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Environmental Audit
Committee

The Environmental Audit Committee is appointed by the House of
Commons to consider to what extent the policies and programmes of
government departments and non-departmental public bodies contribute
to environmental protection and sustainable development; to audit their
performance against such targets as may be set for them by His Majesty’s
Ministers; and to report thereon to the House.
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Summary

PFAS are a diverse class of thousands of chemicals widely used in everyday
life due to their resistance to heat, water and oil. They are often referred
to as “forever chemicals” because they do not easily break down. Their
extreme persistence means that once released, they remain in the
environment and can accumulate in the human body over time. PFAS are
now present in almost everyone’s blood and can be found across UK rivers,
soil, and wildlife. Evidence links PFAS with an increased risk of certain
cancers, immune suppression, and fertility and development problems.

The UK Government recently published its first PFAS Plan, a welcome step.
However, the Government’s plan is short on decisive actions to prevent the
harmful build-up of these chemicals in the environment. Our inquiry found
that the UK faces a growing legacy of PFAS pollution, alongside continued
emissions. Tackling the scale of contamination requires a combined
approach: prevent ongoing PFAS emissions at the source, manage pollution,
and address waste and end-of-life disposal. This must be supported by
sustained research, funding, monitoring and public transparency. The
longer action is delayed in addressing the risks of PFAS, the greater the
health, economic and environmental burdens will become.

UK REACH, the domestic chemicals regulatory framework, has fallen
behind the European Union in restricting PFAS and is too slow to respond to
emerging evidence. This weakens environmental protections and creates
uncertainty for UK industry operating across diverging regulatory regimes.
To prevent future harm and protect public health, the Government must
now take a more precautionary and preventative approach. This requires
accelerating the reform of UK REACH so that PFAS restrictions can be
delivered far more quickly. The Government must introduce restrictions on
PFAS in non-essential applications, such as clothing and food packaging,
from 2027. Where exemptions are granted for clearly defined essential uses
that protect the health, safety and functioning of society, the regulatory
system must shift from a substance-by-substance approach to group-based
regulation to prevent the replacement of banned PFAS with structurally
similar and potentially harmful alternatives.

Protecting public health also requires long-term investment in research,
biomonitoring and enhanced screening for groups with higher exposure,
alongside the introduction of statutory limits on PFAS in food and
agricultural pathways.



The Government must hold polluters to account for the release of PFAS
into the environment, making them pay for clean-up and ensuring they are
effectively deterred from future emissions.

Finally, the UK needs clarity and investment in viable PFAS remediation

and destruction technologies. The Government should publish approved
methods, invest in scalable solutions, including non-incineration
technologies, and assess whether current incineration capacity is sufficient
for rising volumes of PFAS waste.



Glossary

Bioaccumulation

The increase in concentration of a
substance in an organism over time.

Epidemiology

The study of how often diseases
occur in different groups of people
and why.

Fluorochemicals

A class of chemicals that contain
fluorine atoms, with applications
including polymers, agrochemicals,
pharmaceuticals, and lithium-

ion batteries in smartphones and
electric cars. Currently the majority
of fluorochemicals are generated
from the toxic and corrosive gas
hydrogen fluoride (HF) in a highly
energy-intensive process.

Fluorinated

A substance that has had one
or more of its hydrogen atoms
replaced with fluorine atoms.

Perfluorinated

Perfluorinated compounds (PFCs)
are a class of synthetic compounds
containing thousands of chemicals
where all hydrogen atoms have
been replaced by fluorine atoms.

Toxicology

The study of the harmful effects
of chemicals, substances, or
environmental agents on living
systems.




1 Introduction

Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS)

Perfluoroalkyl and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) are a group of over
10,000 chemicals widely used in products and industrial processes.' They
are commonly referred to as ‘forever chemicals’ because they are very
resistant to degradation. PFAS are now widely found in humans, wildlife,
rivers, soils and the atmosphere.? Professor Martyn Kirk, Professor of
Applied Epidemiology at the Australian National University, described PFAS
as “ubiquitous in society” and told us that the level of exposure to humans
is so widespread that you can find PFAS “in the blood of most populations
around the globe”.? A growing body of evidence indicates that PFAS affect
multiple organ systems, with reported links to immune suppression, some
cancers, thyroid and liver dysfunction, fertility impacts and developmental
effects.*

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
highlighted the growing interest by regulators in addressing legacy

and novel PFAS.> Dame Glenys Stacey, former Chair of the Office for
Environmental Protection (OEP), said that resistance to degradation means
that: “PFAS can build up in the environment to reach harmful levels. The use
and regulation of PFAS are a matter of health and environmental concern in
the UK and beyond”.®

PFAS are a broad class of chemical substances that can be sorted in many
ways based on their structure, which leads to a variation of definitions.”
Experts have warned that efforts to narrow the definition of PFAS in

ways that exclude certain substances are often driven by political or

Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology, Regulation and remediation of ‘forever’
chemicals, June 2025

Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology, Regulation and remediation of ‘forever’
chemicals, June 2025
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Q191 [Professor Sunderland] Q8 [Professor Depledge].

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, Per and poly-fluorinated
chemicals (PFAS), February 2024

Office for Environmental Protection (PFASO115)

Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology, Regulation and remediation of ‘forever’
chemicals, June 2025
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commercial interests rather than scientific evidence.® They argue that if
certain substances are excluded from the definition of PFAS, they will also
be excluded from consideration in future regulatory regimes and that this
could influence regulators to adopt “less protective policies™.® We therefore
welcome the Government’s commitment, published in their 2026 PFAS Plan,
to adopt the OECD definition of PFAS (Box 1), marking a necessary shift from
the narrower approach previously taken by the Health and Safety Executive
(HSE)."®

Box 1: Definition of PFAS

The OECD define PFAS as: “fluorinated substances that contain at least
one fully fluorinated methyl or methylene carbon atom (without any
H/Cl/Br/I1 atom attached to it), that is with a few noted exceptions,
any chemical with at least a perfluorinated methyl group (CFs-) or a
perfluorinated methylene group (-CF2-) is a PFAS™.

Source: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development,
Reconciling Terminology of the Universe of Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl
Substances: Recommendations and Practical Guidance, 2021

Our Inquiry

We launched this inquiry in April 2025, to assess the risks posed by PFAS

and examine the Government’s approach to managing them. During our
inquiry, the Government published an interim position statement on PFAS
(June 2025)"* and its first PFAS Plan (February 2026)." The Committee
appreciate the constructive and coordinated manner in which the
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) has engaged
with us throughout the inquiry. We also acknowledge that this is the first

UK Government to formally grasp the issue of PFAS and to bring forward a
dedicated national plan. While we have raised criticisms regarding the scale
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Environmental Science and Technology Letters, Scientists’ Statement on the Chemical
Definition of PFASs, June 2025

Environmental Science and Technology Letters, Scientists’ Statement on the Chemical
Definition of PFASs, June 2025

In the 2023 regulatory management options analysis, HSE adopted a narrower working
definition of PFAS, removing the criterion that a single isolated methylene group (-CF2-)
is sufficient for classification as a PFAS. (HSE, Analysis of the most appropriate regulatory
management options, March 2023)

Hydrogen (H), Chlorine (Cl), Bromine (Br), lodine (1)

Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs, Interim approach to the PMT concept
to support UK REACH risk management of PFAS, 4 June 2025

Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs, PFAS Plan: building a safer future
together, 3 February 2026
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and ambition of that plan, these do not detract from the significance of this
initial step nor from the positive way in which the Government worked with
the Committee. In this report, we set out where the Government must now
go further and take more decisive action.

We published 121 pieces of written evidence and heard from 23 witnesses
across eight panels of oral evidence. Our witnesses included academic
experts in toxicology, epidemiology, environmental health, chemistry,
remediation and circular chemical management. We also heard from
environmental charities, PFAS manufacturers, and industries that use PFAS
or have transitioned to alternatives, including the sustainable technologies,
firefighting and food packaging sectors. In addition, we took evidence
from experts in chemicals policy, water and agriculture. Finally, we heard
from officials at the HSE, the Environment Agency (EA), DEFRA, and from the
DEFRA Minister for Water and Flooding, Emma Hardy MP (“the Minister™). We
appointed Dr William D G Brittain, Associate Professor of Organic Chemistry,
Chemistry Department, Durham University, as specialist advisor to our
inquiry: we are very grateful to him for his advice throughout our inquiry.*

We visited France in November 2025 as part of this inquiry, ahead

of the introduction of their PFAS legislation.” During the visit we met
Parliamentarians, government officials, industry representatives and NGOs.
Our visit to France allowed us to examine an early national PFAS action plan,
mandatory PFAS monitoring requirements for industrial emissions, and
France’s forthcoming bans on PFAS in consumer products.'

We also visited Bentham, North Yorkshire, to hear firsthand how PFAS
affects local communities and to see how manufacturers are managing
and remediating PFAS contamination. As part of this visit, we held an
engagement event near Bentham with local stakeholders, including
residents, local authorities and health and environmental specialists,
summarised in Annex 1.
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Dr Brittain made the following declaration to the Committee: | have the following pecuniary
interests: GlaxoSmithKline (research grant sponsor); AstraZeneca (research grant sponsor);
F2 Chemicals (research grant sponsor and consultancy); Pleco Therapeutics (research grant
sponsor); Centre for Process Innovation (research grant sponsor); and, NorthEast Pharma
(research grant sponsor). I also have the following non-pecuniary interests: Royal Society of
Chemistry (Member) and American Chemical Society (Member).

Law No. 2025-188 of February 27, 2025, aimed at protecting the population from risks
related to perfluoroalkyl and polyfluoroalkyl substances

French Government, Interministerial action plan on PFAS, April 2024
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10.

2 Preventing PFAS at the
source

The use of PFAS in products and processes has been largely unrestricted
for decades. PFAS are resistant to breaking down, which has led to their
accumulation in the environment and increased exposure to humans. With
evidence linking PFAS to serious health risks, preventing further releases at
source is essential. In this chapter, we consider how the Government could
act to restrict PFAS and prevent continued harm.

Applying the Environmental Principles

Professor Michael Depledge CBE, Emeritus Professor at the European
Centre for Environment and Human Health, told us that the UK continues

to allow highly persistent chemicals to be put into the environment before
fully assessing “whether they are dangerous”.” He characterised this as “a
failure of our regulation” and questioned why action had not been taken,
given that in 1998, the US Environmental Protection Agency knew about the
problems of PFAS being highly persistent and “associated with an increased
risk of cancer™.®

Section 17 of the Environment Act 2021 establishes a legal requirement for
Ministers to produce an environmental principles policy statement (EPPS),
which encompasses the following environmental principles:*

integration: environmental protection should be integrated into the
making of policies.

prevention: policy should aim to prevent environmental harm.

rectification at source: environmental damage should, as a priority,
be addressed at its origin to avoid the need to remedy its effects later.

polluter pays: where possible, the costs of pollution should be borne
by those causing it, rather than the person who suffers the effects of
the resulting environmental damage, or the wider community.

17
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Qn

Q9 [Professor Depledge]

Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs, Environmental principles policy
statement, 31 January 2023
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12.

precautionary: where there are threats of serious or irreversible
environmental damage, a lack of full scientific certainty shall not be
used as a reason for postponing cost-effective measures to prevent
environmental degradation.

