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Water	
  Supply	
  U-li-es	
  and	
  Housing	
  Age	
  
69%	
  of	
  NJ	
  
housing	
  
built	
  up	
  to	
  
1980	
  (ACS)	
  
	
  
1986	
  SDWA	
  
banned	
  lead	
  
plumbing	
  
and	
  solder	
  



Newark,	
  NJ	
  Popula-on	
  (Census)	
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Loss	
  of	
  population	
  and	
  industry	
  –	
  decreased	
  
demands;	
  water	
  can	
  stagnate	
  within	
  water	
  mains	
  and	
  
individual	
  buildings,	
  such	
  as	
  schools	
  



“Safe”	
  Drinking	
  Water	
  Act	
  
Focus	
  of	
  the	
  Act	
   Lead	
  (Pb)	
  Action	
  Level	
  
�  Minimize	
  health	
  risks,	
  
especially	
  household	
  uses	
  

�  Toxins	
  –	
  No	
  Observable	
  
Adverse	
  Effect	
  Level	
  
(NOAEL)	
  

�  Carcinogens	
  –	
  Some	
  risk	
  at	
  
all	
  positive	
  levels.	
  1	
  in	
  million	
  
risk	
  level	
  used	
  as	
  threshold	
  

�  BUT	
  –	
  if	
  those	
  levels	
  can’t	
  be	
  
met	
  by	
  treatment	
  technology	
  
or	
  routinely	
  measured	
  in	
  
labs,	
  the	
  MCL	
  is	
  higher	
  than	
  
the	
  health	
  thresholds	
  

�  Neurological	
  effects	
  assumed	
  
at	
  all	
  positive	
  levels	
  

�  Cannot	
  measure	
  “zero”	
  
�  Lead	
  not	
  in	
  source	
  water	
  or	
  
treatment	
  plant	
  output	
  

�  If	
  lead	
  exists	
  in	
  the	
  lines,	
  
cannot	
  achieve	
  “zero”	
  

�  Action	
  Level	
  –	
  utility	
  must	
  
act	
  if	
  >10%	
  of	
  samples	
  exceed	
  
15	
  ppb	
  (ug/L),	
  at	
  “high	
  risk	
  
locations”	
  

�  Not	
  a	
  health-­‐based	
  MCL	
  



Implica-ons	
  for	
  Lead	
  (Pb)	
  
� Under	
  10%	
  of	
  samples	
  can	
  exceed	
  action	
  level	
  –	
  what	
  
then?	
  

� What	
  if	
  all	
  samples	
  are	
  less	
  than	
  15	
  ppb	
  (ug/L)?	
  
Positive	
  levels	
  remain	
  a	
  health	
  concern	
  

� Once	
  corrosion	
  control	
  treatment	
  starts,	
  it	
  remains	
  
necessary	
  essentially	
  forever	
  

� Replacing	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  lead	
  lines	
  increases	
  risk	
  
temporarily	
  –	
  disturbance	
  from	
  construction	
  (CDC)	
  



Next	
  Steps?	
  
�  Service	
  line	
  replacements:	
  Lansing,	
  MI	
  (public);	
  
East	
  Bay	
  MUD,	
  CA	
  (1990s);	
  Massachusetts.	
  But	
  inside	
  
plumbing	
  remains.	
  

� Replacing	
  all	
  lead	
  lines	
  and	
  plumbing	
  is	
  expensive.	
  A	
  
gradual	
  approach	
  is	
  required,	
  but	
  extends	
  the	
  threat.	
  

� Private	
  responsibilities	
  remain	
  –	
  who	
  pays?	
  How?	
  
� Part	
  of	
  the	
  larger	
  issue	
  of	
  water	
  and	
  sewer	
  service	
  
affordability	
  

� Replicate	
  household	
  assistance	
  programs	
  for	
  energy?	
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Daniel	
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Lead Measurement and 
Where to Measure 

Brian Buckley 
Environmental and Occupational 

Health Sciences Institute 
bbuckley@eohsi.rutgers.edu 



Lead 



How much is too much? 





Measuring with flame 



Measuring with flame 



Measuring with flame 



Metal Analysis 

Blood Lead = 1 µg/dl = 10 ng/ml = 10ppb 
Trace = 1ppm- ppb 
Ultratrace = ppb – ppq 



Atomic Absorption Spectroscopy 



Graphite Furnace AA 

Platform 

Electrode connection 
Sample Injection 

Source P 
M 
T Background 

correction 



Inductively Coupled Plasma 



Types of Elemental 
Instrumentation 

Mass Spectrometry     

n Plasma/MS 

n Glow Discharge/MS 



ICP-MS 
Inductively Coupled Plasma – Mass Spectrometer 



How does it work? 

