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Food!farithought i: Community and participant engagement in
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1. Spatial cumulative impacts screening tool

-making promotes the 3 Rs

Rigor: In design, data collection, ground-truthing, interpretation, etc.

Relevance: Emphasize causes of exposure & opportunities for action

Reach: Disseminate knowledge to advance policy change
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2. Online tool to visualize sea level rise threats to EJ communities
3. Digital report-back of biomonitoring results to individual study participants
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communities and participants want information now

Tools can leverage existing scientific evidence to facilitate
timely interventions and inform decistionaking

Online mapping tools:

¢ Highlight communities of potential regulatory concern

¢ Inform targeted and holistic strategies that reduce harmfgss o
exposures and advance environmental justice

Digital tools for individual repoeldack of exposures:
¢ Promote environmental health literacy

¢ Elucidate opportunities for exposure reduction



Cumulative impact mapping tool

Choose indicators of cumulative impact that:

Reflect current research on environmental and social
determinants of health.

Are transparent and relevant to poliegyakers, regulators,
and communities

Applicable for:
Land use planning
Funding allocations
Regulatory decisiomaking and enforcement
Community outreach/engagement
Engages communities in grordithing and iterative feedback




Five Categories of Cumulative Impact
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e ———— w Point and area emissions sources
w Land uses associated with sensitive populations

Heallth nisksteexpasere

w State and national data sources

Satial&heealivymnetamjity

w Based on epidemiological literature on social
determinants of health

w American Community Survey/Census Data

w State data sources

Climaxie ctlaapg e o/nbne balknlity
w Based on climate change and health literature
w Heat islands, temperature, social isolation

S Drinking water
A Based on potential contaminant exposures
A Technical, managerial capacity of system/domestic well



Environmental Justice Screening Method
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Health and Equity Benefits?
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California’s historical emissions and targets under AB 32 and SB 32. (Adapted from Greenblatt, 2015)

Source: http://www.vox.com/2016/8/29/12650488/californigdimate-law-sb-32
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Greenhouse-Gas-ReductionrEund

Revenue from regulation of industrial
greenhouse gas emissions targeted for
Investment in projects that:

A Reduce pollution and greenhouse gas
emissions in disadvantaged communities

A Enhance cdenefits of GHG reductions
I 35% of funds to benefit vulnerable groups

I 20% invested in vulnerable neighborhoods
directly