These principles are intended to ensure that policy decisions protect nature,
the environment and human health, particularly where scientific evidence is
still emerging, but the risks of inaction are significant. When making policy,
Ministers must have “due regard” to the Government’s EPPS, prepared under
Sections 17 and 18 of the Act.*®

We have heard that the persistence and bioaccumulative nature of PFAS
alone justify regulatory intervention, even where uncertainties remain
about the toxicity of individual PFAS.?' Professor Martyn Kirk told us that
“the big travesty here is the environmental persistence and the fact that
many of them do bioaccumulate and they last in the human body for many
years”.?? Professor Alan Boobis OBE, Professor of Toxicology at Imperial
College London, further noted that the key challenge for policymakers is
how we balance uncertainty “against the need to reduce something that is
very persistent and very bioaccumulative”.?® CHEM Trust, a charity focused
on protecting humans and wildlife from harmful chemicals, stated that
“waiting for conclusive data before regulation would lead to irreversible
harm”.>

Professor Elsie Sunderland, Fred Kavli Professor of Environmental Chemistry
and Professor of Earth and Planetary Sciences at Harvard University,
explained that when studying a new class of chemicals, it might take

years to discover their impacts and that a decision needs to be made on
whether to wait for the uncertainty to be resolved or “take a precautionary
approach”.® With PFAS, Professor Sunderland told us that taking action
would not even be considered “a particularly precautionary approach right
now” because the evidence is “sufficient for regulation”.?®

20
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Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs, Environmental principles policy
statement, 31 January 2023

Q197 [Professor Kirk]; Marine Conservation Society (PFAS0042); Cousins, lan T., et
al. “The high persistence of PFAS is sufficient for their management as a chemical
class.” Environmental Science: Processes & Impacts 22.12 (2020): 2307-2312.

Q186

Q195

CHEM Trust (PFAS0031)

Q197

Q197
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EU approach

A joint proposal, which could restrict more than 10,000 PFAS across the
European Union (EU), was submitted to the EU in January 2023 by authorities
in Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, Norway and Sweden.”

The European Chemical Agency (ECHA) conducted a six-month consultation
on the proposal and received more than 5,600 comments from over 4,400
organisations, companies and individuals. As a result of the consultation,
the five authorities published their updated proposal in August 2025,
expanding it to assess eight additional sectors and to consider allowing
certain PFAS uses to continue under controlled conditions.?®

ECHA’s Risk Assessment Committee and Socio-Economic Analysis
Committee (SEAC), composed of independent experts from EU Member
States, have been evaluating the evidence. The Risk Assessment Committee
(RAC) concluded in its final opinion that PFAS pose growing risks due to
their extreme persistence, mobility and links to serious health impacts,
and therefore supported adopting an EU-wide restriction to control their
emissions.? SEAC’s draft opinion also supported a broad restriction, with
targeted derogations only where no alternatives exist and where the costs
and benefits justify them, noting that EU-wide action is needed to maintain
a level playing field.*® ECHA aims to complete its full assessment of the
restriction by the end of 2026.*

During our visit to Lyon, France, we heard that the impending PFAS
regulations in France, introduced ahead of the EU, led some manufacturing
facilities to cease production of certain products.*® DuPont de Nemours,
Inc, an American multinational chemical company, told us that the lack

of consideration for critical use of PFAS in the EU has “created significant
chaos” and could lead to slower economic growth.*

27
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Germany, the Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden and Norway (Dossier Submitters),
Background Document for the proposed universal PFAS restriction under the REACH
Regulation, 2023

European Chemicals Agency, ECHA publishes updated PFAS restriction proposal, August
2025

European Chemicals Agency, ECHA supports PFAS restriction with targeted derogations,
March 2026

European Chemicals Agency, ECHA supports PFAS restriction with targeted derogations,
March 2026

European Chemicals Agency, ECHA receives more than 5 600 comments on PFAS
restriction proposal, September 2023

Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology, Regulation and remediation of ‘forever’
chemicals, June 2025

DuPont de Nemours, Inc (PFASO079)



https://www.kemi.se/download/18.41d27938199c91391bdef17/1760345188927/What%20you%20need%20to%20know%20about%20the%20updated%20PFAS%20restriction%20dossier.pdf
https://www.kemi.se/download/18.41d27938199c91391bdef17/1760345188927/What%20you%20need%20to%20know%20about%20the%20updated%20PFAS%20restriction%20dossier.pdf
https://echa.europa.eu/es/-/echa-publishes-updated-pfas-restriction-proposal
https://echa.europa.eu/de/-/echa-supports-pfas-restriction-with-targeted-derogations
https://echa.europa.eu/de/-/echa-supports-pfas-restriction-with-targeted-derogations
https://echa.europa.eu/-/echa-receives-5-600-comments-on-pfas-restriction-proposal
https://echa.europa.eu/-/echa-receives-5-600-comments-on-pfas-restriction-proposal
https://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/POST-PN-0747/POST-PN-0747.pdf
https://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/POST-PN-0747/POST-PN-0747.pdf
https://committees.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/142108/default/

17.

18.

19.

20.

The EU’s consultation and assessment process highlighted a significant and
evolving evidence base, covering more than 10,000 PFAS substances across
multiple sectors. The scale and depth of the EU’s evaluation will likely shape
regulatory positions internationally and is expected to provide a substantial
body of toxicological, socioeconomic and sectorspecific analysis.**

UK PFAS Plan

The Minister told us that the UK Government is taking a different approach
than the EU. She described the EU as attempting to “ban them all” and
then carving out exemptions, while she said the UK was instead adopting
a “bottom-up” model with restrictions on individual chemicals and their
uses. However, she added that “we need to change the system [so] we can
quickly catch up with the European Union”.** Marc Casale, Deputy Director,
Chemicals & International at DEFRA, said the UK intended to see what
decisions the EU has made and then draw from them.*®

The Government’s own PFAS Plan acknowledges that policy decisions

on PFAS must have “due regard” to the EPPS.?” However, the UK’s lack of
commitment to restrict PFAS, in the same way as the EU, and instead make
assessments of individual restrictions gives rise to questions of whether
this approach is consistent with the principles outlined in the EPPS. The UK’s
approach enables continued use of PFAS until each individual chemical is
assessed and restricted, rather than preventing foreseeable harm upfront.
By choosing not to introduce broad PFAS restrictions despite clear scientific
evidence of their persistence and accumulation, the Government is delaying
action in ways that will significantly increase the future burden of clean-

up. As Duncan Sanders, Director for England at ATG Group,® put it: “even if
you shut the door completely today, we have enough in the environment to
keep us going for a very long time”.*® It is therefore critical to prevent PFAS
emissions at source by restricting and limiting their production and use.

Information is vital to addressing the challenge of PFAS in the environment.*°
The Minister said that the significant emphasis on research and monitoring
in the PFAS Plan is a positive.” While robust data is essential, it must be
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Institute for European Environmental Policy UK (IEEP UK) (PFASO106)

Q275

Q277

We have repeatedly called for greater transparency in how the EPPS is applied to
Government policies: Environmental Audit Committee, Sixth Report of Session 2024-26,
Environmental sustainability and housing growth, HC 439; Oral evidence taken on 10 May
2026, Q17 [Emma Reynolds]

A company that offers environmental and waste remediation services

Q184

Q270 [Liz Parkes]

Q295
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21.

22.

23.

24.

used to inform and drive policy action. Fidra, an environmental charity, told
us that focussing on monitoring alone, without corresponding measures

to prevent emissions at source, will not meaningfully reduce PFAS in the
environment.*

The Government’s PFAS Plan places significant reliance for progress

on voluntary, industryled initiatives such as the Chemical Industry
Association’s PFAS Information Exchange Forum,* alongside “transparent
self-regulation”.** The Minister told us that the Health and Safety Executive’s
(HSE) candidate list, a watchlist of chemical substances identified as
potentially hazardous,* “has an important role to play in its own right by
saying and signalling to people that these are areas of concern”.*® However,
adding substances to the candidate list does not amount to restricting
them. This approach, therefore, raises concerns about the Government’s
commitment to introducing meaningful controls on PFAS.

CONCLUSION

PFAS are highly persistent, bioaccumulative chemicals with the potential
for long-term environmental and human harm, despite ongoing scientific
uncertainties around the toxicity of different PFAS.

CONCLUSION
The Government’s PFAS Plan disproportionately focuses on expanding
PFAS monitoring rather than preventing or remediating contamination.
Applying the Government’s own environmental principles demands
decisive action now to limit further release and exposure.

CONCLUSION

Voluntary action on PFAS and self-regulation by industry are not
sufficient to ensure transparency, accountability or reduce PFAS
emissions.

49
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Fidra (PFAS0025)

Chemical Industries Association, Shaping the Future of Chemical Policy: A Look Inside
CIA’s Regulatory Work, 23 September 2024

Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs, PFAS Plan: building a safer future
together, 3 February 2026

The UK Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of Chemicals (REACH)
Candidate List is a list of SVHCs identified in accordance with Article 59 of UK REACH.
SVHCs are substances of very high concern that may be considered for authorisation.
(Health and Safety Executive, UK REACH Candidate List of substances of very high
concern (SVHCs) for authorisation)
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25.

26.

27.

RECOMMENDATION
The Government must act in line with the environmental principles,
taking preventative and precautionary action to reduce cumulative
PFAS exposure to both people and the environment. We expect the
Government to set out in its response how its approach to PFAS has
been developed with due regard to precautionary principle within the
environmental principles policy statement.

Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation
and Restriction of Chemicals (REACH)

The HSE is responsible for administering UK Registration, Evaluation,
Authorisation and Restriction of Chemicals (REACH), which covers PFAS
registration, evaluation, and potential restrictions (Box 2). Since the UK’s
exit from the EU and the establishment of UK REACH, separate to EU REACH,
there has been considerable divergence on the regulation of PFAS between
Great Britain (GB) and the EU.¥

The Government has committed, through their PFAS Plan and Environmental
Improvement Plan,*® to take regulatory decisions from “trusted jurisdictions”
as the default basis for UK decisions, with explicit reference to the EU.
However, the Government’s own target for enabling this alignment for UK
REACH is December 2028, more than two years away.*

Box 2: UK Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of
Chemicals

UK REACH is a law that applies to the majority of chemical substances
that are manufactured in or imported into GB (England, Scotland,
Wales). REACH stands for registration, evaluation, authorisation

and restriction of chemicals. It applies to:

a substance on its own
a substance in a mixture, for example ink or paint

a substance that makes up an ‘article’ - an object that is produced
with a special shape, surface or design, for example a car,
furniture or clothes.

47

48
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Q286 [Emma Hardy]; Office for Environmental Protection (PFASOT15); Institute for
European Environmental Policy UK (PFAS0131)

Environmental Improvement Plan (EIP) 2025 - GOV.UK

Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs, PFAS Plan: building a safer future
together, 3 February 2026
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28.

UK REACH was brought into UK law on 1 January 2021, following the UK’s
withdrawal from the European Union, to bring the EU REACH Regulation
into UK law. Under the terms of the Northern Ireland Protocol, EU
REACH continues to apply in Northern Ireland.

The REACH Candidate List is a list of substances of very high concern
identified in accordance with Article 59 of UK REACH. Once a substance
is placed on the candidate list, it may then be considered for addition
to the authorisation list. If it is moved onto the authorisation list, its use
becomes prohibited after a specified date unless the use is exempt or a
specific authorisation has been granted.

Under REACH, restrictions are used to limit, prohibit, or place
conditions on the manufacture, placing on the market, or use of a
substance or group of substances. They are designed to protect human
health and the environment by controlling the risks posed by chemicals
whether they are used on their own, in mixtures, or in finished products.

Source: Health and Safety Executive, UK REACH

The Minister told us that there is divergence between GB and EU regulation
“because the previous Government after Brexit set their own system”.*° As
the EU continues to update its candidate list and authorisation list (Box 2),
and implement restrictions, the UK has not kept pace, creating growing
regulatory differences. She explained that “from when we left the European
Union to the point we came into government” the EU added 42 substances
to the candidate list and five to the authorisation list whilst the UK added
zero to either list.* Regulatory divergence between EU and UK REACH has
been formally discussed through the Trade Specialised Committee on Level
Playing Field for Open and Fair Competition and Sustainable Development
under the EU-UK Trade and Cooperation Agreement, including at its meeting
of 4 October 2023.%
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Cabinet Office and Foreign, Commonwealth & Development Office, Minutes: Trade
Specialised Committee on Level Playing Field for Open and Fair Competition and
Sustainable Development under the EU-UK Trade and Cooperation Agreement: third
meeting, 4 October 2023
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29.

30.

31.