Sample +  
Argon Gas 

+ 
+ 

+ 
+ + 
+ 

+ 
+ + 

+ 

Ion 
Detector 



High Resolution ICP/MS System 

+ 
+ 

e- 

e- 

e- + + + + 
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+ e- 
e- + 

+ 

Ion Focus Lens 

To Vacuum Pump 

Electron 
Multiplier 

+ 

Analyte 

+ + 

Magnetic Sector MS 



Isotopes of Pb 

Yamanaka, Michiko,Removal of Molybdenum Oxide Interference on Cadmium. Agilent Technologies, Japan 



Looking at our water 

EOHSI 



How does it get into the water? 



One bad 
element 





Arsenic in NJ 
n  Arsenic in 

drinking 
water 
wells in 
the 
Piedmont 
region 



What’s in 
your 
water? 





Lots of unregulated compounds 





Sometimes you miss your target 



Drinking Water Samples: First Draw Vs. Post Purge 
New Brunswick or Piscataway, NJ  

NJDEP Drinking Water Quality Standard for Lead: 15 PPB 

NJDEP - New Jersey Dept. of Environmental Protection 
PPB – Parts Per Billion 

Limit of Detection (Pb) – 0.05 
ppb 
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Drinking Water Samples: First Draw Vs. Post Purge 
New Brunswick or Piscataway, NJ  

NJDEP Drinking Water Quality Standard for Lead: 15 PPB 
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NJDEP - New Jersey Dept. of Environmental Protection 
PPB – Parts Per Billion 
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Blood lead 

Year 
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Gasoline lead 

Lead in gasoline and lead in blood 
NHANES II, 1976-1980 
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Predicted blood lead 



Exposure Science 

CA Biomonitoring Workshop -- 
March 2011 30 

Source 
Water, Air, Food, Soil, Dust, Sediment, Personal Care Products 

Internal Dose 

Inhalation 
Ingestion 
Dermal Contact 

Target Organ 
Dose 

Biological Effective Dose 

Absorption following: 

Distribution Metabolism 

Elimination 
Elimination 

Effect 

External Dose 
EXPOSURE 

Body 
Burden 



Our Studies 



https://isles.org/services/healthy-homes-lead-asthma/videos 



https://isles.org/services/healthy-homes-lead-asthma/resources 



LEAD 
n  900,000 children between 

ages 1 and 5 have PbB 
above level of concern in US 
(EPA). 

n  Currently, PbB elevated if 
exceeding 5 ug/dL. 

n  Lead more dangerous to 
children than adults: 
n  Higher absorption of lead. 
n  More likely to put hands 

and other object with lead 
dust in mouth. 

n  Brain and nervous 
systems not yet 
developed. 















Kids put things (like their hands) 
in their mouths 



Pb and Cr in High 
Concentrations in 
Big Bird’s Nose 
fabric 



Lead Care 
(electrochemical)monitoring 



Electrochemical Detection 



Food and Drug Administration and 
Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention are warning Americans 
that certain lead tests manufactured 
by Magellan Diagnostics may 
provide inaccurate results for some 
children and adults in the United 
States …with blood drawn from a 
vein 

Electrochemical Lead Care ??? 



EPA      CDC 

natural levels of lead in soil range 
between 50 and 400 parts per 
million EPA 

 No safe blood lead level in 
children has been identified. CDC 
 
4 million households have children 
living in them that are being 
exposed to high levels of lead.  
 
There are approximately half a 
million U.S. children ages 1-5 with 
blood lead levels above 5 
micrograms per deciliter (µg/dL), 
the reference level at which CDC 
recommends public health actions 
be initiated. 

 If lead concentrations exceed an 
action level of 15 ppb or copper 
concentrations exceed an action 
level of 1.3 ppm in more than 10% 
of customer taps sampled, the 
system must undertake a number of 
additional actions to control 
corrosion. Lead and Copper Rule 









Guess Who? 



Exposed Populations: Romania 



ICP/MS System 
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ICP/MS Time Of Flight System 
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Atomic Spectrometry 

Analyte 
Atom  
Source 

Light 
Source 

Detector 
PMT,MS 

Detector 
PMT 

Atomic Fluorescence 

Atomic  
Fluorescence 

and 
Absorbance 

Atomic Emission,  
Absorbance and 

Mass Spec 



Types of Elemental 
Instrumentation 

Optical      

n Absorption 

n Emission 

n Fluorescence 



Droplets in 
the Flame  



In common:  
Aerosol Sample Introduction.  
(Droplets) 

      

Atomic Spectroscopy 

Flame 
Spectroscopy 

 
Atomic Absorption (T) 
Atomic Emission (T) 
Atomic Fluorescence (U) 

Plasma 
Spectroscopy 

 
Atomic Emission (T) 
Atomic Mass Spec (U) 



Sample 
aerosol 

Approx. Temp.     Approx. height above coil 

Hottest part of plume 

Coolant Ar gas  

6000K            25mm 

   6500K  15mm 

10,000K            0mm 

Inductively Coupled Plasma 



Detection Limits 
The detection limit (LOD) is the smallest 
quantity of analyte of which it can be said, 
with a given level of confidence, that it is 
present in the sample. 

