Region 10 Environmental Health Forum

Notes 8.29.2006

Opening remarks


-Stephanie Hallock (Director OR DEQ, outgoing President of ECOS): emphasized ongoing collaborations between state departments of environment and health


-Susan Allan (Public Health Director, OR DHS): pointed out that having DEQ and DHS co-testify to state legislature strengthens the connections between environment and public health for legislators


-Ron Kreizenbeck (Acting Regional Administrator, EPA Region 10): recognized and rewarded the hard work of raising the profile of environmental public health

Introduction by participants and Judy Smith (session facilitator, EPA Oregon Operations Office)

Sarah Doll (Environmental Health Manager, Oregon Environmental Council)-(post ppt.)

Economic Costs of Environmentally Related Diseases and Disabilities

-strategic priorities of OR Environmental Council: 2002-2010

-national movement called collaborative on health and the environment


-human health improved by less exposure to toxics


-group to establish how the conversation needs to flow


-looking from the perspective of economic cost evaluations

-these types of studies are possible because NGO’s are doing cost of illness models

- Cost of Illness models include direct healthcare costs, indirect costs (e.g., loss of productivity), and environmentally attributable fraction (EAF)

- EAF is reported as a range, i.e., 5-20% of neurobehavioral disorders is attributed to environmental causes.  These EAF ranges are based on various scientific studies as referred to in report.


-WA looked at 6 different types of diseases and disabilities



-correlation between environmental exposures and illnesses/disabilities

-hand-out shows the costs and EAF fractions as well as economic costs-long term

-total costs of childhood diseases, direct costs and indirect costs

-justifies spending more money up front because they’re going to go up so much more and have a worse long lasting impact later

-report in January 2007 on Oregon costs

-only considered a few diseases, likely to have underestimated the costs

-study based on national percentage absent any details made available by the state

-no emotional or psychological costs calculated into economic costs

-value of public health programs, help your citizens vs. health businesses for states

-Conclusions


- Economic costs should be factored into environmental health policy and decision-making processes


- These costs are largely preventable, by eliminating or minimizing exposures


- These data give us even more incentive to use the precautionary approach


- Eliminating toxics in the environment makes good economic sense.

Lori Barck (Project manager, OR DHS Environmental Public Health Tracking Program)-post ppt.
Collaboration Stories

Alaska
-collaborative effort-fish sampling and measuring for Persistent Bioaccumulative Toxins (PBTs)

-state DEC


-runs fish samples

-Dept. of Health and Social Services


-picture of human health, toxicology


-hair and cord blood samples

-differences in funding agency styles

Idaho
-Health Dept. with environmental agency support

-EPA grant to study relationship between field burning in n. Idaho prairie and instance of asthma

-hospitalization and clinic visits

-data compilation of air data from DEQ

-health data much harder to get, privacy laws, etc


-adjustments had to be made from lack of health data

-success in good relationship developed

Oregon
-EPHT program

-network of health and environmental data through CDC

-Oregon DHS

-Data gathering has been collaboration between ODEQ through EPA and ODHS’ funding

- emphasis on MOU between DEQ and DHS before start of EPHT project to promote interagency cooperation and coordination

Washington
-joint agency rulemaking on persistent biocumulative toxins created process for prioritizing PBT work

-WA state dept. of health and dept. of ecology collaborative effort


-rule specifies consultation


-advisory committees


-choose next PBT

-draft chemical action plan

-different way for agencies to collaborate

Challenges and Opportunities crossing jurisdictional lines in the Pacific NW

Robert Duff-WA State Dept. of Health

- Fish consumption studies show problems associated to in utero exposure to PCBs, mercury, etc.  There are also concerns with exposure in the general population to PCBs via consumption.

-contaminants in fish 

-mercury exposures

-PCBs-immune system effects, general population


-particularly women of childbearing age and kids


-high end consumers, esp. tribes in the Pacific NW

-general advice


-cooking, choosing fish, cooking, varieties


-meal limits, must be very careful or precise

-fish advisories are species specific and waterbody-specific, contaminants depend on species though surrogates can be used

-think state wide and nation wide for large area sources of pollution, like atmospheric deposition of mercury.

-fish consumption advice is usually reliant on mercury and PCBs so area specifics need to be considered

-fish should be eaten, just need to take into account the information about potential risks

- Challenges include: multiple sources of advice, differing assessments of levels of concern for the contaminant (e.g., mercury), differing assessments of the health benefits of consuming fish, differences in demographics, cultural differences and literacy concerns

- Key strategies: 

-simpler message is better, 

- consider your consumer 

-keep in mind target population and how we approach the message

-cultural difficulties, community meetings, pictures, fish cleaning demonstrations with kids, etc.

-literacy needs to be simple and messages need to be clear

-capitalize on the credibility of health care providers for communications and outreach

-is this message working? 



-more data

-obligation to give the balanced message

-What’s next?  Collaborations in Puget Sound and Columbia River, address PBTs

Kara Stevens-ID Environmental Health and Kai Elgethun

-asthma, air quality, respiratory illnesses

-need to look at studies that are already out there

- need to look to & share with our data providers

-Asthma-fish out of water campaign message, should be expanded

-Expand awareness of developers, e.g., when building schools, keep them away from pollution sources; consider alternative modes of transportation

-identify facilities for clean air shelters during forest fires, etc. 

-Work together with DHW and DEQ on mold and methamphetamine-clean up issues

-Head start staff trained to identify environmental triggers for asthma in the home

-outdoor air issues becoming indoor issues and agencies joining together 

-develop Master Home Environmentalist programs

-using GIS and environmental mapping


-spatial analysis-helps to bridge the gap

-health dept. may not have access to technology but can work with the environmental agencies

-where does EPA overlap with state agencies

-EPA maps looking at sources

-looking at online resources to figure out what other agencies are doing


-using mapping as a collaborative tools

Dave Stone-OR DHS

- Are unregulated private wells a public health concern?