DEFRA and HSE both told us that the UK’s current REACH restrictions
process is slow, with multiple mandatory and lengthy consultation and
assessment stages.>® ** The Minister said the process has limited the
Government’s ability to act quickly on PFAS. Dr Richard Daniels, Divisional
Director of Chemicals Regulation Division at the HSE, acknowledged that
any restrictions of PFAS in firefighting foams in the UK will come into effect
after the EU: “depending on how fast the legislation comes in, it may be one
or two years”.*® >

There is, however, scope for the Government to act faster. The legislation
sets maximum timelines for each assessment stage, not minimums.>” The
Government could accelerate the process either by legislating to amend
timelines for each assessment stage, or where delays arise from resourcing
constraints, by reprioritising work within the existing framework. Without
change, the UK will continue to trail behind the speed of regulatory
decisions taken internationally, even if the evidence is clear.

We heard that the UK’s slower REACH process is further compounded by a
lack of access to early scientific evidence originating from the EU.*® Dame
Glenys Stacey, former Chair of the Office for Environmental Protection (OEP),
explained that because HSE does not have access to data on chemicals
held by ECHA “regulatory decisions that are being made based on the
fuller data held by ECHA are not being incorporated into UK REACH”.>® Dr
Richard Daniels, Divisional Director of Chemicals Regulation Division at the
HSE, corroborated this claim.®® Dame Glenys said that as a result of this lag
“no restriction processes have been completed under UK REACH”.?" Until
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Marc Casale, Deputy Director at DEFRA, outlined that the UK REACH restrictions process
involves: a 12-month Annex 15 dossier prepared by HSE; a six-month consultation; a
three-month socioeconomic assessment followed by a two-month consultation; HSE’s
final proposal submitted to Ministers; up to three months for a ministerial decision;
secondary legislation; and an industry transition period, amounting to around four to five
years from start to finish.

Q260 [Dr Daniels]; Q281 [Marc Casale]

Q260

In October 2025, the EU Commission adopted new measures restricting the use of PFAS in
firefighting foams under the REACH Regulation, the EU’s chemicals legislation. The 2025
EU restriction states PFAS “shall not be placed on the market or used as of 23 October
2030 in firefighting foams in a concentration equal to or greater than 1 mg/L for the sum
of all PFAS. (European Chemicals Agency)

Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18
December 2006 concerning the Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of

Chemicals (REACH), establishing a European Chemicals Agency, amending Directive 1999
Sections 69-73

Office for Environmental Protection (PFASO115)

Office for Environmental Protection (PFASO115)

Q248

Office for Environmental Protection (PFASO115)
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32.

33.

34.

35.

such changes are implemented, the UK will trail behind the EU, hindering
the introduction of swift restrictions for substances of concern based on
emerging evidence.

A divergence in PFAS regulation between the UK and EU has direct
implications for the UK because Northern Ireland continues to follow

EU REACH.®? The Association of Manufacturers of Domestic Appliances
stated that this increases compliance complexity and costs for businesses
navigating different regimes across the UK.®

We were also warned that this divergence risks the UK market retaining
PFAS containing products that are already restricted in the EU. The Institute
for European Environmental Policy said that this could lead to surplus PFAS
products that cannot be sold on the EU market being “dumped on the UK
market”.®* This raises the possibility that these same products later become
non-compliant in the UK and must be withdrawn or disposed of.%

Marc Casale told us that in 2024, the UK’s chemicals sector exported

£29 billion of goods, 62% of which went to the EU.®® Divergence in PFAS
regulation could therefore make it harder for UK firms to continue trading
with the EU. The Chemical Business Association’s Autumn 2025 Budget
Survey highlighted increasing regulatory divergence as accelerating the
UK’s loss of competitiveness.®’

CONCLUSION

UK REACH, in its current lagging and slow-moving form, risks leaving the
UK behind international best practice and limits the Government’s ability
to respond swiftly to emerging scientific evidence on PFAS. This increases
the likelihood of further regulatory divergence between Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, creating trade barriers both ways, and detrimental
consequences for UK goods in the EU market.
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AMDEA, the Association of Manufacturers of Domestic Appliances (PFASO055); ADS Group
Ltd, *Multiple* (PFAS0108); Office for Environmental Protection (PFASO115); CHEM Trust
(PFAS0031); Fidra (PFAS0025); National Fire Chiefs Council (NFCC) (PFAS0044); Fuels
Industry UK (PFASO046)

AMDEA, the Association of Manufacturers of Domestic Appliances (PFASO055)
Institute for European Environmental Policy UK (IEEP UK) (PFASO106)

Britannia Fire Ltd (PFAS0013); Institute for European Environmental Policy UK (IEEP UK)
(PFAS0106)

Q282

Chemical Business Association, Chemical supply chain questions Government’s
commitment to a domestic chemical sector, 26 January 2026; Q282[Marc Casale]
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36.

RECOMMENDATION
The Government should make use of existing EU-UK dialogue
mechanisms to support UK alignment with EU REACH to avoid
unnecessary regulatory divergence. Whilst UK Government may

choose a different approach in some areas, without such alignment,

UK manufacturers risk accidentally being placed at a competitive
disadvantage, and the UK public may face greater exposure to PFAS due
to the absence of the more precautionary approach being pursued in the
EU.

CONCLUSION
UK REACH must be reformed to enable swifter restrictions on PFAS to
ensure the UK can align with emerging evidence to act more quickly on
substances of concern.

RECOMMENDATION
The Government should reform UK REACH by March 2027 to avoid further
delay in restricting PFAS. The Government should set targets at half the
statutory maximum timescales and ensure that the Health and Safety
Executive has the resources to meet these accelerated timelines.

Restricting PFAS

PFAS can be assessed for restriction either according to how they are used
in products or processes, or according to their inherent chemical properties.
In the UK, both approaches are already in use: the Government is consulting
on restricting PFAS based on their application in firefighting foams®® and

has also restricted three PFAS under the Stockholm Convention because of
their properties (Box 3).°° This section discusses PFAS restrictions linked to
specific uses, while the next section examines restrictions based on their

Health and Safety Executive, PFAS in firefighting foam (FFF) restriction proposal,

37.
38.
39.

properties.
68

18 August 2025
69

Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs, Persistent organic pollutants (POPs):
policy information, 17 June 2025
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40.

Box 3: The UN Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants

The UK implements bans on Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPS)
through domestic legislation based on decisions taken under the UN
Stockholm Convention, to which the UK is a signatory. These chemicals
are recognised as posing serious global risks to human health and
wildlife. The following PFAS have already been added to the Convention
and subsequently prohibited in the UK:

Perfluorooctanesulfonic acid (PFOS), 2009
Perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA), 20197

Perfluorohexane sulfonic acid (PFHxS), 2022"

Source: Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs)

A study by Professor Cousins et al. suggested that banning all PFAS in one
step would not be ‘practical or reasonable’, recognising the critical role
of some PFAS where alternatives do not exist (e.g. medical applications
and occupational protective clothing).” The study proposed that PFAS
uses which are not essential for health, safety or the functioning of
society could be eliminated as a first step towards a global phase-out.
The Madrid Statement, signed by more than 250 scientists from 38
countries, documented scientific consensus on PFAS and recommended
that Governments internationally should “enact legislation to require only

essential uses of PFAS”.”? We have heard strong support for the restriction of

PFAS in non-essential uses.”

70

71

72

73
74

PFOS and PFOA are the most widely studied of the PFAS chemicals. They are comprised
of eight carbon chains. (US Environmental Protection Agency, Technical Fact Sheet -
Perfluorooctane Sulfonate (PFOS) and Perfluorooctanoic Acid (PFOA), 2017)

PFHXS is a long-chain PFAS but shorter than PFOA and PFOS. Despite its shorter carbon
chain (six perfluorinated carbon atoms), PFHxS persists longer in the human body than
PFOS or PFOA, and has been widely detected in blood serum, drinking water, and dust
samples. (PFAS Water Experts, PFHxS (Perfluorohexane Sulfonic Acid): Chemical Profile

and Toxicity, (accessed 29 January 2026))

Cousins, lan T., et al. “The concept of essential use for determining when uses of PFASs
can be phased out.” Environmental science: processes & impacts 21.11 (2019): 1803-1815.
Green Science Policy Institute, The Madrid Statement, 2014

Q13 [Professor Depledge]; Q168 [Professor Orsini]; Q199 [Professor Sunderland]; Marine
Conservation Society (PFAS0042); Lancaster University (PFASO095)
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41.

42,

The Montreal Protocol, a multilateral environmental agreement,

introduced the essential-use concept in 1992 and successfully phased out
ozone-depleting substances except where their use was deemed essential.”
Under this framework, a use is considered essential only if: (1) it is necessary
for health, safety, or the functioning of society, and (2) no technically and
economically feasible alternatives are available. These criteria have since
been adopted by the EU in developing its own essentialuse concept for
chemicals.”

Using these criteria, Professor Cousins et al. set out three categories to be
applied to PFAS (Box 4). They recommend that Category 1 “non-essential”
uses can be eliminated through restrictions. Food packaging, cosmetics,
cookware, school uniforms and other textiles have been proposed as
examples within this category.”” Professor Sunderland explained that,

in some of these products, PFAS are added at the end of the production
process and are therefore relatively easy to remove.”

Box 4: Essential use framework

1. Non-essential: where PFAS is not critical to the product/service or
the product/service is not sufficiently critical to justify the use of PFAS.
These uses mainly exist due to market demand, not health, safety, or
societal need.

2. Substitutable uses: where the product/service is critical, however,
alternatives to PFAS can be used as a replacement to achieve the
required properties, which makes those uses of PFAS no longer
essential.

3. Essential uses: where PFAS that cannot be replaced with alternatives
in a product/service without compromising health, safety or other
critical functions.

Source: Cousins, lan T., et al. “The concept of essential use for determining
when uses of PFASs can be phased out.” Environmental science: processes &
impacts 21.11 (2019): 1803-1815.
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UN Environment Programme Ozone Secretariat, Decision IV/25: Essential uses; UN
Environment Programme Ozone Secretariat, The Montreal Protocol on Substances that
Deplete the Ozone Layer

European Commission, Questions and Answers on essential use chemicals, 22 April 2024;
European Commission, Guiding criteria and principles for the essential use concept in EU
legislation dealing with chemicals, 22 April 2024

Q199 [Professor Sunderland]; 2Encapsulate Ltd (PFASO034); Lancaster University
(PFAS0095)

Q199
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44,

45.

For Category 2 “substitutable” uses, Professor Sunderland told us that
industry can often innovate and “there is a potential market for green
alternatives” in these areas.” Professor Cousins et al. similarly noted that
such alternatives may require greater promotion to support wider uptake
and that costs are expected to fall as adoption increases.®

Professor Sunderland emphasised that Category 3 “essential” uses are

the most challenging to define. She noted that continued research and
innovation to develop feasible substitutes could eventually shift such uses
into the “substitutable” category.?' Linsey Cottrell, Environmental Policy
Officer, Conflict and Environment Observatory, emphasised that essential-
use exemptions still require careful evaluation.® We heard evidence that
highlighted the critical use of PFAS in medical devices, pharmaceuticals,
protective equipment, semiconductors, netzero technologies, defence

and manufacturing,® where developing alternatives can be technically
difficult, costly and time-consuming.®* Dr Nissanka Rajapakse, Group Head
of Product Stewardship at Johnson Matthey, told us that they rely on PFAS
in industrial equipment for manufacturing their hydrogen technologies and
that PFAS remain critical to personal protective equipment for fire safety
personnel responding to incidents on chemical plants.®

In the PFAS Plan, the Government states that it will “consider consumer
articles as part of any work to consider PFAS restrictions under UK REACH”
but does not make a direct and definite commitment to this restriction.

Dr Joanna Cloy, Senior Project Manager at Fidra, recommended that the
UK should “follow in the footsteps of Denmark and France”, which have
already begun prohibiting PFAS in certain consumer goods.® As Professor
Sunderland advised, “start with the lowhanging things”, noting that early
action in these areas “can be very effective and very fast™.?
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Q199

Cousins, lan T., et al. “The concept of essential use for determining when uses of PFASs
can be phased out.” Environmental science: processes & impacts 21.11 (2019): 1803-1815.
Q199

Q30

DuPont de Nemours, Inc (PFAS0079); AGC Chemicals Europe, Ltd. (PFAS0059);
Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology, Regulation and remediation of ‘forever’

chemicals, June 2025
Q80
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47.