Aluminu
m  



MCL – Maximum Concentration Limit 
Primary – Regulated for Health 
Secondary – Regulated for Aesthetics (color, smell, taste etc)  





Direct Current Plasma 



Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey 

 

Deborah M. Spitalnik, PhD 
Professor of Pediatrics, RWJMS 

Executive Director, The Boggs Center 
April 18, 2018 

The Effect of Lead Poisoning on  
Children’s Development 

Eagleton Science & Politics Workshop 
Communicating Risk Regarding Science and Health: 

Lead Toxicity and Public Policy 
 



A Cascade of Disparities 



Lead is a Neurotoxin 

•  Prenatal & Postnatal Exposure 

•  The Nature of Development 

•  Neuropsychological Effects 

•  School Performance 

•  Life Long Consequences- Adverse life outcomes 



 Intervention and Treatment 

•  Medical intervention  only for VERY High Lead Levels 

•  Prevention is the Best Treatment 

•  Educating  & Supporting Families 

•  Health and Developmental Screening & Monitoring 

•  Education:  Evaluation  & Interventions 

•  Community Support 



Public Policy~ Lead ~Children’s Health 

•  Importance of Evidence: 
–    Basic Science, Clinical Data, Surveillance & Epidemiology  

•  Accountability in Educational Outcomes: ESSA 

•  The Social Determinants of Health and Access to Care  
•  Medicaid as a Public Health Program 

•  Views on the Role & Responsibilities of Government 



Risk Perception and Audience Approaches 
William K. Hallman, Ph.D. 
Professor /Chair 
Department of Human Ecology 
School of Environmental and Biological Sciences  
 
 



What are you trying to Accomplish? 

Establishing Your Goals 



Overall Goal of Risk Communication: 

Help people respond appropriately to risks. 
What people? 
–  With whom should we be communicating? 

–  Who needs to know about the risk? 
What risk? 
–  Which risks are worth considering? 
What is the appropriate response? 
–  Who decides? 
–  On what basis? 
Who has the authority, means, and responsibility to act? 
–  What are the ethical implications of warning people about a risk without 

also giving them the means to address it? 



U.S. National Research Council 

3 common objectives for risk communication: 
Education 
Advocacy/Persuasion 
Fostering Partnerships for Decision Making 

Improving Risk 
Communication (1989), 
National Academy Press 



Key Assumptions: 

For each goal, the assumed roles of the communicator and audience 
differ 

Who has information worth sharing? 
Who should be part of the process of deciding? 

Trouble comes when the answers to these questions are not shared 
between the communicator and audience 



Key Mistake: Not making it clear why 
you are communicating 

Are you  
providing information? 
collecting information or insights? 
trying to persuade? 

Make sure people know your purpose for communicating 



How do People think about Risk? 

Understanding Risk Perception 



Risk Perception 

To effectively communicate about risk, you need to understand how 
people perceive risk. 



Perception 

Perception is reality 
People act or fail to act based on their perceptions 
People will incorporate new information that is consistent with their 
perceptions 
People tend to reject new information that is inconsistent with their beliefs 

 



Two Components of Public Risk Perception
  

Cognitive components – thoughts 
Understanding of the likelihood/consequences of the hazard 
Mental models of how/why the particular hazard poses a threat 
Understanding of the contexts surrounding the hazard 

 
Affective components – feelings 

Not just Dread or Outrage 
–  Fear 
–  Worry 
–  Frustration 
–  Sadness 
–  Anger  
–  Disgust   
–  Protectiveness 
–  Others.  . . 

 



Risk Perception 

“Risk perception is a mix of facts and feelings, intellect and instinct, 
reason and gut reaction. And in many cases, the feelings/instinct/gut 
have the greater influence.” 

     - David Ropeik  
 
 
 

Risk communication must address each  
of these influences 
 
 



Professional Assessment of Risk 

Probability x 
Consequence 



Public Conceptions of Risk 

Affect 

Context 

Mental 
Models 

Probability x 
Consequence 



Mental Models 

How Do People Think Lead Affects Them? 



Mental Models 

What comes to mind when people think about the problem of lead 
poisoning? 
Who do people believe are affected? 
What are the sources of lead with which people are familiar? 
What sources are problematic with which people are unfamiliar? 
What do people think is necessary/adequate to address their risks? 