-3 chemical contaminants of concern:



-arsenic



-nitrates



-pesticides (mostly herbicides)

-Exposure: private wells used by 1.6 million Oregonians and Washingtonians

-Challenges: monitoring is not mandatory on private wells



-cost prohibitive for many citizens

-outreach and communication is limited

-no health advisory levels for many contaminants

-actions which can be taken


-more sampling


-outreach and communication


-build capacity for tracking and physician education


-collaboration between groups


-real estate laws in “hot zones”

Janice Adair
-introduction to collaboration and explanation of forum

-goals for a one year time period

Criteria for Selection of Priority Area

-recognize no resource available to dedicate new staff, etc.

-Where are our pressure points? 

-What concern represents high magnitude risk or most exposure possibility?

-For what risk are there fewer alternatives for avoidance?

-What can we “do” in a year before the next ECOS meeting?

-Does it cut across all four states?

Fish Contaminants
-A feeling (possibly mistaken) that the science is “done”, then we should focus on collaborating on a communications plan

-All states have individual efforts and related concerns in this area already, synergy may exist around this

-campaigns cost money


-coordinating a website

-define health issues 

-effective pieces of information to be used

-establish that communication methods are working

-data showing that communication is working

-come to some sort of agreement as to what the advisories should be within Region 10

-what tools do we have and where do we use them

-grocery stores—with fish consumption guidelines and environmental health

-framing advisories to be sensitive of it as an environmental justice issue


-inclusive as to the cultural issue

-ID-working with medical health association


-broadening message


-health care providers asking for information


-commercial fishing

-need to fill in data gaps in collaboration with environmental agencies, but we’ve never been able to close the loop to determine pollution sources and how to reduce the load

Air Quality Issues

-wildfires

-secure, clean air facilities during emergencies

-leveraging emergency preparedness with Homeland Security

-wood smoke data is very compelling

-climate change could impact the frequency of forest fires

-Indoor AQ as a children’s health trigger


-collaboration between environmental depts. and health 


-establishing a public health message


-combine monitoring expertise of environmental department with communications credibility of public health

-air toxics


-rural areas

-more data or modeling as to how to talk about air toxics in areas that don’t have the same triggers or quantity of contaminants

-how to communicate risks, especially the role of individual (person) contributions, e.g., combustion engine usage, smoking, aerosol/volatile chemical use

-how to include occupational health and safety vs. general population health and safety in discussions

-communication—problem definition and problem communication (face on the problem)


-solution identification and solution communication


-needs to grab the media’s attention


-simplify


-need to reach down to the local level


-be mindful of rural/urban differences

-sharing information—keep it straightforward


-using photography as a way to present information


-maps, particulate mapping


-AQ data is not easily analyzed; modeling data is needed.  We could collaborate to turn data into information, including mapping approaches

-health plays a strong role in communicating with population

-focusing messages to the more sensitive populations

-local land use agencies should receive messages


-residential areas taking over where industrial businesses used to be


-schools/day cares sited next to industrial sources

Groundwater

-how do we locate “hot spots” in private wells or groundwater?


-using GIS and modeling to corroborate high arsenic levels with cancer


-communicate needs for increased monitoring


-consider expanding typical analytes (nitrate, bacteria, arsenic) to include other contaminants (e.g., pesticides, animal growth hormones and antibiotics, emerging issues)

-standards of aquifer protection

-do we have a solution for groundwater contaminants

Overall consensus on looking at communication and outreach
-air most proximate, people can relate to it most immediately

-fish contaminants

-lung association: fish out of water (combination of the two)

-collaboration usually happens on the level of emergency response

-health communications directors

-emergency preparedness

-point sources

-environmental literacy, making sure the public is getting the correct information

-people don’t know the right questions to ask

-DC PSA (asthma), putting a face on how individual actions can impact air contaminants

-NW Air Quality communicators group—potential resource


-local air agencies

-fish message


-how to make commercial fishermen happy but still be honest to the public


-health groups who work with consumers, converting language

-Outdoor air focus as that stays within existing structures

-indoor air information, etc has to come from EPA

-brainstorming on how to approach indoor air—contribution from each state before Sun Valley as a product

-what does it look like to consider indoor air

-air issue is huge, needs to be narrowed down to target a specific area

-particulate research and asthma tied together


-impact


-research


-can put a face on it

-wildfires, what is each state’s response to this type of emergency


-concerns particulates


-very discrete issue


-prescribed burns—reach out to federal departments


-public concerns


-remote sensing data

-very active asthma agencies in all states, both from environmental and health sides


-interdisciplinary and academic—funded by CDC

-west coast diesel collaborative


-diesel/particulates

-fish contamination maybe should be considered


-new niche that hasn’t been filled


-air quality has been explored and is being worked on by numerous groups

-forest fires are a separate issue

Future Projects
1) WA-taking the lead on fish contaminant material sharing--before Sun Valley

2) Wild fires and field burning in combination with communications

Nina DeConcini

-possibility of exploring IAQ issues or establishing a program

-radon grants being turned into IAQ grants


-comprehensive program but being charged to radon

List of Action Items

· Nina DeConcini will head up the Safe Havens for Wildfires and Prescribed Burns communications project and report results at next ECOS meeting

· WA will report results from their fish tissue communications project at next ECOS meeting.  AK will collaborate with WA on developing communications for commercial producers.

· The Planning Committee will reconvene to discuss the possibility of a communications project around Indoor AQ in Schools and Daycare Facilities