48.

49.

50.

RECOMMENDATION
The Government should adopt an essential-use approach to regulating
PFAS, prioritising the rapid restriction of PFAS in non-essential
applications. Clearly defined exemptions should be set for essential
uses, with time-limited derogations where substitutes are still being
developed.

RECOMMENDATION
The Government should commission the Health and Safety Executive
under UK REACH to bring forward restrictions on PFAS in non-essential
consumer products (e.g. food packaging, cookware and school uniforms)
without delay and begin a phased restriction from 2027.

Grouping PFAS

Having outlined how PFAS can be prioritised for restriction according to the
essential-use framework, we also heard that their persistence, mobility and
potential for harm mean PFAS must additionally be assessed on the basis
of their chemical properties. There are three main approaches to assessing
PFAS for restriction based on their properties: (1) individually assessing PFAS
one by one; (2) categorising PFAS into sub-groups based on their structure;
and (3) treating PFAS as a single group. Witnesses presented arguments for
each.

Regulating PFAS one by one is the approach reflected in existing bans under
the Stockholm Convention (Box 3),% which has prohibited three PFAS that
are recognised as posing serious global risks to human health and the
environment.®® Whilst the Stockholm Convention has successfully restricted
the use of these three toxic PFAS, we heard that, in general, regulating PFAS
one by one is impractical and too slow, given the thousands of substances
within the class.® Professor lan Cousins et al, warned that “it would be time
and resource intensive to test and evaluate the more than 4,700 PFAS on the
global market on a chemical-by-chemical basis™.”

Several organisations, including Breast Cancer UK, and the Royal Society
of Chemistry (RSC), argued that grouping PFAS with similar structures or
hazards would accelerate restrictions and reduce risks to the public.® This
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Impacts 22.7 (2020): 1444-1460.
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53.

approach is supported by other academics.® Stephanie Metzger, Policy
Advisor on Sustainable Chemicals at the RSC, explained that PFAS can be
categorised into sub-groups for assessment.** Professor Cousins et al.
suggested that this could be by intrinsic properties such as persistence,
bioaccumulation potential, toxicity, mobility, and molecular size.*

Industries warned against considering PFAS as a single group, that all pose
the same risks.?® The Bathroom Manufacturers Association argued that
restricting all PFAS together would be detrimental and called instead for

a grouping approach that differentiates between PFAS types “based on
intrinsic properties [and] toxicological profiles”.?’

Regrettable substitutions and safer alternatives

Stephanie Metzger suggested that a sub-grouping approach “to regulation
is important to make sure we are not just jumping from one to another”.?®
This could lead to “regrettable substitutions” whereby, one substance is
replaced by an equally or more harmful substance.®® Stephanie Metzger
pointed out that when PFOA was phased out,'°® some companies moved

to other types of PFAS that also caused issues for human health and the
environment, “via a slightly different biological mechanism”.®' Professor
Sunderland likened this to “playing this game of chemical whack-a-mole”,
where each new substitute remains unregulated and undetected for years
until sufficient evidence emerges to justify restriction.'?

CHEM Trust and Professor Michael Depledge CBE highlighted that PFAS
pose substantial financial and liability risks for industry, citing settlements
in the United States and warning that similar claims are emerging in the

UK as contamination becomes more widely identified.'” ChemSec, a non-
profit organisation focussed on reducing the use of hazardous chemicals,
coordinates an investor-led initiative on hazardous chemicals, representing
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more than 75 investors that urges companies to move away from persistent
chemicals like PFAS and invest in the development of safer alternatives.
This highlights the strong incentives for industry to invest in developing and
introducing safer alternatives to market more rapidly. Johnson Matthey'*
have already committed to reducing the use of PFAS in operations and
products and developing alternatives but acknowledged that it will take
more time and more investment.'*®

CONCLUSION
Replacing one PFAS with another can perpetuate long-term
environmental and health risks and can lead to regrettable substitutions,
whereby banned substances are rapidly replaced by chemically similar
and potentially harmful alternatives.

CONCLUSION

Due to the impracticality of assessing thousands of PFAS one by one, and
the risk that new substances emerge faster than they can be evaluated,
the UK’s current approach leaves regulators struggling to keep pace
with industry innovation. While the burden of proof currently rests with
Government before substances are banned, it is likely that without
adopting a more ambitious approach the UK will continue to suffer
significant PFAS contamination for many more decades.

CONCLUSION
Without a broad, group-based restriction on PFAS, the Government risks
a “whack-a-mole” approach.

RECOMMENDATION

The Government should draw on independent scientific and regulatory
expertise in taking a group-based approach for PFAS regulation within
three months of the EU’s forthcoming assessment. This should include
assessing options for grouping PFAS with similar structures, so that
future restrictions can be applied more swiftly, and effectively as new
evidence emerges.

104 A British multinational speciality chemicals and sustainable technologies company
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58.

RECOMMENDATION
The Government should consult on the establishment of an
industry-funded mechanism to rapidly assess the properties and risks
of newly developed PFAS before they are permitted for use, and invest in
the development of safer alternatives. This mechanism should prevent
regrettable substitutions, incentivise safer alternatives and enable
faster, more effective regulatory decisions, with proposals published
within 12 months of the publication of this report.
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3 Human exposure and risk
management

59. This chapter examines the ongoing management of PFAS risks, including
the associated health impacts, pathways through which people are
exposed and how those exposures can be controlled through regulation and
enforcement.

Health Impacts

60. Whilst the health impacts of low-level exposure to PFAS was contested,
evidence to our inquiry pointed to a broad and increasingly well-evidenced
range of health concerns associated with PFAS exposure, particularly in high
exposure groups. This exposure can affect multiple organ systems, including
immune suppression, certain cancers, fertility impacts, developmental
delays and metabolic disorders, with witnesses emphasising the extreme
persistence of PFAS and their accumulation over a lifetime.'°® Professor
Sunderland, Fred Kavli Professor of Environmental Chemistry and Professor
of Earth and Planetary Sciences at Harvard University, noted, “we see a
large range of health impacts of these chemicals, with a much greater
diversity than we have seen for other classes of compounds”.'”’

61. However, evidence presented to the Committee also illustrated scientific
debate on the matter. Professor Alan Boobis OBE, Professor of Toxicology
at Imperial College London, told us that PFAS have a “questionable impact
on human health”."°® Professor Sunderland, however, directly disagreed
with Professor Boobis and told us that there is “enough health information™
to demonstrate that PFAS “are terrible for the communities that are highly
exposed”.’*® Professor Martyn Kirk, Professor of Applied Epidemiology at
Australian National University, explained that thousands of studies have
examined PFAS and their impact on health, with some demonstrating
strong evidence for certain health outcomes, while others report moderate
or limited evidence."™ Experts agreed that data from cohorts with high
exposure to PFAS justified concern and action.
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Professor Kirk highlighted the challenge of studying PFAS exposure in

the general population because PFAS are “found in the blood of most
populations around the globe”, which complicates attempts to establish
causal health links at typical exposure levels. Witnesses repeatedly called
for greater investment in long-term epidemiological research. Professor
Kirk said the strongest evidence comes from “highly exposed communities”,
citing studies in Ronneby (Sweden),™ Veneto (Italy),™ and the C8 Science
Panel study on communities in Mid-Ohio Valley (USA).™ Professor Depledge
also supported more epidemiological studies and highlighted projects like
the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey in USA and Biobank,
the EU biomonitoring programme as existing projects with a “huge amount
of toxicological data”™.™

Beyond clinical effects, PFAS contamination impacts mental health

and community wellbeing. We heard during our visits to Bentham and
France that communities living near suspected contaminated sites face
considerable uncertainty and anxiety.™ As Professor Kirk observed, “the
psychological impacts of living in these communities and the financial
impacts are immense”."®

CONCLUSION

While gaps remain in understanding the toxicity of every individual
PFAS, the evidence indicates that several PFAS are associated with
a wide range of adverse health effects. Studies of highly exposed
groups show clearer and more immediate risks, underscoring the
need for precautionary action, given the extreme persistence and
bioaccumulation of PFAS in the body, to protect the public.
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RECOMMENDATION

The Government should invest in long-term research on the health
effects of PFAS exposure in the UK population. Within 12 months, it
should publish a delivery plan setting out epidemiological studies to
assess the cumulative impact of multiple PFAS and the establishment
of biomonitoring programmes for groups with higher exposure. For
communities and occupations with known or suspected elevated

PFAS exposure, the Government should also provide enhanced health
screening, enabling early detection of health impacts, identification of
trends, and reduced anxiety for affected individuals.

CONCLUSION

The challenges of managing the risks of PFAS and associated health
impacts are not issues faced by the UK alone. Many of the lessons
relevant to the UK are already emerging from studies and regulatory
processes across the European Union and beyond.

RECOMMENDATION

The Government should draw on international best practice and
collaborate with established PFAS research programmes to ensure that
the UK is fully aligned with and contributing to this global evidence base.
This will enable the Government to make evidence-based decisions

more quickly and reduce the cost to the UK taxpayer. A synthesis report
summarising the UK’s international engagement, findings and planned
actions should be published within six months of this Committee’s report.

Human exposure pathways

According to the Institution for Mechanical Engineering, the pathways
through which PFAS enter drinking water and the wider food chain are not
well understood. Although public debate often focuses on PFAS in drinking
water, which Dr David Megson, Reader in Chemistry and Environmental
Forensics at Manchester Metropolitan University, indicated was because it
is much easier to test PFAS in a water sample,"” evidence made clear that
exposure occurs across multiple routes." People may be exposed to PFAS in
different ways, for example:™

Ingestion through drinking water
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Ingestion through diet
Inhaling from the air (and ingestion of dust)
Absorption through skin contact

Diet has been identified as the main exposure pathway, other than for those
exposed through their occupation.™

Drinking water

In March 2025, the Drinking Water Inspectorate (DWI)"*' published updated
guidance on PFAS in drinking water, that required water companies in
England and Wales to monitor a wider range of PFAS and update their risk
assessments accordingly.” The DWI set a standard of 100 nanograms per
litre for the sum of 48 specified PFAS. We heard calls for this guidance to be
made statutory.” Therefore, we welcome the Government’s commitment, to
convert the current DWI guidelines into statutory limits.”

Food

PFAS are present throughout daily life, from the lining of non-stick cookware
to food packaging.” PFAS in food contact products like packaging and
cookware, where PFAS are used for their ‘non-stick’ water and grease
repellent properties, is considered a major source of human exposure.'*

A study conducted by environmental charity, Fidra, in 2020, found PFAS
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72.

in packaging from 8 out of 9 major UK supermarkets,”” and in 100% of
takeaways tested.”® Fidra also reported that research has found PFAS in the
coating cookware can begin to break down when heated to temperatures
commonly reached during normal cooking and that PFAS may enter the
body through micro- and nano-plastic particles shed from scratches on
non-stick cookware.”” Denmark was the first country to prohibit PFAS in

food contact paper and cardboard materials in 2020.%° Dr Cloy argued that
following this example is necessary “to prevent irreversible contamination of
the environment™."™’

We have heard evidence that PFAS-free alternatives for food packaging are
readily available,® and some cookware brands are already selling products
that are being marketed as PFAS-free, indicating the beginning of a market
shift.”® However, without clear labelling or regulation, consumers cannot
reliably identify PFAS in products to make informed choices.