Key Contextual Factors 

Understanding the Importance of Context 



Key “Contextual Factors” 

Voluntariness   
Control 
Perceptibility of Exposure 



Key “Contextual Factors” 

The ability to blame someone 
 



Key “Contextual Factors” 

Familiarity 



Key “Contextual Factors” 

Natural or Industrial? 
Purposeful or accidental? 

 



Key “Contextual Factors” 

Can empathize with victims 
Risk to Future Generations 



More “Contextual Factors”   

Dreadfulness of the Consequences  
Immediate consequences 
Irreversible consequences 



More “Contextual Factors”   

Memorable 
Catastrophic  
Ability to imagine the consequences 



More “Contextual factors” 

Equitable distribution of risks 
Moral dimensions 



More “Contextual factors” 

Known to experts 
The possibility of alternatives 



More “Contextual Factors” 

Trustworthy sources 
Responsive process    



Understanding your audience 

There is no such thing as “the public” 
People differ in terms of their: 

interest in your message 
experience and education 
responsibilities / ability to respond 
needs and concerns 
cultural background 



Reaching your audiences 

You must tailor messages and channels to meet the needs of your 
audiences 

Marketing professionals refer to this as “market segmentation” 
To do this, you must get to know your audiences 



Who should be part of your audience? 

Consider the need to communicate with people who: 
would be affected  
are likely to perceive that they will be affected 



Consider including people who: 

are already involved in issues related to health, safety, or the environment 
would feel insulted, angry, or ignored if you did not communicate with them 
have useful information, ideas or insights 
are in official or unofficial positions of leadership, responsibility, or authority 



What Do You Want to Say? 

Constructing your messages 



Key Mistake: Focusing only on what 
people “need to know” 

Begin your communications with answers to what people want to know 
Once people have their questions answered, they are more likely to 
listen to additional information 
 



What Do People Want to Know? 

What happened? 
When? 
Where? 
How? 

Who is affected?  
Am I affected? 
How will I know? 

How long will the threat last? 
How will I know when it is over? 

What are the consequences?  
Immediate 
Long-term 

Can I do anything about it? 
Do I know what to do? 
Do I have what I need? 
Can I do it by myself? 

Who caused the problem?  
How? 
Why? 
Could it have been prevented? 

Who will solve the problem? 
What can be done? 
How long will it take? 
How effective will the solution be? 
Who will pay for it? 

How will we know that the problem has 
been solved? 

Can I trust that it has been solved? 
What will be done to make sure the 
problem does not happen again? 



Finding Ways to Deliver Your 
Messages 

Choosing the right channel 



Communication in only in English is Inadequate 

Most communications to consumers including about threats to health are 
issued in English, yet: 

More than 175 languages are spoken in the United States 
At least 30 others are spoken by large groups of Americans 
Nearly 1 in 5 (18%) speaks a language other than English at home 
Spanish is most common secondary language 

 
 



Written Notices not Enough 

US Department of Education estimates that:  
▪  More than 30 million adults (14% of the adult population) have 
“no more than the most simple and concrete literacy skills” 

▪  An additional 63 million adults (29% of the adult population) can 
perform only simple, everyday literacy activities 

 

Bottom Line: 
▪  Complex written information is incomprehensible to many 

 



One-Way Versus Two Way Communication 

Can you effectively meet the needs of your audience through one-way 
communication? 

A brochure, fact sheet, or other written information piece 
A Public Service Announcement (PSA)? 
A YouTube video 
An editorial 
A blog posting 

 
Does the issue that demands communication require interaction with 
your audience? 

A meeting 
A press conference 
An interview 

37 



Selecting the right channel for your 
message 

How complicated is the issue about which you need to communicate? 
In general, the more 
–  Complicated the issue 
–  Controversial the topic 
–  The risk impacts people 

The more interaction (two-way communication) that is required. 



Selecting the right channel for your 
message 

What are the channel preferences of your audiences? 
In what languages do they communicate?  
What newspapers or magazines do they read? 
To what radio stations do they tune in? 
What TV programs do they watch? 
To what cable TV networks do they subscribe? 
In what social networks do they participate? 
What blogs do they read? 

 



Selecting the right channel for your 
message 

How likely is it that people seeking information will find your message? 
How likely is it that people not seeking information but who need to hear 
it will find your message? 

  
What are the lives of your audiences your like? 

Where do they shop? 
Where do they go to school? 
Where do they receive health care? 
What outdoor, public transit, or other advertising media are they likely to see? 

 



Who Will Communicate? 

The particular audience for whom the message is intended also matters 
in selecting the right communicator 

Is the audience the public at large? 
–  A group of residents? 
–  A group of landlords? 
–  A group of parents whose children have already been affected? 
–  A group of teachers, PTA, or school administrators? 
–  Legislators or public officials? 
–  People in the local water utility? Local contractors? 
–  A group of journalists, or doctors, or lawyers, or . . . 
Is English the most appropriate language in which to communicate? 

