-and-must-be-stopped  

 

H.R. 1430, Honest and Open New EPA Science Treatment (HONEST) Act Passed the House 228-194 

 Trojan-horse transparency bill that cripples the ability of the EPA to use the best available 
science when finalizing science-based public health and environmental protections.  

 Forces the EPA into a catch-22 by requiring the agency to disclose all raw data, models, code, 
and other information from scientific studies to be made available to the public before taking 
most science-based actions. As a result, the EPA would be prevented from using public health 
studies, long term and meta-analyses, proprietary and innovative science, and industry data 
when developing public safeguards.  

 Learn more: https://envirodatagov.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Public-Protections-under-
Threat-at-the-EPA.pdf; http://blog.ucsusa.org/gretchen-goldman/a-dishonest-proposal-the-
house-science-committee-resurrects-epa-secret-science-nonsense-in-the-honest-act  

 

H.R. 1431, EPA Science Advisory Board Reform Act Passed the House 229-193 

 Seeks to undermine the Science Advisory Board’s (SAB) function of providing independent 
scientific advice to EPA officials.  

 Opens the door for more industry influence on the SAB, because the bill explicitly stipulates that 
experts with financial ties to corporations affected by SAB assessments are “not excluded.”  
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 Prevents participation of independent experts on the SAB if the advisory activity is related to a 
member’s research. Just because someone has conducted research on an issue does not make 
them conflicted. 

 Prohibits researchers from applying for EPA grants for 3 years after their service on the SAB. This 
misidentifies a connection between the SAB’s work and EPA grants which are awarded to 
advance scientific inquiry.  

 Discourages members of the public to provide feedback to the SAB by limiting the number of 
similar comments that could be considered in the record. This silences the voices of citizens who 
sign their name to comments initiated by nonprofit organizations.  

 Learn more: http://blog.ucsusa.org/genna-reed/why-the-epa-science-advisory-board-reform-
act-is-bad-for-science  

 
S. 21/H.R. 26, the Regulations from the Executive in Need of Scrutiny Act (REINS) Passed the House 
237-187; Passed Senate Committee 8-7 

 Politicizes the regulatory process by requiring major science-based public health, safety, and 
environmental safeguards to be approved by both houses of Congress within a narrow timeline. 
If both houses of Congress failed to act in time, the rule would not only be prevented from 
taking effect, but also tabled until the next congressional session, no matter how vital it was to 
protecting public health, safety, and the environment.  

 Currently, federal agencies propose regulations that are based on independent science and are 
subject to an extensive multi-year review process with several opportunities for public comment 
for all stakeholders.  

 Learn more: http://blog.ucsusa.org/yogin-kothari/attacking-science-in-week-one-how-congress-
is-trying-to-dismantle-public-protections  

 
 
S. 578, Better Evaluation of Science and Technology (BEST) Act  

 Ironically aimed at shutting down science-based decisions by agencies despite its name, 
provides a number of attachment points and ambiguous language for well-funded litigants to 
challenge an agency’s use of science in the rulemaking process.  

 The legislation, in practice, is no different from the “HONEST Act.”  
 Learn more: http://blog.ucsusa.org/yogin-kothari/why-senator-lankfords-best-act-is-really-the-

worst-for-federal-science   
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