PFAS can enter the food chain through agricultural processes.” The Nature
Friendly Farming Network (NFFN) told us that farmers are involuntary
recipients of PFAS through inputs such pesticides (often unlabelled),
unscreened organic materials, contaminated water sources, and, most
significantly, sewage sludge.”® When domestic wastewater is treated, the
resulting sewage sludge or “biosolids”** can contain PFAS from household
and industrial sources and is then applied to farmland as fertiliser.” Dr
Joanna Cloy, Senior Project Manager at Fidra, explained that the application
of biosolids on farmland can lead to the bioaccumulation of PFAS in the food
that people are eating, and also in livestock.”® She highlighted what she
considered as the socio-economic divide to be “able to afford organic food
produce” where biosolids or pesticides, which may contain PFAS, cannot be
used.”®
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Solid organic matter recovered from a sewage treatment process that can be nutrient rich.
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The NFFN told us that farmers often do not know when biosolids contain
PFAS and do not want to inherit PFAS contaminated sludge from water
companies, stressing that this can contaminate the soils they work and
grow food on."° Professor Michael Depledge CBE, Emeritus Professor

at European Centre for Environment and Human Health, stressed that
contaminated agricultural land should be a priority for regulation. We
therefore welcome the Government’s decision as part of the PFAS Plan to
consult on reforms on how biosolid use in agriculture is regulated.™?

Regulation

Despite progress in drinking water, Professor Luisa Orsini, Professor of
Evolutionary Systems Biology and Environmental Omics at the University

of Birmingham, and Co-founder and CEO of Daphne Water Solutions
Limited, noted that “there is not enough regulation” beyond that. We heard
evidence that regulation is fragmented, with inconsistent PFAS thresholds
across different exposure pathways, making it unclear when regulatory
action should be taken.”? Dr Megson described the current regulatory
framework as “scattered”, a “nightmare” for Government agencies, and
pointed to inconsistency: “we go to water and we are looking for 48 PFAS.

I go to food and | am looking for four PFAS™."** He suggested that this
regulatory framework did not reflect the relative risks. He emphasised that
“the chemical itself is not changing”, yet the assessed risk is constantly
changing, depending on what is being sampled.'** He argued that risk
assessments for PFAS should be applied consistently across all exposure
routes, including food and drinking water”.*® Local Bentham residents told
us during our visit that the absence of agreed safe thresholds makes it
difficult to understand the potential risks to their health."’

Given the cumulative impacts on human health and the environment,
Wildlife and Countryside Link, a coalition of environmental and wildlife
organisations, cautioned that treating different exposure routes or sources
in isolation can lead regulators to underestimate the overall risk posed

by PFAS and overstate the progress being made in reducing it."*® The
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Committee on Toxicity of Chemicals in Food, Consumer Products and the
Environment (COT) is conducting an independent review of PFAS chemicals
and aims to set health-based guidance values to inform future risk
assessments and regulatory decisions.'*® We welcome this programme

of work, however, we heard warnings that waiting for full toxicological
evaluation across thousands of PFAS could take decades, during which time
population exposure would continue to grow. Dr Megson stated, “I do not
want to wait 30 or 40 years to nail down the exact mechanism, but find out
that in the process 30,000 people in the UK have died”.”*°

CONCLUSION
Although the Government has begun setting statutory limits for PFAS
in drinking water, which is a welcome step, significant gaps remain
in managing and limiting human exposure to PFAS through food and
agricultural pathways.

RECOMMENDATION

The Government should set limits on the levels and types of PFAS
permitted in food, giving producers, retailers, and regulators a
consistent basis for protecting public health. This should include
establishing and monitoring limits on PFAS entering the food chain
through agricultural processes. The Government should publish these
limits within three months of the publication of the Committee on
Toxicity’s review to draw on the expertise.

RECOMMENDATION
Whilst PFAS-containing consumer products remain on the market,

the Government should introduce interim limits on PFAS levels and
require standardised labelling to ensure consumers are fully informed.
Implementation should be led by the Department for Environment, Food
and Rural Affairs, working with the Food Standards Agency and the
Office for Product Safety and Standards. This should take effect within
six months and remain in place until PFAS are restricted in non-essential
consumer goods.
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Monitoring and enforcement

Professor Orsini told us that regulatory limits for PFAS have to be
determined for the Environment Agency to be able to enforce them.”' Liz
Parkes MBE, Deputy Director for Climate Change, Chemicals & Markets at
the Environment Agency (EA), told us that, at present, “there is only one
statutory environmental policy standard on water and one for biota”,™®

a gap that affects both monitoring and remediation.”® Without defined
standards for monitoring, it is difficult for the EA to require remediation,
restrict emissions or assess compliance. This uncertainty undermines the
ambition contained in the PFAS Plan’s various monitoring commitments."*

We heard from the two manufacturers of PFAS in the UK, AGC Chemicals
Europe, Ltd. and F2 Chemicals. Dr Andy Joel, Technical Support Chemist

at F2 Chemicals, told us that the EA “does not quite know what it should

be doing and we are not quite sure, therefore, what we should be doing™."
Stuart Ede, Head of Sustainability at AGC Chemicals, highlighted that they
had “put voluntary measures in place to decide what we are going to put as
our own limits” because regulatory expectations were unclear.”®

Stephanie Metzger, Policy Advisor for Sustainable Chemicals at the Royal
Society of Chemistry, told us that it is important that the Environment
Agency are supported with the resources they need to regulate.”” Duncan
Sanders, Director for England at ATG Group, told us that from first-

hand experience of remediating sites with the EA that there are “limited
resources, there are limited staff”.”*® Stephanie said that the EA need to
have the resources, skills and training to tackle these issues and pointed out
that the EA is only looking at “four sites out of the 10,000 [PFAS] hotspots
that it has identified”.”®

These constraints are hindering regulatory action. According to Dr Joel,
work at the F2 Chemicals site in Lancashire stalled because the EA asked
them to wait “until it has decided what it wants to analyse”, meaning no
land contamination assessment had yet taken place.'®® Capacity constraints
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are compounding the problem. Stuart Ede, AGC Chemicals Europe, Ltd.,
noted that only a small number of UK laboratories can undertake the
analysis they need.”

CONCLUSION
Whilst the PFAS Plan sets out monitoring commitments, it lacks

the specificity needed to inform and deliver action. Without clear
requirements on what to monitor, the methods to use, and the thresholds
for concern, and without adequate funding and laboratory capacity, the
Environment Agency cannot enforce limits or identify risks in time to act.

RECOMMENDATION

The Government should provide full detail, in its response, on how its
PFAS monitoring strategy will support enforcement and remediation. This
should include a clear explanation of how monitoring results will be used
to identify risks, guide remediation activity, and underpin regulatory
enforcement.

RECOMMENDATION

The Government should accompany this with an assessment of

the resources required for the Environment Agency to deliver their
responsibilities outlined in the PFAS Plan and commit to providing the
associated funding in its response.
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4 Addressing pollution

The continued use of PFAS has led to growing amounts of PFAS waste and
environmental contamination. This chapter considers PFAS at end-of-life,
how their disposal can be managed, how PFAS already in the environment
can be remediated, and the challenges of destroying these chemicals given
their persistence.

Supply chain and disposal

Evidence highlighted a key challenge of identifying PFAS in the supply
chain.'®® Stephanie Metzger told us that “we need to have better information
sharing through the supply chain about what ingredients and what
chemicals are being used”.'*®

Dr Nissanka Rajapakse, Group Head of Product Stewardship at Johnson
Matthey, explained that the “lack of supply transparency” is because there
is “no requirement to communicate that up the supply chain”.®* Professor
Martyn Kirk highlighted that it is key to eradicate PFAS from the consumer
supply chain™ as much as possible to not use PFAS “unless absolutely
necessary”.'®> However, the lack of transparency makes it difficult to identify
PFAS in products to be removed.

Dr Andy Joel, Technical Support Chemist at F2 Chemicals Ltd, argued that
the responsibility is on the downstream user. Referring to PFAS in food
packaging, he said that the problem lies not with the manufacturer of the
PFAS but with “the manufacturer of the food wrapper”.’®® He highlighted that
as part of UK REACH registration, the manufacturer advises their customers
through safety data sheets on how their products should be handled.’’

However, Stephanie Metzger argued that safety data sheets do not
provide sufficient transparency. She pointed out that some substances,
including PFAS, are not listed because currently there is no legislation or
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guidance to require them to."*® As a result, downstream users do not know
if PFAS is in a product “because it is not written explicitly”."® She likened

it to an ingredient list on a food label where not everything is listed. She
emphasised that the issue is magnified as you “go down the supply chain”
because if PFAS are present in a semi-finished or finished good, companies
are not required to register them under UK REACH, and may not even be
aware themselves.”

Stephanie Metzger highlighted that transparency and awareness of the
presence of PFAS is particularly important for downstream users to “make
appropriate management decisions”."”' She explained that “at the moment,
there are also no rules for what types of PFAS could end up in landfills,
incineration plants or wastewater streams” and that without appropriate
handling, PFAS “ends up just going right back into the environment”. This
cycle of disposal and re-release perpetuates long-term contamination.

Landfills have been identified as long-term contamination risks, with PFAS
detected in both leachate™ and landfill gas.” Professor Michael Depledge
CBE, Emeritus Professor at the European Centre for Environment and
Human Health, highlighted data mapping shows that that people living
near industrial sites and landfill sites “are more likely to be exposed”.™
Rising volumes of PFAS-containing waste will increase pressure on relevant
communities and further embed contamination in soil and water systems.

CONCLUSION

Lack of supply chain transparency fundamentally undermines the UK’s
ability to manage PFAS at end-of-life, leaving councils, waste operators
and regulators unable to prevent products with PFAS entering landfill,
and leading to further pollution of waterways, soil and the wider
environment.

RECOMMENDATION

The Government should consult on mandatory PFAS disclosures across
supply chains within six months, requiring manufacturers and importers
to report the presence and purpose of PFAS in products placed on the UK
market to support safe handling and disposal.
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RECOMMENDATION

The Government must set out in its response a timeline to divert PFAS
waste from landfill towards safer treatment or destruction technologies
to manage increasing volumes of PFAS waste without causing further
environmental contamination.

Remediation

According to CHEM Trust, a charity focused on protecting humans and
wildlife from harmful chemicals: “Even if all production and emissions of
PFAS were stopped tomorrow, they would still persist in the environment for
generations to come”.”® Unlike many other chemical pollutants, PFAS resist
breakdown and accumulate across soil, groundwater and sediment, making
removal costly and technically demanding. This underlines the magnitude
of the PFAS contamination issue the world faces. Due to the scale and
complexity of the PFAS issue, witnesses emphasised that you cannot choose
between prevention and remediation, “there has to be a balance between
the two”."®

PFAS contamination presents a substantial and longterm financial burden.
The Environment Agency estimated remediation costs for between 2,900
and 10,200 high-risk sites to be between £31 billion and £121 billion, as

part of a PFAS Risk Screening project “to highlight the financial scale and
burden” of the “PFAS problem across England™.”” The EU recently published
a report on The cost of PFAS pollution for our society,”® which estimated that
if the current levels of PFAS pollution in Europe continue until 2050 without
regulatory action, the cost will reach approximately €440 billion (£384
billion) during that period. The report suggested that tackling such PFAS
releases at the source by 2040 would save €110 billion (£96 billion).

Marc Casale, Deputy Director for Chemicals and International at DEFRA,
explained that PFAS contamination falls into two broad categories: legacy
contamination, where the company originally responsible has since closed
or no longer exists, and ongoing contamination, where current activities
continue to release PFAS. He noted that in both cases the costs of cleaning
up contamination can be substantial, particularly when no responsible
business remains to meet those costs.”® A major challenge in allocating
liability for PFAS cleanup arises from the diffuse and historic nature of
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100.

101.

much contamination. PFAS have been used in thousands of products and
processes over many decades, leaving a legacy of pollution from multiple
sources. Without a clear mechanism to allocate liability in such cases, the
burden falls on the taxpayer.

We heard that the Government’s current approach places disproportionate
costs on the public, rather than those who produced or used PFAS

and emitted them into the environment. Stephanie Metzger and David
Henderson, CEO at Water UK, highlighted that costs to remove PFAS from
drinking water fall on water bill-payers.™® During our roundtables as part of
our visit to Bentham, local authorities told us that the cost of remediating
contaminated land falls on the council if the liable business is no longer
running or the business does not have the budget to address it.”