 



For More Information: 

William K. Hallman, PhD. 
Professor/Chair 
Department of Human Ecology 
Rutgers University 
55 Dudley Road 
New Brunswick, NJ 08901-8520 
(848) 932-9227 
Hallman@aesop.rutgers.edu 
 
 

© William K. Hallman, PhD.  Reproduction, distribution, and use of these materials is by permission of the author. 



Promoting	
  Evidence-­‐Informed	
  Policies:	
  	
  
A	
  Strategic	
  Communication	
  Approach	
  	
  	
  	
  

Itzhak	
  Yanovitzky,	
  Ph.D.	
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Presentation	
  
Roadmap	
  

2 3 1 
o  The	
  science	
  perspective	
  
o  The	
  policy	
  perspective	
  
o  The	
  communication	
  perspective	
  

The	
  Science-­‐Policy	
  Chasm	
  

o  Downstream	
  applications	
  

o  Midstream	
  applications	
  

o  Upstream	
  applications	
  	
  

Strategic	
  Communication	
  	
  

o  Audience	
  analysis	
  
o  Message	
  design	
  

o  Dissemination	
  plan	
  

Planning	
  Process	
  &	
  Tools	
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The	
  Science	
  Perspective	
  on	
  Evidence	
  Use	
  

TWO	
  COMMUNITIES	
   ACCESSIBILITY	
   ALTERNATIVE	
  FACTS	
  RELEVANCE	
  &	
  TIMING	
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The	
  Policy	
  Perspective	
  on	
  Evidence	
  Use	
  

PROCESS-­‐DEPENDENT	
   CONTEXT-­‐DEPENDENT	
   RELATIONSHIP-­‐BASED	
  STRATEGIC	
  



5 

	
  

“The	
  research	
  community	
  needs	
  a	
  stronger	
  

understanding	
  of	
  how	
  practitioners	
  and	
  policymakers	
  

engage	
  research.	
  This	
  understanding	
  should	
  include	
  

their	
  definitions	
  of	
  research,	
  their	
  perceptions	
  of	
  its	
  

relevance	
  and	
  quality,	
  their	
  preferred	
  modes	
  of	
  
	
  “The	
  research	
  community	
  needs	
  a	
  stronger	
  understanding	
  of	
  how	
  practitioners	
  and	
  policymakers	
  

engage	
  research.	
  This	
  understanding	
  should	
  include	
  

	
  

	
  definitions	
  of	
  research,	
  

theirTseng,	
  V.	
  (2012).	
  The	
  uses	
  of	
  research	
  in	
  policy	
  and	
  practice.	
  

	
  perceptions	
  of	
  its	
  Washington,	
  DC:	
  Society	
  for	
  Research	
  in	
  Child	
  Development.	
  

relevance	
  and	
  quality,	
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Policy Ecosystems Policy Ecosystems 

offices,	
  and	
  policymakers	
  offices,	
  and	
  policymakers	
  
themselves.	
  themselves.	
  

INNER-­‐CIRCLE	
  INNER-­‐CIRCLE	
  OUTER-­‐CIRCLE	
  OUTER-­‐CIRCLE	
  

Policymakers	
  

Lobbyists	
  News	
  
Media	
  

Think	
  
Tanks	
  

Scientists	
  

Special	
  
Interests	
  

Government	
  	
  

Constituents	
  

External	
  knowledge	
  brokers	
  
such	
  as	
  academics,	
  experts,	
  
foundations,	
  think	
  tanks,	
  and	
  
journalists.	
  	
  	
  

The	
  Social	
  Ecology	
  of	
  Research	
  Use	
  
	
  
“Research	
  use	
  unfolds	
  within	
  a	
  social	
  ecology	
  
of	
  relationships,	
  organizational	
  settings,	
  and	
  
political	
  and	
  policy	
  contexts”	
  (Tseng,	
  2012).	
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Knowledge	
  Brokers	
  
o  In	
  this	
  network,	
  two	
  actors	
  are	
  connected	
  if	
  they	
  

introduced	
  the	
  same	
  piece	
  of	
  research	
  evidence	
  during	
  
congressional	
  hearings.	
  Brokers	
  identify	
  or	
  introduce	
  
key	
  pieces	
  of	
  research	
  evidence	
  that	
  others	
  also	
  view	
  as	
  
critically	
  important	
  to	
  a	
  particular	
  policy	
  debate	
  

o  The	
  knowledge	
  brokers	
  in	
  this	
  network	
  may	
  be	
  
individuals	
  such	
  as	
  Rep.	
  Jeff	
  Fortenberry	
  (Republican,	
  
Nebraska)	
  or	
  organizations	
  (e.g.,	
  Campaign	
  to	
  End	
  
Obesity	
  and	
  School	
  Nutrition	
  Association).	
  

o  Some	
  knowledge	
  brokers	
  are	
  active	
  within	
  a	
  specific	
  
group	
  or	
  cluster	
  (e.g.,	
  Fortenberry),	
  whereas	
  others	
  
broker	
  knowledge	
  across	
  groups	
  or	
  clusters	
  (e.g.,	
  
George	
  Miller,	
  D-­‐California	
  and	
  Sherrod	
  Brown	
  D-­‐
Ohio).	
  