The Royal Society of Chemistry (RSC) emphasised that the polluter pays
principle, which must be considered as part of the Government’s EPPS in
accordance with section 17 of the Environment Act 2021, should form the
basis of any response to PFAS contamination. The RSC conducted a survey
with YouGov on a representative sample of UK adults, to ask about their
attitudes to PFAS."® Stephanie Metzger told us that seventy-five per cent

of respondents to the survey said that they would support a fee or a tax

on PFAS manufacturing and upstream industries to help fund end-of-life
management and environmental cleanup. She highlighted that “the public
is on the same page [ ... ] that the polluters should be responsible™.’®* David
Henderson emphasised that the large costs involved with remediation
“should not be borne by taxpayers; it should not be borne by water bill
payers; it should be borne by those who have made a fortune out of making
this stuff”.’s

Other jurisdictions are moving more decisively. Witnesses pointed to the
United States Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) ‘Superfund’ for contaminated land,* which
deals with the release of hazardous substances, including two types of
PFAS.'®® Stephanie Metzger explained that:'®’
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The CERCLA law gives the [US Environmental Protection Agency] the
legal authority to find out who is liable for pollution on a site and

hold them legally accountable for cleaning that up. Or, if they cannot
find a legal liable party—for example, if a business has gone out of
business because it is an old site—they are able to use the superfund
trust to pay for that cleanup. That superfund is funded by a levy on the
chemicals industry.

In France, we met with a cross-party group of Parliamentarians and learnt
about their proposed PFAS levies, whereby companies that are Installations
Classified for the Protection of the Environment™® will be subject to a €100
fee per 100 grams of PFAS discharged into water, with mandatory reporting
for emissions exceeding 100 grams per year.”® These examples demonstrate
that polluter pays mechanisms can operate on a large scale and can ensure
that costs do not disproportionately fall on the taxpayer. We also heard
about ongoing local concerns when we visited Lyon, where around 200
residents have since filed a lawsuit seeking damages from nearby chemical
plants in the area.™®

We heard caveats relating to industry liability for PFAS contamination.
Professor Luisa Orsini, Professor of Evolutionary Systems Biology and
Environmental Omics at University of Birmingham, and Co-founder and

CEO at Daphne Water Solutions Limited, told us that industry should

be “co-responsible”. However, she highlighted that it is not illegal for
industry to use or produce most PFAS in UK law.” Vicky Robinson, Head of
Sustainability at The Agricultural Industries Confederation, pointed out that
society “have benefited from some of the benefits that the PFAS provide
us”.®? Stuart Ede, Head of Sustainability at AGC Chemicals Europe, Ltd.,
suggested that when it came to liability, the Government needed to consider
a “range of users” like manufactures, consumers and producers.'

The Minister told us that Part 2A of the Environmental Protection Act 1990,
means that “those responsible for historical land contamination must
pay for the remediation”.”* She explained that where it not possible to
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find the liable party “there is an £80 million fund that is available for local
government to use”."”® However, this is small in comparison to the estimated
£31 billion to £121 billion cost of the issue.™®

Stephanie Metzger highlighted that the polluter pays principle is intended
not only to ensure that polluters fund remediation but also to encourage
industries to adopt safer practices and invest in pollution prevention
measures.”” On the basis of the evidence we have received, the Act does not
appear sufficient to actively deter ongoing pollution. It does not include an
emissions levy, contribute to the cost of removing PFAS from drinking water
or detail the level of PFAS contamination to be a viable Part 2A site.”®® *° We
have also not heard any evidence of it being enforced.?*°

CONCLUSION

Remediating PFAS contamination in the environment is expensive and
technically complex. The current regulatory approach that permits
continued use of PFAS until harm is proven means that these substances
can legally continue to accumulate in the environment, steadily
increasing the long term environmental and financial burden.

CONCLUSION

The Government has not applied the polluter pays principle adequately
to deter future PFAS emissions nor has it allocated sufficient government
funding to tackle the remediation of PFAS in the environment where liable
parties cannot be identified.

RECOMMENDATION

The Government should apply the polluter pays principle to prevent
ongoing and historic PFAS contamination and consult by March 2027 on
establishing a national PFAS Remediation Fund. The Government should:

explore the implications of an emissions levy for PFAS on the
UK REACH candidate list, to deter ongoing environmental
contamination and hold polluters responsible;
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consider options for extending the polluter pays principle to
products manufactured overseas and imported into the UK;

ensure that when the Government extends the polluter pays
principle that UK manufacturers are not at a disadvantage to
overseas manufacturers of products;

increase dedicated central government funding for local authorities
to remediate where no responsible party can be identified; and

ensure that the Remediation Fund and associated enforcement
are overseen by the Environment Agency, and ensure that

the Environment Agency has the necessary resources and
skills required to implement any monitoring and enforcement
responsibilities.

Remediation technologies

109. We heard evidence on a range of technologies designed to remediate PFAS

in the environment. Dr Schwarz, Chief Business Officer at Fluorok, told us
that technologies often struggle to cross the “valleys of death” between
proof-of-concept and commercial application.®' He told us that government
support in the form of research and scale-up grants are necessary to
overcome this.?*> Witnesses warned that research and innovation alone

will not be sufficient if the technologies are not ready at the point they are
needed, highlighting the risk of delaying investment.**

110. Dr Schwarz acknowledged that such grants would require a significant UK
commitment and investment, but stressed the scale of the potential benefit,
noting that “it is a big industry and there is big opportunity out there”.?°* Dr
Schwarz highlighted the Faraday Institution?® and the Advanced Propulsion
Centre®® as examples of organisations that benefitted from Government
investment into scientific research through UK Research and Innovation®’
and Innovate UK.**® He noted that this funding successfully supported
the development and scaling-up of new technologies, with businesses

201 Q179

202 Qq179-180

203 Q184 [Professor Orsini]

204 Q180

205 The Faraday Institution, Powering Britain’s Battery Revolution

206 Advanced Propulsion Centre UK

207 UK Research and Innovation

208  UKRI, Innovate UK

39


https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/16462/html/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/16462/html/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/16462/html/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/16462/html/
https://www.faraday.ac.uk/
https://www.apcuk.co.uk/
https://www.ukri.org/
https://www.ukri.org/councils/innovate-uk/

now operating as a result of that backing.?®® He suggested that applying
a similar model to PFAS remediation could accelerate UK capability and
create significant innovation opportunities.*

111.  Professor Orsini told us that most remediation technologies “just capture
and concentrate PFAS”, meaning they simply “move the problem somewhere
else” rather than eliminate it.”" She emphasised that while destruction
techniques are more effective, they are “very energy-intensive” and
difficult to scale”.?” She also highlighted emerging naturebased solutions,
which similarly “capture and concentrate” PFAS but with a lower carbon
footprint.”® Professor Orsini suggested that the most effective long-term
strategy may be a hybrid model, “a nature-based solution combined with
modern technology that can destroy whatever has been concentrated
without creating further waste”.?"*

112. We saw the challenges of remediating and disposing PFAS first-hand,
during our visit to Bentham. The manufacturer we visited was storing
PFAS-contaminated stormwater in vast quantities in containers on site,
awaiting treatment approval for remediation technologies, to prevent
runoff carrying contamination beyond the site during rainfall. Without
proactive planning, the UK risks a growing backlog of PFAS waste stored in
warehouses or interim facilities, awaiting remediation and destruction.

113.  CONCLUSION
Existing PFAS contamination in the environment must be addressed
alongside prevention. Even with strong restrictions on future PFAS use,
the UK already faces significant legacy contamination. Without action
now, this legacy burden will pose long-term risks to public health and
the environment, and mounting costs will continue to fall on government
(and taxpayers) and water companies (and water bill payers).

114. CONCLUSION
Industry urgently needs clear direction and Government approval on
viable remediation methods so that contaminated materials can be
treated safely and at scale.
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RECOMMENDATION

The Government should support the development and deployment of
scalable, cost-effective PFAS remediation technologies by directing
investment through UK Research and Innovation into research,
innovation and practical support.

RECOMMENDATION

The Government must publish formally approved guidance for PFAS
remediation to provide businesses, local authorities and regulators with
the certainty needed to deliver timely, safe and effective remediation.

Destroying PFAS

As Professor Orsini explained, existing remediation technologies can remove
PFAS from a medium but do not necessarily destroy them, meaning the
captured PFAS must still be destroyed.” Evidence to our inquiry makes
clear that the UK’s current capacity to destroy PFAS is both limited and
heavily dependent on a single method: high-temperature incineration.”™®
The Minister confirmed that this remains the only proven method available
at the scale required.?” While effective when operated at a high enough
temperature (1,J00°C) and with sufficient residence time,?® David Henderson
warned that inadequate combustion conditions can lead to “higher

risks that the PFAS can break into smaller chains and disperse into the
atmosphere”.?®

118. The Minister told us that “that there are only two hazardous waste
incinerators permitted to accept PFAS”, which is judged as “sufficient
capacity to meet needs”.?*° She noted that expanding incineration capacity
may face opposition locally.

119. While the Government said capacity is sufficient, we heard evidence from
the firefighting appliance industry that the “quantities of PFAS containing
materials that require disposal are increasing and it is essential that the UK
has the infrastructure and technology to handle them”.?
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Andy Spence from Britannia Fire Ltd highlighted the backlog of PFAS waste
derived from portable firefighting appliances: “there are over 10,000 tonnes
waiting to be disposed of, so there is a backlog already—this is prior to

any ban that comes into action”.??? Given that Dr Richard Daniels, Divisional
Director of Chemicals Regulation Division at Health and Safety Executive,
told us that the UK’s ban on PFAS was “one or two years behind” the EU, and
concerns we heard about products containing PFAS being dumped on the UK
market during time periods of diverging restrictions between the EU and UK,
this is highly concerning.*

We were also told that costs have risen dramatically. While disposal
previously costed £0.52 per litre, Britannia Fire Ltd is now being quoted
£2.80 per litre, £16.80 per extinguisher, which is costing the company
thousands of pounds. This highlighted the growing cost of manging PFAS
waste.

The Minister acknowledged that greater demand for destruction is
“anticipated” and said that it is important to look at emerging innovations
and new destruction technologies. However, the Government does not yet
have any plans for evaluating existing and future volumes of waste and
ensuring destruction capacity keeps pace.

CONCLUSION
PFAS contamination cannot be addressed without reliable destruction
capacity. Current UK incineration capacity is insufficient to treat the
increasing volume of PFAS containing waste diverted from landfill, and
significant gaps remain in the availability, scalability, and verification of
other destruction technologies.

RECOMMENDATION
The Government should assess the volume of PFAS containing waste
expected from forthcoming restrictions and determine whether UK high-
temperature incineration capacity is sufficient. The Government should
write to the Committee with its findings and proposed actions within six
months.

RECOMMENDATION

The Government must commit, within six months, to funding the research
and development of non-incineration PFAS destruction technologies
through UK Research and Innovation and Innovate UK.

222
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Q70
Q260; Institute for European Environmental Policy UK (IEEP UK) (PFASO106)
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Conclusions and
recommendations

Preventing PFAS at the source

PFAS are highly persistent, bioaccumulative chemicals with the
potential for long-term environmental and human harm, despite
ongoing scientific uncertainties around the toxicity of different PFAS.
(Conclusion, Paragraph 22)

The Government’s PFAS Plan disproportionately focuses on expanding PFAS
monitoring rather than preventing or remediating contamination. Applying
the Government’s own environmental principles demands decisive action
now to limit further release and exposure. (Conclusion, Paragraph 23)

Voluntary action on PFAS and self-regulation by industry are not sufficient
to ensure transparency, accountability or reduce PFAS emissions.
(Conclusion, Paragraph 24)

The Government must act in line with the environmental principles, taking
preventative and precautionary action to reduce cumulative PFAS exposure
to both people and the environment. We expect the Government to set

out in its response how its approach to PFAS has been developed with due
regard to precautionary principle within the environmental principles policy
statement. (Recommendation, Paragraph 25)

UK REACH, in its current lagging and slow-moving form, risks leaving the
UK behind international best practice and limits the Government’s ability
to respond swiftly to emerging scientific evidence on PFAS. This increases
the likelihood of further regulatory divergence between Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, creating trade barriers both ways, and detrimental

consequences for UK goods in the EU market. (Conclusion, Paragraph 35)

The Government should make use of existing EU-UK dialogue mechanisms

to support UK alignment with EU REACH to avoid unnecessary regulatory
divergence. Whilst UK Government may choose a different approach in some
areas, without such alignment, UK manufacturers risk accidentally being
placed at a competitive disadvantage, and the UK public may face greater
exposure to PFAS due to the absence of the more precautionary approach
being pursued in the EU. (Recommendation, Paragraph 36)
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UK REACH must be reformed to enable swifter restrictions on PFAS to ensure
the UK can align with emerging evidence to act more quickly on substances
of concern. (Conclusion, Paragraph 37)

The Government should reform UK REACH by March 2027 to avoid
further delay in restricting PFAS. The Government should set targets at
half the statutory maximum timescales and ensure that the Health and
Safety Executive has the resources to meet these accelerated timelines.
(Recommendation, Paragraph 38)

The Government should adopt an essential-use approach to regulating
PFAS, prioritising the rapid restriction of PFAS in non-essential applications.
Clearly defined exemptions should be set for essential uses, with
time-limited derogations where substitutes are still being developed.
(Recommendation, Paragraph 46)

The Government should commission the Health and Safety Executive
under UK REACH to bring forward restrictions on PFAS in non-essential
consumer products (e.g. food packaging, cookware and school
uniforms) without delay and begin a phased restriction from 2027.
(Recommendation, Paragraph 47)

Replacing one PFAS with another can perpetuate long-term environmental
and health risks and can lead to regrettable substitutions, whereby banned
substances are rapidly replaced by chemically similar and potentially
harmful alternatives. (Conclusion, Paragraph 54)

Due to the impracticality of assessing thousands of PFAS one by one, and
the risk that new substances emerge faster than they can be evaluated,

the UK’s current approach leaves regulators struggling to keep pace

with industry innovation. While the burden of proof currently rests with
Government before substances are banned, it is likely that without adopting
a more ambitious approach the UK will continue to suffer significant PFAS
contamination for many more decades. (Conclusion, Paragraph 55)

Without a broad, group-based restriction on PFAS, the Government risks a
“whack-a-mole” approach. (Conclusion, Paragraph 56)

The Government should draw on independent scientific and regulatory
expertise in taking a group-based approach for PFAS regulation within three
months of the EU’s forthcoming assessment. This should include assessing
options for grouping PFAS with similar structures, so that future restrictions
can be applied more swiftly, and effectively as new evidence emerges.
(Recommendation, Paragraph 57)

The Government should consult on the establishment of an industry-funded
mechanism to rapidly assess the properties and risks of newly developed
PFAS before they are permitted for use, and invest in the development of
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safer alternatives. This mechanism should prevent regrettable substitutions,
incentivise safer alternatives and enable faster, more effective regulatory
decisions, with proposals published within 12 months of the publication of
this report. (Recommendation, Paragraph 58)

Human exposure and risk management

While gaps remain in understanding the toxicity of every individual PFAS,
the evidence indicates that several PFAS are associated with a wide range
of adverse health effects. Studies of highly exposed groups show clearer
and more immediate risks, underscoring the need for precautionary action,
given the extreme persistence and bioaccumulation of PFAS in the body, to
protect the public. (Conclusion, Paragraph 64)

The Government should invest in long-term research on the health

effects of PFAS exposure in the UK population. Within 12 months, it should
publish a delivery plan setting out epidemiological studies to assess the
cumulative impact of multiple PFAS and the establishment of biomonitoring
programmes for groups with higher exposure. For communities and
occupations with known or suspected elevated PFAS exposure, the
Government should also provide enhanced health screening, enabling early
detection of health impacts, identification of trends, and reduced anxiety for
affected individuals. (Recommendation, Paragraph 65)

The challenges of managing the risks of PFAS and associated health impacts
are not issues faced by the UK alone. Many of the lessons relevant to the

UK are already emerging from studies and regulatory processes across the
European Union and beyond. (Conclusion, Paragraph 66)

The Government should draw on international best practice and
collaborate with established PFAS research programmes to ensure that
the UK is fully aligned with and contributing to this global evidence base.
This will enable the Government to make evidence-based decisions

more quickly and reduce the cost to the UK taxpayer. A synthesis report
summarising the UK’s international engagement, findings and planned
actions should be published within six months of this Committee’s report.
(Recommendation, Paragraph 67)

Although the Government has begun setting statutory limits for PFAS
in drinking water, which is a welcome step, significant gaps remain
in managing and limiting human exposure to PFAS through food and
agricultural pathways. (Conclusion, Paragraph 76)

The Government should set limits on the levels and types of PFAS permitted
in food, giving producers, retailers, and regulators a consistent basis for
protecting public health. This should include establishing and monitoring

45



22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

limits on PFAS entering the food chain through agricultural processes.

The Government should publish these limits within three months of the
publication of the Committee on Toxicity’s review to draw on the expertise.
(Recommendation, Paragraph 77)

Whilst PFAS-containing consumer products remain on the market,

the Government should introduce interim limits on PFAS levels and

require standardised labelling to ensure consumers are fully informed.
Implementation should be led by the Department for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs, working with the Food Standards Agency and the Office for
Product Safety and Standards. This should take effect within six months and
remain in place until PFAS are restricted in non-essential consumer goods.
(Recommendation, Paragraph 78)

Whilst the PFAS Plan sets out monitoring commitments, it lacks

the specificity needed to inform and deliver action. Without clear
requirements on what to monitor, the methods to use, and the thresholds
for concern, and without adequate funding and laboratory capacity, the
Environment Agency cannot enforce limits or identify risks in time to act.
(Conclusion, Paragraph 83)

The Government should provide full detail, in its response, on how its PFAS
monitoring strategy will support enforcement and remediation. This should
include a clear explanation of how monitoring results will be used to identify
risks, guide remediation activity, and underpin regulatory enforcement.
(Recommendation, Paragraph 84)

The Government should accompany this with an assessment of

the resources required for the Environment Agency to deliver their
responsibilities outlined in the PFAS Plan and commit to providing the
associated funding in its response. (Recommendation, Paragraph 85)

Addressing pollution

Lack of supply chain transparency fundamentally undermines the UK’s
ability to manage PFAS at end-of-life, leaving councils, waste operators
and regulators unable to prevent products with PFAS entering landfill, and
leading to further pollution of waterways, soil and the wider environment.
(Conclusion, Paragraph 93)

The Government should consult on mandatory PFAS disclosures
across supply chains within six months, requiring manufacturers and
importers to report the presence and purpose of PFAS in products
placed on the UK market to support safe handling and disposal.
(Recommendation, Paragraph 94)
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The Government must set out in its response a timeline to divert PFAS waste
from landfill towards safer treatment or destruction technologies to manage
increasing volumes of PFAS waste without causing further environmental
contamination. (Recommendation, Paragraph 95)

Remediating PFAS contamination in the environment is expensive and
technically complex. The current regulatory approach that permits
continued use of PFAS until harm is proven means that these substances can
legally continue to accumulate in the environment, steadily increasing the
long term environmental and financial burden. (Conclusion, Paragraph 106)

The Government has not applied the polluter pays principle adequately
to deter future PFAS emissions nor has it allocated sufficient government
funding to tackle the remediation of PFAS in the environment where liable
parties cannot be identified. (Conclusion, Paragraph 107)

The Government should apply the polluter pays principle to prevent ongoing
and historic PFAS contamination and consult by March 2027 on establishing
a national PFAS Remediation Fund. The Government should:

explore the implications of an emissions levy for PFAS on the UK REACH
candidate list, to deter ongoing environmental contamination and hold
polluters responsible;

consider options for extending the polluter pays principle to products
manufactured overseas and imported into the UK;

ensure that when the Government extends the polluter pays principle
that UK manufacturers are not at a disadvantage to overseas
manufacturers of products;

increase dedicated central government funding for local authorities to
remediate where no responsible party can be identified; and

ensure that the Remediation Fund and associated enforcement

are overseen by the Environment Agency, and ensure that the
Environment Agency has the necessary resources and skills required
to implement any monitoring and enforcement responsibilities.
(Recommendation, Paragraph 108)

Existing PFAS contamination in the environment must be addressed
alongside prevention. Even with strong restrictions on future PFAS

use, the UK already faces significant legacy contamination. Without
action now, this legacy burden will pose long-term risks to public

health and the environment, and mounting costs will continue to fall on
government (and taxpayers) and water companies (and water bill payers).
(Conclusion, Paragraph 113)
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Industry urgently needs clear direction and Government approval on viable
remediation methods so that contaminated materials can be treated safely
and at scale. (Conclusion, Paragraph 114)

The Government should support the development and deployment of
scalable, cost-effective PFAS remediation technologies by directing
investment through UK Research and Innovation into research, innovation
and practical support. (Recommendation, Paragraph 115)

The Government must publish formally approved guidance for PFAS
remediation to provide businesses, local authorities and regulators with
the certainty needed to deliver timely, safe and effective remediation.
(Recommendation, Paragraph 116)

PFAS contamination cannot be addressed without reliable destruction
capacity. Current UK incineration capacity is insufficient to treat the
increasing volume of PFAS containing waste diverted from landfill, and
significant gaps remain in the availability, scalability, and verification of
other destruction technologies. (Conclusion, Paragraph 123)

The Government should assess the volume of PFAS containing waste
expected from forthcoming restrictions and determine whether UK high-
temperature incineration capacity is sufficient. The Government should write
to the Committee with its findings and proposed actions within six months.
(Recommendation, Paragraph 124)

The Government must commit, within six months, to funding the
research and development of non-incineration PFAS destruction
technologies through UK Research and Innovation and Innovate UK.
(Recommendation, Paragraph 125)
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Annex 1: Note of private
informal meeting with
Bentham stakeholders

On 15 January 2026, the Environmental Audit Committee visited Bentham,
North Yorkshire and held three roundtables near Bentham as part of its
inquiry on Addressing the risks from Perfluoroalkyl and Polyfluoroalkyl
Substances (PFAS). Bentham was chosen because it is the location of a site
with a long history of firefightingfoam production, where past operations
have led to PFAS accumulating in soil and groundwater, prompting ongoing
regulatory investigations into the extent of contamination and any potential
wider environmental or publichealth risks.?*

The roundtables brought together Bentham residents, local authorities,
regulators, health researchers and environmental specialists to discuss the
impacts of PFAS.

The following themes emerged during the discussion:

Potential health impacts and uncertainty about how PFAS exposure
might affect people.

Possible exposure routes, including environmental, occupational and
historic pathways.

Communication and public understanding and awareness

Monitoring and remediation, including roles, responsibilities and
available capability.

224

North Yorkshire Council, High Bentham
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Table 1: Bentham residents

Health concerns and possible exposure routes

Two long-term residents reported serious health conditions, including
cancer, and questioned whether these might be linked to PFAS
exposure. Both had received PFAS blood tests showing high levels.

One participant noted that their PFAS levels were higher than those of
a relative who had worked at a PFAS using manufacturing site and that
the relative who worked at the site had lower levels of PFAS in their
blood and showed no comparable health effects.

One participant suggested their exposure may have come from
foraging local food and fishing in the nearby river. Another participant
highlighted historic airborne pollution from burning at the former
manufacturing site as a possible source.

Participants suggested PFAS could be transferred through pollen and
bees into local honey, which might act as a useful bioindicator. It was
also proposed that local veterinary practices should be engaged,
alongside GPs and other health providers, to track PFAS-related trends.

Challenges raising PFAS concerns in the community

Participants noted that the local community was split between those
who thought that there was a PFAS problem and those who did not.