	
  

Bost

Hamburg

Dietz

Schmidt

Peterson

Barnard

Fortenberry

Baca

Lummis

Schrader
Wolf

Yadrick

Mazyck

Heiman

Campaign to End Obesity

Weill

Austin

Davis Brownell

Katic

Dickey

Tallmadge

M. Johnson

Tipton American Dietetic Association

National Soft Drink Association

PostVladeck

Baughman Jaffe

Johnson

Wootan

Hassink

Sophos

Neely

Brown

Roe

Cooper

Felton

Huehnergarth

Garrett
Ehrens

PateMiller

Levi

Kucinich

Vilsack

Sanchez

Thompson

Stallings

Chase

Marks

Converse
Howley

Lawler

Wechsler
School Nutrition Association

Valenzuela

Wong

Jessup
Marsom

107th	
  –	
  113th	
  Sessions	
  
Research	
  Evidence	
  Introduced	
  

Chairman	
  of	
  the	
  Agriculture	
  
Subcommittee	
  on	
  Hunger,	
  
Nutrition	
  and	
  Family	
  Farms	
  

Chairman	
  of	
  the	
  House	
  Education	
  
and	
  Labor	
  Committee	
  (2007-­‐2011)	
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TIMING	
  OF	
  RESEARCH	
  
EVIDENCE	
  USE	
  
	
  
Instrumental	
  use	
  of	
  research	
  
evidence	
  in	
  U.S.	
  Congressional	
  	
  
hearings	
  on	
  the	
  topic	
  of	
  
childhood	
  obesity,	
  2000-­‐2014	
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Strategic	
  Communication	
  Principles	
  

Match	
  strategy	
  to	
  the	
  unique	
  
characteristics	
  and	
  circumstances	
  of	
  
the	
  target	
  audience.	
  

AUDIENCE-­‐CENTERED	
  

Goal	
  is	
  to	
  promote	
  action	
  (individual,	
  
social,	
  or	
  institutional)	
  
	
  

ACTION-­‐ORIENTED	
  

Focus	
  is	
  on	
  getting	
  target	
  audience	
  
involved.	
  	
  

ENGAGEMENT-­‐FOCUSED	
  

Sustainable	
  and	
  consistent	
  outcomes	
  
are	
  a	
  function	
  of	
  building	
  or	
  leveraging	
  
relationships	
  with	
  target	
  audience.	
  

RELATIONSHIP-­‐BASED	
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Downstream	
  
Strategies	
  

o  Individual-­‐focused.	
  
o  Approach:	
  inform,	
  remind,	
  influence.	
  

o  Intended	
  outcomes:	
  awareness,	
  knowledge,	
  beliefs,	
  attitudes,	
  

perceptions.	
  

Communication	
  Strategies:	
  

o  Education	
  
o  Risk	
  communication	
  

o  Persuasion	
  
o  Social	
  norms	
  messaging	
  	
  

o  Alerts	
  and	
  reminders	
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Midstream	
  
Strategies	
  

o  Influential	
  or	
  enabler-­‐focused.	
  
o  Approach:	
  engage,	
  influence,	
  activate,	
  pressure	
  (influentials).	
  
o  Intended	
  outcomes:	
  educate,	
  influence,	
  regulate,	
  support,	
  or	
  

enable	
  target	
  audience.	
  

Communication	
  Strategies:	
  

o  Education	
  	
  
o  Persuasion	
  
o  Linkage	
  /	
  referral	
  
o  Diffusion	
  
o  Mobilization	
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Upstream	
  
Strategies	
  

o  Focused	
  on	
  the	
  environment	
  (barriers	
  /	
  facilitators	
  to	
  action).	
  

o  Approach:	
  lobbying,	
  advocacy,	
  social	
  and	
  political	
  mobilization.	
  

o  Intended	
  outcomes:	
  policymaking	
  (laws,	
  regulations),	
  

enforcement,	
  incentives,	
  social	
  norms.	
  

Communication	
  Strategies:	
  

o  Campaigns	
  

o  Issue	
  advocacy	
  
o  Media	
  advocacy	
  

o  Social	
  marketing	
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Planning	
  Process	
  

Problem	
  Analysis	
  
Determine	
  who	
  needs	
  to	
  do	
  what,	
  
where,	
  and	
  when	
  to	
  impact	
  the	
  
problem.	
  	