Many felt people were reluctant to discuss PFAS publicly, with support
more often expressed privately.

There was a perception amongst some residents that talking about
PFAS was not good for the reputation of the community, which lay
behind some of the reticence.

Next steps

Participant said that not knowing the impact of PFAS was the worst
aspect of the issue. The absence of agreed safe thresholds was
highlighted as a major barrier to understanding risk to health.

Participants noted significant barriers to obtaining testing, including
limited UK capability and high personal costs for private testing
(around £750 per test).
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They also suggested that PFAS testing should be consistent over time
for individuals to track whether levels were decreasing and if steps
being taken to reduce exposure to PFAS were effective.

One participant called for more investment in PFAS testing as this
would become an increasing issue across the UK suggesting it would
reduce the costs of testing but also lead to jobs in the UK.
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Table 2: Local authorities and regulators

Community engagement and transparency

Participants described extensive efforts to communicate openly with
residents. Public meetings were well attended and provided structured
opportunities for discussion.

A large open forum in June 2025 (around 120 attendees) provided a
wideranging Q&A, with remaining questions answered and published
online afterwards. Monthly updates continued through the town
council meetings.

Regulators praised the structured and transparent approach, noting
that it helped reduce early anxiety.

Although initial community anxiety was high, participants felt
transparency from authorities and industry had helped reduce
tensions, though interest followed media coverage.

One participant highlighted that some residents expressed concern
over impacts on house sales.

The Local Authority maintains dedicated PFAS information pages to
support transparency and provide updates.

Participants emphasised the importance of careful risk messaging to
avoid overstating or understating potential hazards.

Regulatory challenges

Participants highlighted major difficulties in assessing PFAS risks
because the Government has not set binding PFAS exposure standards.
Environmental permitting decisions are constrained by the absence

of defined limits. New scientific evidence is continually emerging,
meaning standards may need regular revision.

Reviews of industrial processes, including onsite treatment of
contaminated water, must pass through multistage consultations
and determinations. Without benchmark levels, participants said it is
difficult to reassure the public or define what constitutes “safe.”

Asbestos was used as a comparison, with a participants highlight that
a risk analysis exists for asbestos, but evidence on PFAS is emerging
with a lot of conflicting considerations around the world. Therefore, it
is hard to quantify the risk to the general population
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Pathways

One participant suggested that live testing carried out on industrial
site indicated that some pollutants may become airborne, raising
further questions about exposure routes.

Participants discussed whether risk differed between those working
at the site and those living nearby. The site has a history of multiple
industrial uses, not only firefightingfoam manufacturing, which may
influence historical contamination patterns.

One participant noted that early PFAS from earlier decades may
persist in the environment reach people through food supplies. They
stated that early messaging from UKHSA included advice such as “just
wash your potatoes,” but questioned whether PFAS posed a greater
risk in this area than elsewhere in the country. They asked what
practical mitigations residents could take and highlighted how difficult
it was to obtain clear guidance in the early stages of the issue.

Participants described the work undertaken on private water supplies
in the area. Long-term monitoring had not previously included PFAS,
as earlier risk assessment criteria did not identify it as a parameter
requiring routine testing.

It was highlighted that since concerns about PFAS were raised,
several rounds of PFAS testing have been carried out on private water
supplies, with all results showing PFAS levels below detectable limits.

Public drinking water for the wider community is sourced from outside
the immediate area.

One participant suggested that issues relate to localised
shallowgroundwater contamination rather than the deeper aquifers
used for drinking water. They described the contamination as highly
localised, with rainfall periodically mobilising contaminants, but
emphasised that it has not spread more widely.

Remediation

One participant raised the burden of remediating historic
contamination could fall on local authorities, many of which lack the
necessary budget calling for better crossgovernment coordination
(health, environment, local government) and clear, evidence-based
standards are needed.
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Participants also highlighted that current technology is not capable of
eliminating PFAS entirely from wastewater treatment works (WWTW)
discharges.

As validation processes, risk assessment criteria, and regulatory
frameworks for PFAS develop, more historic industrial sites may be
identified as potentially contaminated.

Where such sites are no longer operational, the remediation burden
may again fall on local authorities, which do not have the budget to
address such liabilities.
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Table 3: Health and environment

Health data and epidemiological uncertainty

Participants stated that PFAS health data in the UK remains limited.
Some cancers appeared to cluster geographically, but more robust,
populationlevel datasets are needed.

One participant noted three particular cancers affecting the area and
that these cancers tended to occur within Bentham, based on hospital
data. Researchers are requesting all-England NHS data on cancers.

Some suggested funding largescale epidemiological studies and a
population-level PFAS screening programme focused on higherrisk
groups to differentiate elevated levels of PFAS due to greater exposure
and link to health consequences. One participant noted that not
everyone has the same risk but there will be a higher risk for certain
groups who will be more exposed.

Participants noted the need to differentiate between background PFAS
exposure and elevated exposure due to occupation or local industrial
activity.

One participant called for publicly available data that identifies
polluted sites.

Exposure pathways

A participant suggested airborne dispersal from industrial activity
as a potential significant pathway, with possible spread over several
kilometres.

Additional concerns included PFAS entering sewers, foam entering
public spaces, and contamination of aquifers. Contamination is
emerging at fire-training centres, airports, military bases, industrial
sites, and post-fire locations where large volumes of foam were used.

Participants emphasised that environmental PFAS contamination
persists across decades and requires long-term monitoring and land-
use controls. They suggested that systematic identification, mapping,
and public disclosure were considered essential for remediation
prioritisation, environmental governance, informed planning decisions,
and preventing exposure.
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One participant discussed occupational exposures and high-risk
groups. Firefighters were highlighted as one of the highest-risk
occupational groups for PFAS exposure, alongside workers in industrial
settings, waste management, landfill, and recycling sectors.

The participant suggested monitoring workplace-specific PFAS
exposure pathways, including firefighting and other PFAS-exposed
sectors, to strengthen risk assessments and protective measures.
They recommend targeted occupational health surveillance and PFAS
monitoring.

Regulation and standardised limits
A key theme was the absence of a UK drinking water standard for PFAS.

Concerns were raised about industry substituting banned PFAS
varieties with chemically similar alternatives that evade regulation.

One participant suggested shifting to a model where industry must
prove PFAS chemicals are safe before use.

The creation of multidisciplinary teams combining councils, regulators,
researchers and industry was suggested. A regional model in the
Northwest was proposed as a potential pilot for national expansion.

Monitoring, remediation and capacity issues

Participants highlighted significant gaps in monitoring of surface
water discharges and industrial practices.

One participant suggested independent environmental consultants as
potential auditors of industrial compliance.

It was highlighted that PFAS disposal remains a major challenge for
industry: hightemperature incineration is recommended but capacity
in the UK is very limited.

It was also noted by a participant that some PFAScontaining storage
cylinders are reused for other chemicals, creating contamination risks.

The high cost for remediating PFAS in the environment was highlighted,
with participants reinforcing the importance of prevention, stronger
regulatory controls, and long-term monitoring frameworks.
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Formal Minutes

Wednesday 15 April 2026

Members present
Mr Toby Perkins, in the Chair
Jonathan Davies

Sojan Joseph

Martin Rhodes

Dr Roz Savage

Blake Stephenson

John Whitby

Sammy Wilson

Addressing the risks from Perfluoroalkyl
and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS)

Draft Report (Addressing the risks from Perfluoroalkyl and Polyfluoroalky!l
Substances (PFAS)), proposed by the Chair, brought up and read.

Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by
paragraph.

Paragraphs 1to 125 read and agreed to.
Annexes and Summary agreed to.

Resolved, That the Report be the Ninth Report of the Committee to the
House.

Ordered, That the Chair make the Report to the House.

Ordered, That embargoed copies of the Report be made available, in
accordance with the provisions of Standing Order No. 134.
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Adjournment

Adjourned till Wednesday 22 April 2026 at 2.00 pm.
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Withesses

The following witnesses gave evidence. Transcripts can be viewed on the
inquiry publications page of the Committee’s website.

Wednesday 25 June 2025

Linsey Cottrell, Environmental Policy Officer, Conflict and Environment
Observatory; Dr Joanna Cloy, Senior Project Manager, Fidra; Professor
Michael Depledge CBE, Emeritus Professor, European Centre for
Environment and Human Health Q1-55

Andrew Spence, Joint Managing Director, Britannia Fire Ltd; Dr Nissanka
Rajapakse, Group Head of Product Stewardship, Johnson Matthey; Mark
Hirlam, Global Sales Director, Delipac Q56-100

Wednesday 10 September 2025

Stuart Ede, Head of sustainability, AGC Chemicals Europe, Ltd.; Dr Andy
Joel, Technical Support Chemist, F2 Chemicals Ltd; Stephanie Metzger,
Policy Advisor - Sustainable Chemicals, Royal Society of Chemistry Q101-149

Duncan Sanders, Director for England, ATG Group; Professor Luisa Orsini,
Professor of Evolutionary Systems Biology and Environmental Omics,
University of Birmingham, Co-founder and CEO, Daphne Water Solutions
Limited; Dr Andrew Schwarz, Chief Business Officer, Fluorok Q150-185

Wednesday 10 December 2025

Professor Elsie Sunderland, Fred Kavli Professor of Environmental
Chemistry and Professor of Earth and Planetary Sciences, Harvard
University; Professor Martyn Kirk, Professor of Applied Epidemiology,
Australian National University; Professor Alan Boobis OBE, Professor of
Toxicology, Imperial College London Q186-204

David Henderson, CEO, Water UK; Dr David Megson, Reader in Chemistry

and Environmental Forensics, Manchester Metropolitan University; Vicky

Robinson, Head of Sustainability, The Agricultural Industries Confederation
Q205-240

59


https://committees.parliament.uk/work/9078/Addressing-the-risks-from-Perfluoroalkyl-and-Polyfluoroalkyl-Substances-PFAS/publications
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/16181/html/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/16181/html/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/16461/html/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/16462/html/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/16905/html/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/16906/html/

Wednesday 4 February 2026

Liz Parkes MBE, Deputy Director for Climate Change, Chemicals & Markets,
Environment Agency; Matt Womersley, Environment and Business Manager
- Chemicals Regulatory Development, Environment Agency; Richard
Daniels, Divisional Director of Chemicals Regulation Division, Health and
Safety Executive Q241-272

Emma Hardy MP, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State (Minister for
Water and Flooding), Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs;
Marc Casale, Deputy Director, Chemicals & International, Department for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Q273-311
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Published written evidence

The following written evidence was received and can be viewed on the

inquiry publications page of the Committee’s website.

PFAS numbers are generated by the evidence processing system and so may

not be complete.

1 2Encapsulate Ltd

ADS Group Ltd
AGC Chemicals Europe, Ltd.

a A W N

AMDEA, the Association of Manufacturers of Domestic
Appliances

ATG Group
Affinity Water
Affinity Water

© 0o N o

Agricultural Industries Confederation ('AIC)

10  Agricultural Industries Confederation (AIC)

1 Amentum

12 Angling Trust

13 Association of British HealthTech Industries

14 Association of Contact Lens Manufacturers (ACLM)
15 Asthma + Lung UK

16 AstraZeneca

17 Asynt
18 Augean
19 BEAMA

20 Bathroom Manufacturers Association
21  Bioforcetech Corporation

22  Blue Earth Biochar Limited

23  Breast Cancer UK
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Britannia Fire Ltd

British Valve and Actuator Association (BVAA)

Bussemaker, Madeleine, (Associate Professor, University of

Surrey)

Chadwick, Dr Elizabeth (Senior Lecturer, Cardiff University);
and O’Rourke, Dr Emily (Postdoctoral Research Associate,

Cardiff University)

CHEM Trust

Chemical Industries Association (CIA)
Chemviron Carbon Ltd

Claire, Paul Le (None, Water Awareness Jersey)
Cleaner Bentham Ltd

Codling, Dr Garry (Senior Lecturer in Water Chemistry,
Centre for Resilience in Environment Water and Waste
(CREWW), Exeter University)
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