  

Audience	
  and	
  Behavioral	
  Analysis	
  
Generate	
  insights	
  about	
  your	
  target	
  audience	
  –	
  their	
  
needs,	
  aspirations,	
  values,	
  interests,	
  habits,	
  etc.	
  as	
  they	
  
relate	
  to	
  the	
  action	
  you	
  chose	
  to	
  promote	
  –	
  that	
  can	
  
inform	
  the	
  choice	
  of	
  communication	
  strategy	
  (including	
  
segmentation	
  and	
  tailoring).	
  

Message	
  Design	
  and	
  Testing	
  
Design	
  and	
  pretest	
  core	
  themes,	
  messages,	
  
and	
  delivery	
  features	
  that	
  has	
  the	
  greatest	
  
potential	
  to	
  engage	
  your	
  target	
  audience	
  in	
  
action.	
  	
  

Dissemination	
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Example	
  

Goal:	
  Influence	
  state	
  legislators	
  to	
  offer	
  low-­‐income	
  families	
  subsidized	
  

supply	
  of	
  fresh	
  fruits	
  and	
  vegetables.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

	
  

Objectives:	
  

o  Determine	
  legislators’	
  position	
  on	
  this	
  issue	
  and	
  the	
  factors	
  associated	
  

with	
  that	
  position.	
  	
  

o  Identify	
  gaps	
  in	
  legislators’	
  existing	
  knowledge,	
  ability,	
  and/or	
  

motivation	
  to	
  support	
  this	
  initiative.	
  	
  	
  	
  

o  Formulate	
  a	
  communication	
  strategy	
  to	
  close	
  this	
  gap.	
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Audience	
  Analysis	
  

What	
  do	
  we	
  know	
  about	
  state	
  legislators’	
  position	
  regarding	
  

subsidized	
  supply	
  of	
  fresh	
  fruits	
  and	
  vegetables	
  for	
  low-­‐income	
  

families?	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

	
  

o  A	
  recent	
  survey	
  by	
  the	
  center	
  for	
  state	
  health	
  policy	
  found	
  that	
  
legislators	
  are	
  aware	
  of	
  the	
  nutritional	
  and	
  health	
  benefits	
  of	
  children’s	
  

FV	
  consumption	
  and	
  recognize	
  this	
  is	
  a	
  problem	
  for	
  this	
  population.	
  	
  	
  

o  Almost	
  all	
  have	
  previously	
  supported	
  legislative	
  initiatives	
  that	
  are	
  

designed	
  to	
  help	
  low-­‐income	
  families	
  (e.g.,	
  access	
  to	
  health	
  insurance,	
  

affordable	
  child	
  services,	
  playgrounds).	
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Audience	
  Analysis	
  

What	
  are	
  the	
  gaps	
  in	
  knowledge/ability/motivation	
  that	
  will	
  need	
  to	
  

be	
  addressed	
  to	
  secure	
  state	
  legislators’	
  support?	
  	
  

	
  

o  The	
  same	
  survey	
  found	
  that	
  a	
  majority	
  of	
  state	
  legislators	
  believe	
  that	
  

the	
  needs	
  of	
  low-­‐income	
  families	
  are	
  met	
  through	
  SNAP,	
  and	
  there	
  is	
  

no	
  need	
  in	
  additional	
  subsidies	
  –	
  the	
  problem	
  is	
  with	
  parents	
  using	
  

food	
  stamps	
  to	
  buy	
  unhealthy	
  foods	
  .	
  	
  	
  	
  

o  Legislators	
  representing	
  more	
  affluent	
  communities	
  in	
  the	
  state	
  were	
  

significantly	
  more	
  likely	
  place	
  the	
  blame	
  on	
  low-­‐income	
  parents	
  and	
  

therefore	
  be	
  less	
  supportive	
  of	
  this	
  proposal.	
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Audience	
  Analysis	
  

What	
  should	
  be	
  the	
  focus	
  of	
  the	
  communication	
  strategy?	
  	
  

	
  

o  Educate	
  state	
  legislators	
  about	
  the	
  objective	
  barriers	
  that	
  challenge	
  
low-­‐income	
  parents	
  who	
  wish	
  make	
  FV	
  available	
  to	
  their	
  children	
  

(access,	
  cost,	
  competing	
  demands,	
  etc.)	
  	
  	
  

	
  

o  Tell	
  them	
  about	
  the	
  benefits	
  –	
  to	
  low-­‐income	
  families,	
  to	
  their	
  political	
  

career,	
  and	
  to	
  important	
  constituent	
  groups	
  –	
  that	
  they	
  can	
  expect	
  if	
  

they	
  support	
  this	
  legislation.	
  	
  

	
  

o  Emphasize	
  that	
  they	
  have	
  moral	
  responsibility	
  to	
  help	
  and	
  that	
  others	
  

expect	
  them	
  to	
  do	
  the	
  right	
  thing.	
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Communication	
  Strategy	
  

Core	
  message	
  targeting	
  attitude	
  change:	
  “SNAP	
  is	
  not	
  enough”	
  

	
  

o  A	
  recent	
  study	
  by	
  the	
  University	
  of	
  Kentucky	
  Center	
  for	
  Poverty	
  
Research	
  found	
  	
  that	
  a	
  substantial	
  fraction	
  of	
  SNAP-­‐eligible	
  

households	
  (more	
  than	
  60%)	
  must	
  spend	
  an	
  amount	
  that	
  is	
  greater	
  

than	
  what	
  they	
  get	
  from	
  the	
  program	
  to	
  feed	
  their	
  kids,	
  and	
  that	
  large	
  

families	
  spend	
  less	
  on	
  food	
  to	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  pay	
  for	
  other	
  basic	
  needs.	
  

o  Findings	
  from	
  	
  the	
  most	
  recent	
  National	
  Household	
  Food	
  Acquisition	
  

and	
  Purchase	
  Survey	
  show	
  Lack	
  of	
  access	
  to	
  food	
  retailers	
  that	
  sell	
  a	
  

wide	
  range	
  of	
  healthy	
  and	
  affordable	
  foods.	
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Communication	
  Strategy	
  

Core	
  message	
  targeting	
  attitude	
  change:	
  “There	
  is	
  an	
  opportunity	
  

here	
  for	
  political	
  gain”	
  

	
  

o  SNAP	
  is	
  already	
  connected	
  with	
  local	
  farmers	
  market.	
  You	
  can	
  

mandate	
  by	
  law	
  that	
  the	
  additional	
  FV	
  subsidy	
  may	
  only	
  be	
  spent	
  to	
  

purchase	
  fresh	
  produce	
  and	
  dairy	
  products	
  	
  in	
  farmers	
  markets.	
  We	
  

can	
  bring	
  farmers	
  markets	
  to	
  low-­‐income	
  communities.	
  	
  

o  This	
  will	
  also	
  help	
  our	
  local	
  farmers.	
  The	
  subsidy	
  will	
  go	
  directly	
  to	
  

benefit	
  them	
  and	
  sustain	
  farming	
  on	
  the	
  state.	
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Communication	
  Strategy	
  

Core	
  message	
  targeting	
  responsibility:	
  “We	
  must	
  and	
  can	
  do	
  better	
  to	
  

enable	
  low-­‐income	
  families	
  and	
  children	
  be	
  healthy”	
  

	
  

o  CDC’s	
  morbidity	
  and	
  mortality	
  data	
  ranks	
  NJ	
  lower	
  than	
  most	
  states	
  

on	
  key	
  health	
  and	
  wellness	
  indicators	
  among	
  low-­‐income	
  families	
  and	
  

children.	
  We	
  simply	
  cannot	
  have	
  that.	
  

	
  

o  This	
  population	
  disproportionally	
  burden	
  our	
  health	
  care	
  system,	
  

which	
  is	
  costing	
  us	
  a	
  fortune	
  in	
  Medicaid	
  payments;	
  prevention	
  is	
  

much	
  cheaper	
  and	
  has	
  high	
  return	
  on	
  investment;	
  there	
  is	
  scientific	
  

consensus	
  that	
  healthy	
  diet	
  is	
  critical	
  for	
  preventing	
  chronic	
  diseases	
  in	
  

low-­‐income	
  children	
  and	
  adults.	
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Communication	
  Strategy	
  

Message	
  “packaging”	
  

o  Logical	
  appeal	
  (use	
  credible	
  evidence	
  to	
  support	
  claims).	
  

o  Use	
  gain	
  (opportunity)	
  rather	
  than	
  loss	
  (threat)	
  frame.	
  	
  

o  Use	
  statistics	
  (perceived	
  to	
  be	
  more	
  authoritative	
  and	
  persuasive	
  

evidence	
  than	
  stories)	
  	
  

	
  

Messenger	
  (Whom	
  do	
  legislators	
  perceive	
  as	
  credible	
  on	
  this	
  issue?)	
  

o  Experts	
  (particularly	
  those	
  they	
  have	
  established	
  relationships	
  with)	
  	
  

o  NJDA	
  officials	
  	
  

o  Other	
  legislators	
  	
  	
  	
  

o  Important	
  constituent	
  group	
  (e.g.,	
  farmers).	
  	
  

	
  



Thank	
  you!	
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Itzhak	
  Yanovitzky:	
  itzhak@rutgers.edu	
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